Securities and Exchange Commission v. Galleon Management, LP et al Doc. 241

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

________________________________________________________________________ X
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION, :
: No. 09 Civ. 8811 (JSR)
Plaintiff, :
: ECFCASE
- against - :
RAJ RAJARATNAM, and .:
GALLEON MANAGEMENT, L.P., :
Defendants. :
________________________________________________________________________ X

GALLEON MANAGEMENT L.P.'S RESPONSE TO THE SECURITY AND
EXCHANGE COMMISSION'S LOCAL RULE 56.1
STATEMENT OF UNDISPUTED FACTS

Pursuant to Rule 56.1 of the Local Rutéshe Southern District of New York,
Defendant Galleon Management, L.P. (“Galleastibmits this Counterstatement of Facts and
Response in Opposition to Plaintiff Secuidtyd Exchange Commission’s Statement of

Undisputed Material FastPursuant to Local Rule 56.1, stating as follows:

GALLEON’S RESPONSE TO SEC’S ASSERTION OF EVIDENTIARY
UNDISPUTED MATERIAL FACT SUPPORT

1. The Commission filed its Seed Amended Complaint in this| Ex. A-1}
action on January 29, 2010.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gipute this fact.

2. This Court has jurisdicn over this action pursuant to Exs. A-1, 14; A-2,14; A-7
Sections 20(b), 20(d), and 22(&#H)the Securities Act [15 U.S.C.| T 4.

88 77t(b), 77t(d), and 77v(a)] askctions 21(d), 21(e), and 27 pf
the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. 88 78u(d), 78u(e), and 78aal].

! All citations are to exhibits attached to the ampanying Declaration of John Henderson in Support of

Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment against Defendants Raj Rajaratham and Galleon
Management, LP.
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Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

3. Venue lies in this Court purant to Sections 20(b) and 22(a)
of the Securities Act [15 U.S.C. 88 77t(b) and 77v(a)] and
Sections 21(d), 21A, and 27 of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C.
8§ 78u(d), 78u-1, and 78aa].

Galleon Responsésalleon does not gipute this fact.

Exs. A-1, 1 5; A-2, 1 5; A-7
15.

4. Raj Rajaratnam (“Rajaratnam”) is the co-founder and the
Managing General Partner of Galleon Management, LP
(“Galleon”).

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gipute this fact.

Exs. A-1,97,A-7,97.

5. Prior to founding Galleon, Rajaratnam worked at Needhan
Co., aregistered broker-dealen; id years, at which time he
held Series 7 and Series 24 securities licenses.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

nEBxs. A-1, 17, A-7,97.

6. On January 20, 2011, the United States filed a Second
Superseding Indictment (the “S&dictment”) against Rajaratnar
in the matter U.S. v. Raj Rajaratham, S2 09 Cr. 1184 (RJH)
(“U.S. v. Rajaratnam”).

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

Ex. A-4.

7. The S2 Indictment charged Rajaratnam with nine counts @
securities fraud, in violation @ections 78j(b) and 78ff of

Title 15 of the United States Code, Section 2 of Title 18 of the
United States Code, ané&ions 240.10b-5 and 240.10b5-2 of
Title 17 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

fEX. A-4.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.




8. The S2 Indictment also charged Rajaratnam with five countSx. A-4.
of conspiracy to commit securities fraud.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gipute this fact.

9. From March to April 2011, Rajaratnam was tried on the S2 Ex. A-6 at 1; 5649:17-19.
Indictment before a jury in the lited States District Court for the
Southern District of New Y, with Judge Holwell presiding
over the trial.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

10. On May 11, 2011, a jury convicted Rajaratham of all 14 | Ex. A-5.
counts in the S2 Indictment.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

11. Galleon, a Delaware limitg@drtnership, is a registered Exs. A-1, 6; A-2, 1 6.
investment adviser based inWe& ork, New York, that, as of
March 2009, had over $2.6 billion under management.

Galleon Responsé&salleon disputes thig€t. Galleon filed with
the Securities and Exchange Commission Form ADV-W on | Declaration of George Lau
March 31, 2010, voluntarily withdrang its registration as an | dated October 17, 2011 { §
investment adviser.

12. Galleon was founded in 1987d registered with the Exs. A-1, 1 6; A-2, 1 6.
Commission in January 2006.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

13. Galleon was the investment manager for several hedge fuB”sA-2, 1 6.
including, among others, Galleon Technology Offshore, Ltd.,
Galleon Diversified Fund, Ltd., Galleon Emerging Technology
Offshore, Ltd., Galleon Buccasrs Offshore, Ltd., Galleon
Explorers Offshore, Ltd., and Galleon Strategic Fund, Ltd.




Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

14. In the aftermath of the October 16, 2009, arrest of
Rajaratnam on insider tradingariges, Galleon began the proce
of liquidating itself and the hedge funds it advised.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

Ex. A-6 at 3954:4-3956:1;
S4656:14-21.

15. Rajaratnam was the PortfoManager of several hedge fun
for which Galleon was the invesént adviser, including the
Technology Offshore Fund, Technology Partners Fund, and
Technology MAC Fund (collectivelyhe “Galleon Tech funds”)
and the Diversified fund.

Galleon Responsé&salleon disputes this fact since it does not
provide a time period during whiadvir. Rajaratham managed th
referenced funds. Galleon furtherplises this fact tthe extent it
states that Mr. Rajaratnamadl relevant times was the only
portfolio manager for the referenced funds.

dExs. A-1, M7 A-7,97;

Ex. A-6 at 2562:15-22.

D

16. Rajaratnam controlled the trading accounts in which the
Galleon Tech funds and the Diversified fund traded the stock
issue in connection with this rion including with respect to:

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

Ex. A-6 at 2565:15-2567:12

52363:15-3364, 3608:1-15,
5129-5131:19, 5135:20-
5138:15% Ex. T [GX 101]),

t of

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emte¢he evidence relied on by th

D

U.S. v. Rajaratnam.

“GX” means “Government Exhibit,” and refers to ebits that the United States received in evidence in



SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thla¢ evidence, even if admissiblé
establishes a securities law viabett as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

ence

(&) Intel Corporation

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealgdsues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 3373:1-3383:1;
Ex. C [GX 4]);

e
ence

i

(b) Clearwire

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the ertehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimal trial, the SEC has not

Ex. A-6 at 2453; 3391:10-
22; Ex. G [GX 9));

t of

e
ence




established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies thia¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viobat as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

5.

(c) Akamai

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

Ex. A-6 at 2453, 3470:7-
3471; Ex. Q [GX 41]); and

t of
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(d) ATI.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

Ex. A-6 at 3414-3418:23,
3422:14-3425:3, 3427:11-
3428:21; Ex. N [GX 20-R].

t of

e
ence

action. Galleon also denies thia¢ evidence, even if admissible




establishes a securities law viabex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

i
St

17. The S2 Indictment charged Rajaratnam with securities fr
on the basis that he caused thdl€am Tech and/or Diversified
funds to execute transactionstive securitiesf Intel Corp.
(“Intel”) in or about April2007 on the basis of material,
nonpublic information.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

aiok. A-4 11 40-41 (Count
Fourteen).

18. Rajiv Goel testified at Rajaratnam’s trial.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

Ex. A-6 at 1560:7-11.

19. Goel and Rajaratnam were close friends.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the doe of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1571:11.

t of

20. Goel and Rajaratnam studiedether at Wharton Business
School.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor

Ex. A-6 at 1572:15-16.

t of




its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

21. Afterwards, they kept in touch, to the point where they arn
their families vacationed together.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1572:13-18.

t of

22. Rajaratnam told Goel that he worked at a fund in New Y
called Galleon, that Rajaratham functioned as Galleon’s CEQG
and that Rajaratham was managing money at Galleon.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

kX, A-6 at 1572:19-1573:1.

t of




trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

23. Goel knew that Rajaratnaraded stocks and made money
for his investors.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1573:2-6.

24. Rajaratnam helped Goel fingally in at least three different
ways.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1576:11.

t of




25. Rajaratnam lent Go$lL00,000 when Goel was buying a
house in 2005.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1576:11-12;
1577:5-7.

t of

26. Goel never repaid Rajaratnam for the loan.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1590:20-25.

t of

27. Rajaratnam gave Goel $500,000 in 2006.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,

Ex. A-6 at 1576:17; 1577:8¢
11; 1591:22-1592:14.

10




which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

28. In or around 2005, Goel asked Rajaratham to make Goe
money by trading stocks in Goel’s account.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1576:20-25.

t of

29. From 2007 to 2009, Goel frequently spoke with Rajaratn;
both by phone and in person.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the

alBx. A-6 at 1573:21-1574:3.

t of
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exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

30. Intel is a microprocessoranufacturer headquartered in
Santa Clara, California andigt a publicly-traded company.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

Ex. A-7, § 34; Ex. A-6 at
1567:5-9.

31. Goel began working at Intel in January 2000.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishbéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1562:17-20.

t of

<L

32. Goel worked in Intel’s treasury department.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect

Ex. A-6 at 1562:17-20.

t of
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testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

33. Intel’s treasury departmenprated to Intel's Chief Financial Ex. A-6 at 1564:6-9.

Officer.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

34. As a member of Intel'sdasury department, Goel worked
with Intel Capital.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishibéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1564:12-13.

13




35. Intel Capital invested mopén strategic companies that
would further the strategy of Intel.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1564:14-16.

t of

36. Goel’s responsibility was to consider whether it made sel
financially, for Intel to particip&t in a deal, and how to structurg
such deals.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

n&ex. A-6 at 1564:22-24.

D

L
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37. Goel became a managing director of Intel’s treasury
department in approximately 2006.

Ex. A-6 at 1565:17-19.
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

38. As a managing director, Gamintinued to support the Intel
Capital team.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1565:20-22.

t of

39. While working at Intel, Goel had access to nonpublic and
confidential information about Intel.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to

Ex. A-6 at 1567:10-15.

the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
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circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

40. Goel knew, upon joining Intel, that he was obligated to ke
nonpublic and confidential inforrtian that he learned while an

employee of Intel, and to share such information on an as-ne
basis and only if it was for the benefit of Intel.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

2dfX. A-6 at 1567:16-24;
1582:4-11.
eded

t of

41. Goel violated his obligatns with respect to nonpublic and
confidential information of Intel by sharing that information in
violation of the policies thawere outlined to him.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any

Ex. A-6 at 1567:2-5.

t of
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event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

<L

42. Goel shared information with Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1568:1-10.

t of

43. Goel told Rajaratnam th@bel worked at Intel in the
treasury department and with Intel Capital employees.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable

Ex. A-6 at 1573:13-18.

t of

17




issues of material fact exist.

44. Rajaratnam asked Goel for information about Intel.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1575:1-2.

t of

45. Rajaratnam told Goel that he was trading Intel stock.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1575:11-13.

t of
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46. In violation of his obligation® Intel, Goel shared with
Rajaratnam Intel earnings anddncial information, as well as
information regarding strateginvestments that Intel was going
to make.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1568:12-1569:10.

t of

47. The Intel earnings or financial information that Goel shar
with Rajaratnam related to the first quarter of 2007.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

cfEx. A-6 at 1568:19-21.

t of

48. In April 2007, a colleague @oel’s in Intel investor
relations, Alex Lenke, shared wi@oel information about Intel’s
guarterly earnings for the first quarter of 2007.

Ex. A-6 at 1569:3-12.
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

49. Lenke testified that in Ap 2007, Goel wanted to know
about Intel’s earnings.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 933:4-9.

t of

50. Lenke told Goel information about Intel's revenue numbe
and margins.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to

r&x. A-6 at 1647:14-18.

the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
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circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

51. Lenke updated Goel abdatel's business outlook.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

EXx. A-6 at 1647:22-1649:5.

t of

52. During one of the update calls, Goel learned information
was “in kind of the opposite dirgon of the earlier” information.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishbd admissibility of that hearsa

tiat. A-6 at 1650:16-21.

t of
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evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

53. Goel knew that the information he received from Lenke w
confidential because el had not yet released the information.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

&X. A-6 at 1569:13-19.

t of

54. Goel informed Rajaratnam as to Intel’s revenue and gros
margin for the first quarter of 2007.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishbd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

SEX. A-6 at 1651:7-12;
1675:18-1676:1.

t of
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55. Goel informed Rajaratnam of updates he received from
Lenke.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1676:4-15.

56. Goel gave the information to Rajaratnam because he ang
Rajaratnam were good friends.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

JEX. A-6 at 1575:18-23.

t of

57. On April 9, 2007, approximatetne week before Intel’s
earnings announcement, Lenkarieed that Intel’'s quarterly
revenue would be “significanthyorse” than in prior years.

Ex. A-6 at 934:2-937:4;
Ex. AAA [GX 1070].

Galleon Respons@&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
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judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thla¢ evidence, even if admissible

establishes a securities law vidodat as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

t of

e
ence
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58. On April 9, 2007 at 10:15ra., a telephone call lasting 3
minutes was placed from a line subscribed to Goel to a line
subscribed to Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emte¢he evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

Ex. A[GX 2]; Ex. A-6 at
3368:13-3371:6.

t of

e
ence
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59. On April 9, 2007 at 11:21, Rajaratnam sent an instant
message to lan Horowitz (“Horowi)zthat stated “short 1 million
intc.”

Ex. ZZ [GX 1033]; Ex. A-6
at 3371:7-3372:11.
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

t of

e
ence

5L

60. From 2006 forward, Horowitzas a trader at Galleon who
traded Rajaratnam’s accounts.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 2654:5-8.

t of
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61. Rajaratnam caused the Galleon Tech fund to sell short
1 million shares of Intel on April 9, 2007.

Ex. C [GX 4].

Galleon Respons@&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
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judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s

criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of

evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

that

62. GX 4 is a summary charttireflects Galleon Tech and
Diversified trading in Intestock from April 9, 2007 through
April 17, 2007.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the extehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

Ex. C [GX 4]; Ex. A-6 at
3373:1-4.

t of
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63. FBI Supervisory Special Agent James C. Barnacle (“Age
Barnacle”) testified at Rajaratnam’s trial.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

nEx. A-6 at 3351:4-9.
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64. The information in summary chart GX 4 was verified by
Agent Barnacle by reference to GX 150; GX 100-D; GX 308;
GX 309; GX 310; and GX 333.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thiag¢ evidence, even if admissible

establishes a securities law vidbat as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

Ex. C [GX 4]; Ex. A-6 at
3374:7-16.

t of
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65. GX 150 includes copies bfokerage account statements
reflecting trading by Galleon hedge funds.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 3395:8-9.

t of

66. GX 100-D reflects internal order management system d
maintained by Galleon concerning, among other things, its

a‘tfx. A-6 at 3361:17-
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purchase and sales of Intel securities.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

3362:21.

t of

67. The manager codes included on GX 100-D include mana
codes indicative of tradesdered by Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

|gex. A-6 at 2567:8-11;
4699:21-4700:22; Ex. S
[GX 78].

t of
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68. GX 308-310 and GX 333 are order tickets concerning
Galleon’s trades concerning Intel stock.

Ex. NNNN [S2].
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

that

69. Rajaratnam caused the Galleon Tech fund to sell short
150,000 shares of Intel on April 10, 2007.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. C [GX 4].

t of

that

70. On April 12, 2007, Lenke learned information regarding
Intel’s outlook, incluthg “good news” about gross margins,
which was “a very important drér of Intel’s stock price.”

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these

Ex. A-6 at 937:10-941:14;
Ex. BBB [GX 1072].

circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor

t of
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its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

e
ence

i

71. Lenke spoke with Goel abdbue earnings on April 12 or 13
and he had a specific recollectiohalso speaking with Goel on
Monday, April 16, 2007.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 941:15-945:24.

t of
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72. On April 13, 2007, two telephonalls lasting a total of 11
minutes were placed from a line subscribed to Goel to a line
subscribed to Lenke, includiragl0 minute call beginning at 3:1
p.m.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

Ex. A[GX 2]; Ex. A-6 at
3376:3-16.
1
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73. On April 13, 2007 at 3:21 p.na telephone call lasting threg
minutes was placed from a line subscribed to Goel to a line
subscribed to Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlilagé evidence, even if admissible

2Ex. A[GX 2]; Ex. A-6 at
3376:17-23.

t of
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establishes a securities law viabex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

i
St

74. On April 13, 2007, five minutes after his call with Goel,
Rajaratnam caused the Galleon Téaid to begin to cover its
short position in Intel by bugg 500,000 shares of Intel.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

Exs. A, C [GX 2, 4]; Ex. A-
6 at 3376:24-3377:9.

t of
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75. During the April 16, 2007 conssgation, Lenke provided Gog
with information about earnings afitold [Goel] this made him
an insider.”

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable

bEX. A-6 at 943:24-944:24.

t of
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issues of material fact exist.

76. On April 16, 2007, a total of spalls lasting a total of nine
minutes were placed between lines subscribed to Goel and i
subscribed to Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

Ex. A[GX 2]; Ex. A-6 at
n8878:19-3379:17.

t of
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77. On April 16, 2007 at 1:44 p.na call lastig two minutes
was placed from a line subscribed to Rajaratnam to a line
subscribed to Horowitz.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

Ex. A[GX 2]; Ex. A-6 at
3379:17-19.

e
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action. Galleon also denies thiag evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law vidodat as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

5L

78. On April 16, 2007, Rajaratnam caused the Galleon Tech
to cover its 650,000 short positi in Intel and to buy an
additional 500,000 shares.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the erteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and treatdsues of material fact exist.

fexd C [GX 4]; Ex. A-6 at
3379:20-3380:11.

t of
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79. On April 17, 2007, Rajaratnam caused the Galleon Tech
Diversified funds to purchase an additional 1,479,044 shares
Intel.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,
the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay

aExk. C, D [GX 4, 5]; Ex. A-
& at 3381:21-3382:7.

t of

evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th

e

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence
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during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thiat evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodat as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

5L

80. After Intel announced its$ét quarter redts on April 17,
2007, its stock price went up.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealgdsues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 3382:8-15;
Exs. 0000, PPPP [GX 118,
1077].

e
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81. The Galleon funds combinptbfit and loss avoidance on th
above trades equaled $2,481,20dnsisting of profits of
$1,598,356 and avoided losses of $882,915.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

&Ex. A-6 at 3385:14-
3388:11; Ex. E [GX 6].

t of

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emteéhe evidence relied on by th
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SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thla¢ evidence, even if admissiblé
establishes a securities law viabett as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

ence

82. GX 6 is a summary charitreflects Galleon Tech and
Diversified profit and loss avoidae from trading Intel Stock
from April 13 through April 17, 2007.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralssues of material fact exis

Ex. E [GX 6]; Ex. A-6 at
3385:14-20.

t of
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83. Agent Barnacle verifietthe accuracy of the profit
information represented in GX 6 by reference to Galleon’s
brokerage statements.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect

Ex. A-6 at 3374:7-16.

t of

testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,
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the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay

evidence in this action; to the emteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thla¢ evidence, even if admissible

establishes a securities law vidbat as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

e

84. The $1,598,356 in Intel profits were calculated by Agent
Barnacle by calculating the differee between the amount paid
for the shares, and the price at which they were sold.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishbéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 3386:18-3387:1¢

t of
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85. Agent Barnacle calculatéioe $882,915 loss avoidance by
calculating the difference betweetnat the Intel shares were
actually sold at and the openipgce for Intel shares of commor
stock on the first trading day aft&pril 17, 2007, the date of the
announcement.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 3387:20-3388:11.

I

t of

86. In calculating realized profjtdgent Barnacle calculated thg¢
difference between the purchase price for any given share
purchase and the subsequsale price.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

b Ex. A-6 at 3386:14-3387;
3511:3-8.

t of

87. In calculating profits orhert sales, Agent Barnacle

Ex. A-6 at 3511:18-24).

calculated the difference betwette price at which any given
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share was sold, and the price at which covering shares were
purchased.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

88. In calculating insider tradirigsses avoided (in anticipation
of negative announcements), Agent Barnacle calculated the
difference between the amount ieadl in closing a given share
position and the value that sugbsition would have had after
public dissemination of the relevant news.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 3511-3512.

t of

89. In calculating realized giits and losses avoided, Agent
Barnacle netted purchases and sales of shares against one 3

Ex. A-6 at 3387:4-19.
inother
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on a first in, first outpr FIFO, basis.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

90. The S2 Indictment charged Rajaratnam with securities fr
on the basis that he caused thdl€aa Tech and/or Diversified
funds to execute transactionsthe securities of Clearwire
Corporation (“Clearwire”) on # basis of material, nonpublic
information.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gipute this fact.

Ak, A-4 1 36-37 (Counts Si
and Seven).

P

91. The S2 Indictment chamdj¢hat Rajaratam caused the
Galleon Tech fund to purchase 125,800 shares of Clearwire
common stock on approximately March 24, 2008 on the basis
material, nonpublic information.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

Ex. A-4 1 37 (Count Six).

5 Of

92. The S2 Indictment chamj¢hat Rajaratam caused the
Galleon Tech fund to purchase 136,000 shares of Clearwire
common stock on approximately March 25, 2008 on the basis
material, nonpublic information.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gipute this fact.

5 of

Ex. A-4 1 37 (Count Seven).
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93. Clearwire builds and operates wireless broadband netwg
in the United States and elgeere, is headquartered in
Washington state, and publicly traded.

Galleon Responsésalleon does not gipute this fact.

rex. A-7, 9 27.

94. In 2008, Goel shared with j@etnam information about a
strategic investment that Intel srgoing to make in Clearwire.

Galleon Respons@&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1568:22-1569:2.

95. Goel learned confidential information about the Clearwire
deal from a colleague ofd)iSriram Viswanathan.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to

> EX. A-6 at 1570:15-20;
1916:23-1917:1.

t of

Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
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issues of material fact exist.

96. In March 2008, Viswanathan heddhe mobility investment
group for Intel Capital and was also the vice president for the
WIMAX program office for Intel.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1914:25-1915:2.

t of

97. In March 2008, Viswanathan was working on the Clearw
deal.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

r&x. A-6 at 1915:2-3.

t of

98. Goel also learned about theal because there was genera
“buzz” and excitement within Intel about the deal since it was

d912:14-20.

Ex. A-6 at 1570:21- 1571:6]
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large transaction for Intel Capital.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

99. Goel knew the information about the Clearwire deal was
confidential because Intbhd not made any formal
announcements or issued anggy releases about the deal.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1571:16-21.

t of
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100. Goel was not authorizeddisclose information about the
Clearwire deal tormyone outside Intel, including Galleon.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1341:19-25.

101. On March 19, 2008, Goel and Rajaratnam discussed th
Clearwire deal by telephone.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emteéhe evidence relied on by th

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thia¢ evidence, even if admissible

establishes a securities law vidbat as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

EEX. Z [GX 502-T]; Ex. A-6
at 1913:13-1915:24.

t of

e
ence

102. Goel also spoke with Rajaram about the Clearwire deal
prior to March 19, 2008.

Ex. A-6 at 1916:15-22.
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

103. On the evening of March 20, 2008, Goel and Rajaratna
again discussed the Clearwire deal.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

mExs. AA, BB, CC [GX 503-
T, 504-T, 505-T]; Ex. A-6 a
1920:3-1952:2.

t of

e
ence

5.

[

104. Rajaratnam and Goel discussed how to value the new

Clearwire entity based on certain, specific information regard
the deal, including that Intel waliinvest $1 billon and receive

10 percent of the new entity.

Ex. AA [GX 503-T]; Ex. A-
g at 1922:22-1924:12.
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thiat evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viddat as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

t of

e
ence
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105. On a subsequent call between Goel and Rajaratnam on
March 20, 2008, Goel informed Rajaratnam that the Intel boa|
had approved the Clearwiread¢he previous day.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. BB [GX 504-T].
rd

t of

that

106. The information that Rajaramm and Goel discussed on th
March 20 calls about the Clearwire deal was confidential.

eEx. A-6 at 1342-47; 1920:3
1935:3; 1943:8-1945:15:
1949:6-1952:2.
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

107. On the next trading day, March 24, 2008, Rajaratnam ca
the Galleon Tech funds to puade 185,000 shares of Clearwirg
stock.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emte¢he evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

WSedG [GX 9]; Ex. A-6 at
23394:19-3395:23.

t of

e
ence

108. Rajaratnam caused the Galleon Tech funds to purchase
200,000 shares of Clearwire stock on March 25, 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary

2 EX. G [GX 9]; Ex. A-6 at
3394:19-3395:23.

judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
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which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the erteéhe evidence relied on by th

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thiag¢ evidence, even if admissible

establishes a securities law viddat as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and treatdsues of material fact exis

t of

e
ence

5.

109. GX 9 is a summary chart that reflects trading by
Rajaratnam’s manager codeMT” in Clearwire Securities
allocated to Galleon Tech funds on March 24, 2008 and
March 25, 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emte¢he evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

Ex. G [GX 9]; Ex. A-6 at
3394:19-3395:23.

t of

e
ence

5.

110. The information in GX 9 was verified by Agent Barncale
reference to GX 150, 100-J, 342, 343, 344, and 345.

BX. G [GX 9].
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s

t of

criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of{that

evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

111. GX 100-J reflects internatder management system datg Ex. A-6 at 3361:17-3362:21.

maintained by Galleon concerning, among other things, its
purchase and sales of Clearwire securities.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

112. The manager codes included on GX 100-J include man
codes indicative of tradesdered by Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor

age&r A-6 at 2567:8-11,
4699:21-4700:22; Ex. S
[GX 78].

t of
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its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

e
ence

i

113. GX 342-345 are order ticketsncerning Galleon’s trades
Clearwire stock.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

nEx. NNNN [S2].

t of
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114. Goel and Rajaratnam again discussed the status of the
Clearwire deal on April 1, 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

Ex. DD [GX 514-T-R];

e
ence

i

115. Goel and Rajaratnam again discussed the status of the
Clearwire deal on April 15, 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

Ex. EE [GX 519-T[; E
6 at 1966:21-1967:13.

t of

e
ence
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116. Goel shared information about the Clearwire deal with
Rajaratnam because they were good friends.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1575:24-1576:3.

117. Intel’'s investment in éhClearwire deal was publicly
announced on May 7, 2008, approxieta six weeks after the
charged trades.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. 000 [GX 1152].

that

118. Overall, the Galleon Tectrfds realized illicit gains of
$851,724 on their Clearwire trading described above.

Ex. A-6 at 3396:2-10; Ex. H
[GX 12].

Galleon Respons@&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
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judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thla¢ evidence, even if admissible

establishes a securities law vidodat as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

t of

e
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119. GX 12 is a summary charatlreflects Galleon Tech profit

from purchases of Clearwire Stock on March 24 and 25, 200¢

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 3396:2-7; Ex. H
3.[GX 12].

e
ence

i

120. Agent Barnacle calculated ptafformation represented in
GX 12 by reference to Galleon’s brokerage statements.

Galleon Respons@&he SEC’s motion for partial summary

Ex. A-6 at 3394:1-3396:7.
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judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

<L

121. The S2 Indictment charged Rajaratnam with securities fraxd A-4 11 36-37 (Counts

on the basis that he executealsactions in the securities of

Eleven and Twelve).

PeopleSupport on the basis of material, nonpublic information he

obtained from a source at PeopleSupport.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gipute this fact.

122. The S2 Indictment charged that Rajaratnam purchased
15,000 shares of PeopleSupport common stock on approxim
July 28, 2008 on the basis of material, nonpublic information.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gipute this fact.

Ex. A-4 1 37 (Count
atellgven).

123. The S2 Indictment charged that Rajaratnam purchased
30,000 shares of PeopleSupport common stock on approxim
October 7, 2008 on the basis of material, nonpublic informatic

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gipute this fact.

Ex. A-4 If 37 (Count
atblyelve).

bn.

124. From 2005 to 2009, Rajaratnam traded in a brokerage
account that belonged to Goel.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the doe of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to

Ex. A-6 at 1607:16-22.
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the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

125. PeopleSupport was a company that performed outsourcigg. A-6 at 1028:19-20.

work for other businesses.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gipute this fact.

126. PeopleSupport handled call egrwork for its clients,
meaning that it took customer servicalls on behalf of its clients

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1028:21-24.

Ur
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127. PeopleSupport became a public company in 2004.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to

Ex. A-6 at 1029:6-7.
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the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

128. At one point, Galleon w@eopleSupport’s largest public
investor.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1030:9-10.

t of

129. Galleon and PeopleSupport reached an agreement whe
Galleon could suggest a memlier PeopleSupport’s board of
directors.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the

riekyA-6 at 1030:14-17.
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exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

130. Galleon reached the agreement with PeopleSupport in
2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralssues of material fact exis

&ty A-6 at 1031:11-13,;
Ex. CCC [GX 1100].

t of
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131. Galleon’s designee for the PeopleSupport board was K
Panu.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,
the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay

igix. A-6 at 1031:14-16;
Exs. CCC, DDD [GX 1100,
1101].
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evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viatext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

e
ence

i

132. Panu sat on PeopleSupport’s board for most of 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the ertehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

Ex. A-6 at 1036:1-7;
Ex. DDD [GX 1101].

t of
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133. Panu executed a non-disclosure agreement with
PeopleSupport.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emteéhe evidence relied on by th

[GX 1102].
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SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thla¢ evidence, even if admissiblé
establishes a securities law viabett as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

ence

134. The agreement required Panu to keep PeopleSupport
information confidential.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the ertehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

Ex. A-6 at 1039:8-24;
1163:3-1164:2;: Ex. EEE
[GX 1102].

t of
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135. The agreement provided that if Panu disclosed any
PeopleSupport confidential information, he could do so only t
those who needed to know the information to evaluate a prop
transaction provided that the pens to whom he disclosed the
information were also bound by thenfidentiality restrictions of
the agreement.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

Ex. A-6 at 1039:25-
01040:18; Ex. EEE
ds2d 1102].
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136. As a member of PeopleSuppstibard of directors, Panu
had access to all information thvaas shared with the board of
directors, including confiential information.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to

Ex. A-6 at 1041:11-17.

t of

Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
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issues of material fact exist.

137. PeopleSupport had an insider trading policy in 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the ertehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

Ex. MMM [GX 1128];
Ex. A-6 at 1043:4-1046:10.

t of
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138. The policy prohibited PeopleSupport employees who ha
material non-public infornteon about PeopleSupport from
buying or selling securities of the company, or engaging in an
other action to take advantageor pass on to others that
information.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

W Ex. MMM [GX1128];
Ex. A-6 at 1044:20-1045:5,

y
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action. Galleon also denies thiag evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law vidodat as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

5L

139. In 2008, there were discussions at the board level of
PeopleSupport regarding poteriiiadelling the company to
another company.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1046:12-15.

t of

140. In May 2008, PeopleSupport began to engage in talks V
other companies about being acquired.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishbd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

viEhx. A-6 at 1055:4-23.
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141. PeopleSupport board membehed about these talks.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1055:24-1056:1.

t of

142. The board members could not disclose information abo
PeopleSupport potentially being acquired, per the PeopleSup
insider trading policy.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

UEX. A-6 at 1056:2-6.
port

t of

143. Aegis, a division of amdlian company called the Essar
Group, became the focus of talks about acquiring PeopleSup

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary

Ex. A-6 at 1055:14-18;
POO56:7-13.

judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
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which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

144. PeopleSupport and Aegis engaged in confidential
negotiations and discussions in 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1057:4-17.

t of

145. On June 30, 2008, Panu received an email with a
presentation to the PeopleSupdmrard indicatinghat the board
had chosen to undertake a reviefxa potential sale of the
company.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and

Ex. A-6 at 1061:16-
1062:23; Exs. FFF, GGG
[GX 1106, 1107].
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therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and treatldsues of material fact exist.

e
ence

146. PeopleSupport held a meetoighe board of directors on
June 30, 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tliag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

Ex. HHH [GX 1108];
Ex. A-6 at 1064:4-16.
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147. Panu attended the meeting.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any

Ex. A-6 at 1064:17-18.
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event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

<L

148. The board discussed a potential acquisition by the Essa
Group.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

\rEx. A-6 at 1064:19-23.

t of

149. On June 30, 2008, a totaffodir telephone calls lasting a
total of 14 minutes were placed from a line subscribed to Pan
a line subscribed to Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emteéhe evidence relied on by th

Ex. | [GX 14]; Ex. A-6 at
u3#01:14-3403:23.
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SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thla¢ evidence, even if admissiblé
establishes a securities law viabett as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

ence

150. On July 2, 2008, either Mr. Rajaratham or someone wo
for him or at his behest purased 15,000 shares of PeopleSup
in Goel's Charles Schwab account.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralssues of material fact exis

(iing PPP [GX 1278]; Ex. A-
pBrat 1978:25-1979:20;
3404:1-8.
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151. PeopleSupport was headquartered in California.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,

Ex. A-6 at 1116:23-1117:1.
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even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

152. Krish Panu was the head of a Galleon fund based out of Ex. A-6 at 2621:16-17.
Galleon’s California office.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

<L

153. From July 21 to July 25, 2008&0#al of five calls lasting a | Ex. | [GX 14]; Ex. A-6 at
total of 89 minutes were placed from a line subscribed to 3406:19-3407:5.
Galleon’s California office to a line subscribed to Rajaratnam

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,
the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the ertehe evidence relied on by the
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not

established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible,
establishes a securities law viddet as to Galleon as a matter of
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law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

154. PeopleSupport held a board meeting on July 28, 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the ertehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

Ex. Il [GX 1113]; Ex. A-6
at 1067:6-9.

t of

e
ence

5.

155. Panu attended the board meeting.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsdsues of material fact exis

Ex. Il [GX 1113]; Ex. A-6
at 1067:6-11.

t of
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156. At the board meeting, details for a deal between
PeopleSupport and Aegis were discussed, including the
anticipated date for signingdtdeal and announcing it to the
public.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

Ex. Il [GX 1113]; Ex. A-6
at 1068:2-23.

t of
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ence

5.

157. Panu was obligated to keep this information confidentiaj

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishbd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

|.EX. A-6 at 1069:5-15.

t of
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158. On July 28, 2008, a call lasting seven minutes was placeBx. | [GX 14]; Ex. A-6 at
from a line subscribed to Panu to a line subscribed to Rajaraina#6:1-9.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th

e

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thlé¢ evidence, even if admissible

establishes a securities law vidbat as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

i

159. On July 28, 2008, either Mr. Rajaratham or someone
working for him or at his behest purchased 15,000 shares of
PeopleSupport in Goel’s Charles Schwab account.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the erteéhe evidence relied on by th

Ex. QQQ [GX 1279];
Ex. A-6 at 1979:21-
1981:10:; 3406:12-14.

t of

e

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlilaé evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsisues of material fact exis

i
L.
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160. On July 30, 2008, Rajaratham and Goel spoke by telep

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlla¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

h&xe GG [GX 539-T]; Ex. A-
6 at 1983:25-1986:21.

e
ence

i

161. Rajaratnam told Goel that “the Ruias made a firm bid n¢
.. [ijn the amount, 12.25.”

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

WEX. GG [GX 539-T at 2:37-
41].

t of

that

162. The Ruias were the chairman and vice chairman and
principal owners of the Essar Group.

Ex. A-6 at 1075:3-7.
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

163. The information that Rajanam disclosed to Goel was
confidential.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 1176:2-5.

t of

164. No one on the PeopleSupportraaf directors could trade
based on that information or provide it to someone at Galleon
that Galleon could trade on it.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,

Ex. A-6 at 1176:6-1177:8.
SO

which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in oppaosition to
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the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

165. The deal between PeopleSupport and Aegis was annol
on August 4, 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tliag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

eedX [GX 117]; Ex. A-6 at
1073:6-20.

t of

e
ence

5.

166. Goel estimated he made approximately $103,000 from

sale of the 30,000 PeopleSupport shares on August 11, 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor

tHex. A-6 at 1988:10-1989:7.

t of

its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
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therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

167. Consistent with Goel’s estimate, Agent Barnacle calculated. A-6 at 3408:10-16;

Goel’s profits as $102,143.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these

Exs. J, PPP-RRR [GX 16,
1278-1280].

circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of

its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,
the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the ertehe evidence relied on by the

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thia¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viddaxt as to Galleon as a matter of

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

168. GX 16 is a summary prbtalculation concerning the
PeopleSupport Trading done in &'s account in August of
2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these

Ex. J [GX 16].

circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of

its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
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exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

that

169. Agent Barnacle used GX 1278-1280 to verify the accurad&x. J [GX 16].

of GX 16.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

that

170. GX 1278-1280 are Goel brokgeaaccount statements for
July and August of 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in this mgraph purports to be exhibits
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable

Exs. PPP-RRR [GX 1278-
1280].

t of
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issues of material fact exist.

171. In October 2008, the Essar Group contacted PeopleSup@ort A-6 at 1079:19-23.
and told PeopleSupport that it nedidan extra two weeks to close
the deal between Aegis anddpéeSupport, due to liquidity
problems in the economy.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

<L

172. PeopleSupport announced this information to the publig &x. A-6 at 1079:25-1080:3;
the morning of October 7, 2008, caupits stock price to drop. | 1092:6-1094:7; Exs. JJJ, Y
[GX 1120, 120].

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,
the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the ertehe evidence relied on by the
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not

established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible,
establishes a securities law viatett as to Galleon as a matter of
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.
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173. PeopleSupport worked out a revised agreement with th
Essar Group and a revised ctagschedule by the end of the da
on October 7, 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralssues of material fact exis

cEX. A-6 at 1080:6-11;
1y1094:8-14; Exs. KKK, NNN
[GX 1121, 1135].

t of
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174. All of the information abouhe trouble asing the deal
with Essar Group was conveyedtb@ PeopleSupport board of
directors, including Panu.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

Ex. A-6 at 1080:12-17;

Ex. LLL [GX 1127].

t of
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action. Galleon also denies thia¢ evidence, even if admissible

1089:25-1090:3; 1094:8-14;
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establishes a securities law viatett as to Galleon as a matter of
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

175. All of the developments about the trouble closing the dedEx. A-6 at 1080:18-1081:3;
with Essar Group that occurrédring the day on October 7, 2008098:18-1099:9.
were confidential.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

<L

176. The following day PeopleSuppsrstock price went back | Ex. A-6 at 1081:6-8; Ex. Y
up. [GX 120].

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,
the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the ertehe evidence relied on by the
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not

established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible,
establishes a securities law viatett as to Galleon as a matter of
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.
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177. On October 6, 2008, at lease call lastingt least two
minutes was placed between a lsubscribed to Panu and a ling
subscribed to Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralssues of material fact exis

Ex. K[GX 17]; Ex. A-6 at
2 3409:11-3411:4.

t of

e
ence

5L

80




178. On October 7, 2008 at 12:27 p.m., a call lasting 10 minutés. K [GX 17]; Ex. A-6 at
was placed from a line subscrib@dGalleon to a line subscribed 3411:16-17.

to Panu.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th

t of

e

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thla¢ evidence, even if admissible

establishes a securities law vidbat as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

179. On October 7, 2008, at 1.g#n., Rajaratham and Goel
spoke by phone.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. KK [GX 654-T-G].

t of

that

180. Rajaratnam told Godbaut the delay in PeopleSupport
closing the deal with thedsar Group and said “[w]e know

Ex. KK [GX 654-T-G at
1:31-43]; Ex. A-6 at
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because one of our guys is on the board.”

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

1101:24-1102:25.

t of

e
ence

181. Rajaratnam also told Goel that he bought shares of
PeopleSupport in Goel’s Charles Schwab account.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

Ex. KK [GX 654-T-G at 2],
Ex. A-6 at 1103:11-1105:19

t of

e
ence

5.

3.

182. On October 7, 2008, Rajaratnam pasegd 30,000 shares

of Ex. A-6 at 1991:15-
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PeopleSupport in Goel’s Charles Schwab account.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

1992:16; 3412:16-20;
Exs. L, M, KK, SSS
[GX 18, 19, 654-T-G,
1281].

t of

e
ence

183. Goel estimated he made approximately $50,000 in prof
from the October 9 sale of the 30,000 PeopleSupport shares
purchased on October 7, 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

tEx. A-6 at 1999:8-21.

t of

184. Consistent with Goel's estimate, Agent Barnacle calcula
Goel’s profit as $49,806.

(tEd. A-6 at 3412:14-3413:6;
Exs. L, M [GX 18, 19].
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

t of

e
ence

5L

185. GX 19 is a summary pro@alculation concerning Rajiv
Goel’'s PeopleSupport Trading.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. M [GX 19].

t of

that

186. Agent Barnacle used GX 1281 and 1282 to verify the
accuracy of the information in GX 19.

Ex. M [GX 19].

Galleon Respons@&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
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judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s

t of

criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility ofithat

evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

187. GX 1281 and GX 1282 are GedDctober 2008 brokerage Exs. SSS, TTT [GX 1281,

account statements.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in this mgraph purports to be exhibits
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

1282].

t of

that

188. The S2 Indictment charged Rajaratnam with securities {
on the basis that he caused thdl€aa Tech and/or Diversified
funds to execute transactionstive securities of Akamai on the
basis of material, nonpublicformation he obtained from
Danielle Chiesi.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gipute this fact.

r&xd A-4 1 36-37 (Counts
Eight, Nine and Ten).
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189. The S2 Indictment chadyéhat Rajaratham caused the
Galleon Tech fund to sell short 138,550 shares of Akamai
common stock on approximately July 25, 2008 on the basis o
material, nonpublic information.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

Ex. A-4 1 37 (Count Eight).

190. The S2 Indictment chadjéhat Rajaratham caused the
Galleon Tech fund to sell short 173,300 shares of Akamai
common stock on approximately July 29, 2008 on the basis 0
material, nonpublic information.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gipute this fact.

Ex. A-4 1 37 (Count Nine).

f

191. The S2 Indictment chadyéhat Rajaratham caused the
Galleon Tech fund to sell short 86,650 shares of Akamai com
stock and to sell 1,400 Akamai put options on approximately
July 30, 2008 on the basis of material, nonpublic information.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

Ex. A-4 1 37 (Count Ten).
mon

192. Akamai Technology is a coany that accelerates content
and application delivery over the internet.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

Ex. A-6 at 3217:14-16.

193. Akamai is a public company.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

Ex. A-6 at 3218:2-3.

194. Prior to the time that Akamai reports earnings results to
public, they are confidential.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the doe of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these

tA®. A-6 at 3218:16-19.

t of

circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
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its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

195. Akamai has a code of conduct that prohibits employees
from insider trading on mated, nonpublic information about
Akamai and selectively disclosing such information to select
individuals or groups.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tliag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

Ex. A-6 at 3218:22-3223:4;
Ex. LLLL [GX 2608].

t of

e
ence

5.

196. Kieran Taylor was an Aknai employee from at least
November 2005 to late 2009.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor

Ex. A-6 at 3224:8-15.

t of

its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
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therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

197. Taylor received the Akamai code of conduct.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

Ex. EEEE [GX 2544];
Ex. A-6 at 3223:5-19.

t of

e
ence

5.

198. In the summer of 2008 TayMas the senior director of
marketing for Akamai.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

Ex. A-6 at 3224:16-18.

t of
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trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

199. Taylor was acquainted with Danielle Chiesi.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the erteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and treatdsues of material fact exist.

Exs. FFFF, GGGG
[GX 2545, 2546]; Ex. A-6 a
3225:15-3227:11.

t of

e
ence

200. In April 2008, Taylor was reminded by his boss at Akan
about his responsibilities ntd give material nonpublic
information to anyone in the investor community.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th

dix. A-6 at 3234:4-3237:23;
Exs. HHHH, 111l [GX 2557,
2558].

t of

e

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence
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during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thiat evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodat as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

5L

201. From time to time while he worked at Akamai, Taylor
learned nonpublic financial infmation about the company.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealgdsues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 3225:5-7;
3243:9-3249:6; Ex. KKKK
[GX 2566].

e
ence

i

202. By July 17, 2008, according to a draft earnings call scrif
Akamai expected to lower its revenue guidance for 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

ptEX. CCCC [GX 2502 at 10]

EX. A-6 at 3253:23-3256:1

t of

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th

e

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence

3.
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during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thiat evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodat as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

5L

203. This information was confidential as of July 17, 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 3256:10-13.

t of

204. During the week of July 23, 2008, Taylor had meetings
employees of Akamai who kneabout the upcoming downward
guidance.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tliagé evidence, even if admissible

witks. DDDD, MMMM
[GX 2507, 2614-B]; Ex. A-
6 at 3260:8-3264:17;
3266:4-3272:8.

t of

e
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91




establishes a securities law viatett as to Galleon as a matter of
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

205. On July 24, 2008, a total ofele calls lasting a total of Ex. P [GX 39]; Ex. A-6 at
30 minutes were placed betweeamels subscribed to Chiesi and | 3469:3-19.

lines subscribed to Taylor,dluding, at 8:52 p.m., a call lasting
15 minutes.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,
the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the ertehe evidence relied on by the

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible,
establishes a securities law viatett as to Galleon as a matter of
law and avers that genuine and treatdsues of material fact exist.

92




206. On July 24, 2008, Chiesi spoke to Rajaratnam by phong
9:18 p.m.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

> BK. FF [532-T].

that

207. Chiesi told RajaratnamaihAkamai was going to guide
down and that internal people at Akamai expected the compa
stock price would drop to $25 per share.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. FF [GX 532-T at 1:26-
IM33.

that

208. On July 25, 2008, Rajaratnam caused the Galleon Tech
to sell short 200,000 shares of Akamai.

fEmd) [GX 41]; Ex. A-6 at
3471:9-3472:2.

Galleon Respons@&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
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judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,
the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the ertehe evidence relied on by the
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viatext as to Galleon as a matter of
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

209. GX 41 is a summary chaniat reflects Galleon Tech'’s Ex. A-6 at 3470:7-11;
trading in Akamai securities from July 25, 2008 through July 3@471:9-3472:2.
2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

210. The information in GX 41 was verified by Agent BarnacleEx. Q [GX 41].
by reference to GX 150; GX 100-F; and GX 103-A.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
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the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

that

211. GX 100-F reflects internatder management system data
maintained by Galleon concerning, among other things, its
purchase and sale of Akamai securities.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

\ EX. A-6 at 3361:17-3362:21].

t of

212. The manager codes included on GX 100-F include man
codes indicative of tradesdered by Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the

ager A-6 at 2567:8-11,
4699:21-4700:22; EX. S
[GX 78].

t of
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exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

e
ence

5.

213. GX 103-A reflects internal der management system dat:
maintained by Galleon concerning, among other things, its
purchase and sale of Akamai securities.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishbd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

AEX. A-6 at 3361:17-3362:21.

214. The manager codes included on GX 103-A include mar
codes indicative of tradesdered by Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect

deperA-6 at 2567:8-11;
4699:21-4700:22: Ex. S
[GX 78].

t of

testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,
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the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

e
ence

5.

215. On July 29, 2008, Rajaratnam caused the Galleon Tech
to sell short 250,000 shares of Akamai.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

fEmd) [GX 41]; Ex. A-6 at
3471:9-3472:2.

t of

e
ence

5.

216. On July 30, 2008, Rajaratnam caused the Galleon Tech
to sell short 125,000 shares of Akamai.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

fEmd) [GX 41]; Ex. A-6 at
3471:9-3472:2.

t of
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the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

e
ence

5.

217. On July 30, 2008, Rajaratnam caused the Galleon Tech
to buy 2,000 Akamai put options.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

fEmd) [GX 41]; Ex. A-6 at
3471:9-3472:2.

t of

e
ence

5.
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218. On July 30, 2008, after the close of trading, Akamai
publicly announced that it was lowering its guidance for 2008

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 3279:10-3280:2:
Ex. JJJJ [GX 2562].

e
ence

i

3,

219. Akamai’s share price decada after the announcement.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

Ex. A-6 at 3281:25-3282:1:;
Exs. V, W[GX 116, 116T].

t of

e
ence

5.
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220. On July 30, 2008, Chiesi spoke to Rajaratham by phone¢ Ex. HH [GX 543-T].

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s

t of

criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of{that

evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

221. Rajaratnam thanked Chiesi.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s

Ex. HH [GX 543-T at 1:19].

t of

criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of{that

evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

222. On August 27, 2008, Chiesi spoke to Rajaratnam by ph

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor

oB&. Il [GX 594-T-R].

t of
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its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

that

223. Rajaratnam told Chiesi “joJAkamai, or IBM, anything, be
radio silent.”

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. Il [GX 594-T-R at 3:4-
5.

t of

that

224. On September 9, 2008, Chiesi spoke to Taylor by phon

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]

BEX. LL [GX 698-T].

t of

that

evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
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even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

225. Chiesi and Taylor digssed Akamai and AMD.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. LL [GX 698-T].

t of

that

226. On September 23, 2008, Chiesi spoke to Rajaratnam by Ex. JJ [GX 625-T-R].

phone.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

that

227. Rajaratnam told Chiesi, “I must defer to you on IBM.”
Chiesi responded, “And Akamai too.” Rajaratnam responded

Ex. JJ[GX 625-T-R at 4:17
22].
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“Akamai too .. .."

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

that

228. On October 10, 2008, Chiesi spoke to Taylor by phone.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. MM [GX 703-T]J.

t of

that

229. Taylor told Chiesi that he had a “major present” for her ¢
that the present was information.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to

hEX. MM [GX 703-T at 4:3,
11].

the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
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circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

that

230. At the time of the callaylor had learned material
nonpublic information about something that Akamai was work
on.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 3289:15-3290:20.
ing

t of

231. Overall, the Galleon Tectrfds realized illicit gains of
$5,139,851, in connection with the Akami trading described
above.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the

Ex. A-6 at 3473:16-25;
Ex. R [GX 44].

t of
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exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

e
ence

5.

232. GX 44 is a summary chart tmaflects Galleon Tech profits
from trading in Akamai securities beginning on July 25, 2008.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

5 EX. A-6 at 3473:16-20;
Ex. R [GX 44].

t of

e
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233. GX 44 was verified by Agnt Barnacle by reference to
GX 150.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any

Ex. R [GX 44].

t of

event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
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exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

that

234. Agent Barnacle did not includehis profit calculations for
Galleon Tech profits any profits from any pre-existing short
position held by Galleon Tech.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 3473:21-25.

t of

235. The S2 Indictment charged Rajaratnam with securities fr&xd A-4 1 38-39 (Count

on the basis that he caused thdl€aam Tech and/or Diversified
funds to execute transactionglire securities oATI from in or
about March 2006 to in obaut July 2006 on the basis of
material, nonpublic information.

Galleon Responsésalleon does not gipute this fact.

Thirteen).
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236. Anil Kumar worked at McKinsey & Company, an
international management consug firm, for twenty-three and 3
half years, from approximately 1986 to 2009.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 232:11-236:4;
241:6-7.

t of

237. From 2002 to 2008, Kumar worked in McKinsey’s globa
outsourcing and offshoring praosi, which helped its clients
decide where they should do manufacturing, research and ot
functions, and then in McKins&ypractice on globalization.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

|Ex. A-6 at 235:15-236:4.

ner
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238. McKinsey had a code ofgiessional responsibility that
required its employees to protelae confidentiality of client

Ex. A-6 at 273:4-274:24;
Ex. OO [GX 751].
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information.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

t of

e
ence

239. Kumar also signed a corditial information agreement
with McKinsey that he would nahake unauthorized disclosure
of confidential client information.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

Ex. A-6 at 275:10- 277:7;
SEX. NN [GX 750].

t of
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240. AMD is a semiconductor company that makes chips tha
into laptops and PCs.

Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

tHo A-6 at 280:14-16.

241. AMD had an agreement with McKinsey that McKinsey
would keep AMD’s information confidential.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the erteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

Ex. A-6 at 281:11-282:24;
Ex. PP [GX 754].

t of
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5.

242. From 2004 to 2009, AMD was a client of Kumar’s.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishbéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable

Ex. A-6 at 287:22-288:15.

t of
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issues of material fact exist.

243. Kumar met Rajaratnam in business school in approxima
1982.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

\ER/ A-6 at 250:8-10.

t of

244. From approximately 1983 to 1993, Rajarathnam and Kur
met once or twice a year.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

n&x. A-6 at 251:9-19.

t of

245. Kumar was aware that jRatnam founded the Galleon
hedge fund.

Ex. A-6 at 252:7-16.

110




Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

246. From 1999 to 2003, Kumar spoke with Rajaratnam thre
four times a year.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

eHEa. A-6 at 255:5-16.

t of

247. On behalf of McKinsey, Kumar sought to provide service
Galleon in 2002.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to

Do, A-6 at 257:11-19.

the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
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circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

248. In late 2003, Rajaratnam offered to retain Kumar as a

consultant outside of McKinsey for a half million dollars a year.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishbd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

EX. A-6 at 263:18-264:9.

249. Kumar agreed to the arrangent after discussions with
Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

Ex. A-6 at 264:17-18.

t of
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trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

250. Rajaratnam suggested to Kumar to find someone in Ind
who could accept the payments avitb could reinvest the moneg
in Galleon.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

idEx. A-6 at 266:1-4.
3

t of

251. Kumar found someone who signed the consulting agreg
with Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishibéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

sfAgnA-6 at 266:16-18.
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252. An employee of Rajaratnasat up the entity Pecos Tradingex. A-6 at 266:21-267:7.

Company with a bank account3witzerland to receive the
money.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

253. Kumar used the name o$ liousekeeper, Manju Das, to S
up an off-shore account at Galleon.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and treatdsues of material fact exis

€Ex. A-6 at 267:12-271:24;
Ex. UUU [GX 2105].

t of
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254. In exchange, Rajaratnam asked Kumar to keep track of
knowledge in the industry and skat with Rajaratnam, and to
keep a list of ideas that Kumar heard and chat with Rajaratna
about what he had seen onamanth or every six weeks.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

. A-6 at 271:25-272:16.

m

t of

255. In 2004 and 2005, Kumar received a total of $1.1 to
$1.2 million dollars from Rajaratnam.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealsdsues of material fact exis

Ex. A-6 at 283:3-20,
325:22-333:25, 337:3-
342:10; Exs. QQ, RR, SS,
VVV-BBBB [GX 764, 766,
767, 2119-21251.
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256. In or around December 2005, Rajaratnam told Kumar tf
Kumar’s advice was not as valuable because Kumar was not
to get Rajaratnam the detailed quarterly financial results that
Rajaratnam wanted from eith&MD or Kumar’s other clients,
and Rajaratnam wanted to mdeean arrangement whereby he
monitored the benefit of what Kumar told him.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishbd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

1dEx. A-6 at 341:18-342:24.
able

t of
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257. In 2006, Kumar told Rajaratnahat he would prefer that 3
the end of the year Rajaratnam decide, in Rajaratnam’s judgr
whether there was any value torKar’s information and what to|
pay Kumar.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

ItEX. A-6 at 345:2-12.
nent,
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258. In September 2005, AMD began to look for a way to pa
with another company that specialized in graphics chips.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

rtB&r A-6 at 346:12-347:2.

259. Kumar signed a non-disclosure agreement with AMD
concerning the prospect of AMBpartnering with a graphics
chip company.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 347:12-349:20;
Ex. VV [GX 805].

e
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i

260. ATl was a leading graphics clapmpany.

Ex. A-6 at 345:24-346:5.
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Galleon Responsé&salleon does not gpute this fact.

261. Kumar told Rajaratnam that AMD was considering
partnering with a graphics company, including potentially ATI

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 350:2-20.

t of

262. By December 2005, McKinsey was proposing to help A
approach ATI about a possible combination.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th

MEX. A-6 at 350:21-353:12;
Ex. YY [GX 846].

t of

e

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thla¢ evidence, even if admissible,

establishes a securities law vidbat as to Galleon as a matter o

i

law and avers that genuine and trealgdsues of material fact exist.
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263. In late December 2005, AMD opened a dialogue with A

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlla¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exist.

TEX. A-6 at 354:9-10;
Ex. WW [GX 809].

e
ence
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264. Kumar told Rajaratnam that AMD was in early discussig
with ATI.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

rsx. A-6 at 354:21-355:3.

t of

265. Kumar told Rajaratnam that a potential deal between A
and ATI should not be discussed with anyone.

MIEX. A-6 at 355:4-9.
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

266. From September 2005 to July 2006, Kumar spoke to
Rajaratnam about the AMD/ATeal approximately once a
month.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 356:9-357:1;
362:11-15.

t of

267. Kumar updated Rajaratnanoabthe potential timing for
the deal.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in oppaosition to

Ex. A-6 at 360:23-361:15.
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the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

268. Kumar told Rajaratnam whtre deal became fifty percen
certain.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

[ EX. A-6 at 362:16-362:24.

t of

269. Kumar told Rajaratnam that AMD was going to pay mor
than $20 per share for ATI.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect

eEx. A-6 at 366:19-367:1.
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testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal
trial, the SEC has not establishibé admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

270. In May 2006, Kumar told Rajaratnam that AMD’s Ex. A-6 at 373:15-374:4.
management was very keen to de tleal and had a lot of latitude
as to how much AMD could pay for ATI.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishibé admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

271. The deal between ATl and AMD was publicly announcedeEx. A-6 at 384:24-386:6;
on July 24, 2006. Ex. UU [GX 801].

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,
the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by the
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimal trial, the SEC has not
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established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thia¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viobat as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

5.

272. After the deal was annoud¢@TI’s stock price rose from
roughly $16 to just under $20.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the erteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and treatdsues of material fact exist.

Ex. U [GX 110]; Ex. A-6 at
386:7-387:6.

t of
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273. After the deal was annoud¢&umar spoke to Rajaratnan
and Rajaratnam thanked him, saying “That was fantastic. W¢
all cheering you right now.”

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishiéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to

,EX. A-6 at 387:7-16.
e are
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Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

274. After Thanksgiving 2006, Raginam told Kumar that he
was going to give him $1 million.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these

Ex. A-6 at 387:17-388:3.

circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of

its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

275. Kumar asked Rajaratnam to send the money to an accoux. A-6 at 389:8-391:15;

that Kumar maintained in an Indian bank, which Rajaratnam dli

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these

BEx. TT [GX 772].

circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in support of

its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,
the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the ertehe evidence relied on by the

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thlag evidence, even if admissible,
establishes a securities law viddart as to Galleon as a matter of

law and avers that genuine and trealgsues of material fact exist.
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276. Kumar believed that Ragnam paid him $1 million
because Kumar told him about the ATI deal.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 907:3-5.

t of

277. In 2006, Adam Smith was a portfolio manager at Galleg

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

rnex. A-6 at 2443:15-23.

t of

278. In 2006, Kamal Ahmed was an investment banker with
Morgan Stanley covering semiconductor companies.

Ex. A-6 at 1856:7-13,
2573:7-8.

Galleon Respons@&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
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judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

<L

279. In May 2006, Smith spoke with Ahmed, and Ahmed told Ex. A-6 at 2573:9-2574:2.

Smith that there was a deal undaywor AMD to purchase ATI.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

280. Smith knew that Ahmed was a senior banker in the
semiconductor area and that Ahmed was likely to have
knowledge of the deal even if he was not directly involved in |

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and

Ex. A-6 at 2574:9-18.

—
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therefore no further responseégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

281. Smith knew that Ahmed was not authorized to tell Smith
about the AMD/ATI deal.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishbéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 2576:7-10.

t of
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282. Smith had worked at Morgan Stanley and knew that Mot
Stanley’s code of conduct instructed employees not to
communicate information like the information about the
AMD/ATI deal outside the compey, and that this information
was material, non-public inforrtian because it related to an
impending merger.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishbd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

gax A-6 at 2576:11-18.

t of
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283. After Smith spoke to Ahmed, Smith told Rajaratnam that
Smith had met with Ahmed and heard about the ATI/AMD de

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. A-6 at 2580:15-2581:5.
al.

t of

284. Rajaratnam purchased shares of inTWarch 2006.

Ex. A-6 at 3416:9-11:; Ex.
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this
action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

[GX 20-R].

t of
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285. GX 20-R is a summary chart indicating Galleon Tech andEx. A-6 at 3414:4-20;

Diversified daily closing positions in ATI technologies stock
from January 1, 2006 through July 28, 2006.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

5136:20-5137:14.

t of

286. Rajaratnam took a position as large as 3.4 million share
ATI in March 2006.

S5HX. A-6 at 3416:12-16;
Ex. QQQQ [GX 20].
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the erteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and treatldsues of material fact exist.

t of
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287. In mid-May 2006, Rajaratnameld a position of just under
4 million shares of ATI.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emte¢he evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

Ex. A-6 at 3422:14-18;
Ex. QQQQ [GX 20].

t of
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5.

288. By the end of May 2006, Rajaratnam increased his posit
in ATI to 5 million shares.

i@x. A-6 at 3423:17-23;
Ex. QQQQ [GX 20].
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the erteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and treatldsues of material fact exist.

t of
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289. Shortly before July 24, 2006, jRatnam held a position of
approximately 5.4 million shares of ATI.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emte¢he evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlilag¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and trealdsues of material fact exis

Ex. A-6 at 3424:25-3425:3;
Ex. QQQQ [GX 20].

t of
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5.

290. Overall, the Galleon fundsalized illicit gains of
$22,938,866 in connection with the Affading described above

Ex. A-6 at 3425:19-
.3426:11; Ex. O [GX 21].
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the erteéhe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidg
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viabext as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and treatldsues of material fact exist.

t of
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291. GX 21 is a summary chart thaflects Galleon Tech and
Diversified profit realized on sectigs of ATI held at the time of
AMD’s acquisition of ATl on July 24, 2006.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratham’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the emtehe evidence relied on by th
SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidé
during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies tlila¢ evidence, even if admissible
establishes a securities law viodex as to Galleon as a matter o
law and avers that genuine and tralsisues of material fact exis

Ex. O [GX 21]; Ex. A-6 at
3426:2-9.
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292. GX 21 was verified by Agent Barnacle by reference to
GX 150.

Ex. A-6 at 3374:7-16.
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Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establishéd admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

t of

293. Rajartanam created false emalil trails containing alternat
justifications for trading securities.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this pagraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal

trial, the SEC has not establisitbé admissibility of that hearsa
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the testimony,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

VEex. A-6 at 2630-31, 2636-
40.

t of

294. In order to prevent detemti, Rajaratnam instructed Smith
and Chiesi to both buy and sedicsirities when in possession of
inside information to create tlialse impression of not having
inside information.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dace of collateral estoppel,

Ex. A-6 at 2641-2646; Ex. |
[GX 5940T-R at 2:8-39].
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which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibits referenced in thgaragraph purports to reflect
testimony adduced during Mr. Rajaratnam’s criminal trial,

the SEC has not established the admissibility of that hearsay
evidence in this action; to the erteéhe evidence relied on by th

t of

e

SEC purports to be an exhibit offered and accepted into evidence

during Mr. Rajaratnam’s crimat trial, the SEC has not
established the admissibility of that evidence in this

action. Galleon also denies thla¢ evidence, even if admissible

establishes a securities law viddat as to Galleon as a matter o

law and avers that genuine and treatldsues of material fact exist.

295. On June 7, 2007, Rajaratnam testified before the SEC u
oath.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the diae of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@memorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseéguired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of]
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.
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296. During that testimony, Rajanam was asked whether he

had any reason to believe, that AMD was going to acquire AT

before the announcement.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responseaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. RRRR at 114.
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297. Rajaratnam replied that he did not.

Galleon Respons&he SEC’s motion for partial summary
judgment relies entirely upon the dacée of collateral estoppel,
which, as explained in Galle@mmemorandum in opposition to
the motion, is not applicable to Galleon under these
circumstances. The SEC has not offered evidence in suppor
its motion other than on the bagif collateral estoppel, and
therefore no further responsaégjuired. Moreover, and in any
event, to the extent the evidence relied on by the SEC in the
exhibit referenced in this paragh purports to be an exhibit
offered and accepted into evidence during Mr. Rajaratnam’s
criminal trial, the SEC has not established the admissibility of
evidence in this action. Galleorsaldenies that the evidence,
even if admissible, establishesecurities law violation as to
Galleon as a matter of law andeas that genuine and triable
issues of material fact exist.

Ex. RRRR at 114.
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Dated: October 17, 2011
New York, New York
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