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FULLTIME DEGREED WOMEN ACCOUNTANTS ARE ANY LESS QUALIFIED FOR

THE TYPE OF WORK DONE AT PRICE WATERHOUSE THAN THEIR MALE

COUNTERPARTS?

A IT   WHICH LEVEL ARE YOU TALKING ABOUT? ARE YOU

TALKING ABOUT THE PARTNERSHIP LEVEL?

Q LET'S TALK ENTRY LEVEL FOR A START.

A LET'S TALK ENTRY LEVEL.

Q DO YOU HAVE ANY REASON TO BELIEVE THAT?

A THAT WOMEN ARE ANY LESS QUALIFIED WHEN THEY COME OUT

WITH DEGREES? I HAVE NO REASON TO NOT BELIEVE THAT ALTHOUGH

YOU OBVIOUSLY CAN MAKE ARGUMENTS.

MR. HURON: ONE MOMENT, YOUR HONOR.

THAT CONCLUDES CROSS-EXAMINATION, YOUR HONOR.

MR. SCHRADER: NOTHING, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, SIR. YOU'RE NOW EXCUSED.

THANK YOU.

THE WITNESS: THANK YOU VERY MUCH, SIR.

MR. HELLER: YOUR HONOR, THE PLAINTIFF WILL RE-CALL

HERSELF, ANN HOPKINS, AND THEN WE WILL NOT CALL MR. BEYER, SO

THIS WILL BE OUR FINAL WITNESS.

WHEREUPON,

ANN HOPKINS,

THE PLAINTIFF HEREIN, HAVING BEEN PREVIOUSLY DULY SWORN, WAS

EXAMINED AND TESTIFIED, ON REBUTTAL, AS FOLLO S:

THE COURT: YOU'RE STILL UNDER THE SAME OATH.
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THE WITNESS: THANK YOU.

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. HELLER:

Q MISS HOP INS  

YOUR HONOR, I'M GOING TO BE REFERR1NGT0 A PART OF

THE DEPOSITION OF MISS HOPKINS THAT HAS BEEN DESIGNATED FOR

ADMISSION INTO EVIDENCE BY THE DEFENDANT.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. WELL, IF I HAD IT BEFORE ME

THEN .

THANK YOU.

MR. HELLER: YES. PARTICULARLY, YOUR HONOR, PAGE 79,

LINES 15 AND 16. SO THAT YOUR HONOR DOESN'T HAVE TO READ THE

WHOLE EXCERPT DESIGNATED BY THE DEFENDANT LET ME ASK MISS

HOPKINS A PRELIMINARY QUESTION.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q MISS HOPKINS, DO YOU RECALL TESTIFYING IN YOUR

DEPOSITION ABOUT A MEETING YOU HAD WITH A PRICE WATERHOUSE

PARTNER, MR. PETER MAC VEAGH, IN WHICH YOU DISCUSSED IN

TERMS OF GA ES THEORIES AND GAMES SCENARIOS WHAT POSSIBLE

POSITION MR. WARDER MIGHT BE TAKING WITH RESPECT TO YOUR

CANDIDACY FOR A PARTNERSHIP?

A YES .

Q DO YOU RECALL THAT THERE WERE TWO NAMES GIVEN TO

THE GAMES?

YOUR HONOR WILL BEG MY PARDON, BUT THEY'RE IN THE
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RECORD, ONE WAS NIGGER IN THE WOODPILE AND THE OTHER ONE WAS

I GOT YOU, YOU SON OF A BITCH.

A YES .

Q AND DO YOU RECALL, AS I WI L NOW SHOW YOU, PAGE 79,

LINES 15 AND 16, YOU SAID, "I CHARACTERI ZEDNIGGER IN THE

WOODPILE, PETE CHARACTERIZED I GOT YOU, YOU SON OF A BITCH"?

A YES .

Q SINCE GIVING THAT DEPOSITION HAVE YOU HAD AN OCCA¬

SION TO LOOK AT YOUR NOTES ON THAT MATTER?

A YES .

Q DO YOU NOW CONSIDER THAT THAT ANSWER WAS CORRECT?

A THE MEETING -- NO. THE MEETING TOO  PLACE ON JULY

7TH OR 8TH. MY NOTES WERE PREPARED ON AUGUST 11TH AND IN MY

NOTES IT INDICATES THAT MR. MAC VEAGH BROUGHT BOTH OF THOSE

GAMES INTO THE CONVERSATION.

THE COURT: YOUR ANSWER IS GETTING BLURRED. I'M

SORRY. SOMETIMES IF YOU GET TOO CLOSE IT DOES THAT, AND IT

SOUNDED BLURRED TO ME. I THINK I'M WIDE AWAKE.

MR. HELLER: I'M SURE YOUR HONOR IS. SHE  AS A

LITTLE CLOSE.

THE COURT: I HEARD YOU SAY THAT THE PROPER DATE IS

AUGUST 11TH, IS THAT RIGHT?

THE WITNESS: I'M NOT SURE. THE DATE   I CAN'T

HEAR MYSELF. AM I SHOUTING?

THE COURT: YOU'RE FINE NOW.
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THE WITNESS: THE DATE OF THE MEETING WITH MR.

MAC VEAGH WAS EITHER THE 7TH OR 8TH OF JULY. I HAVE NOTES

THAT I PREPARED ON THE 11TH OF AUGUST. IN MY NOTES OF AUGUST

11TH IT INDICATES   MY NOTES OF AUGUST 11TH INDICATE THAT

MR. MAC VEAGH CHARACTERIZED BOTH GAMES.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q ALL RIGHT. SO THE PHRASE NIGGER IN THE WOODPILE CAME

FROM MR. MAC VEAGH IN THE FIRST INSTANCE, IS THAT CORRECT?

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, I'M GOING TO GIVE YOU A COPY,

MISS HOPKINS, OF DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 27 WHICH IS THE SHORT

FORM AND THE LONG FORM COMMENTS . ON YOUR CANDIDACY FOR PART¬

NERSHIP IN PRICE WATERHOUSE. AND I WANT TO ASK YOU ABOUT

SOME OF THOSE PEOPLE IN TERMS OF YOUR   THE EXTENT OF YOUR

ACQUAINTANCE WITH THEM AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1982, WHEN I BELIEVE

WE'VE HAD TESTIMONY THAT THESE COMMENTS WERE GIVEN. LET ME

FIRST TAKE MR. GREEN, WHO IS ON THE FIRST PAGE.

THE COURT: NOW, WE'RE DEALING WI H WHAT EXHIBIT?

MR. HELLER: IT IS DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 27, YOUR

HONOR. I USED THE DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT. IT S ALSO PLAINTIFF'S

EXHIBIT 21.

THE COURT: THANK YOU. ALL RIGHT.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q WHAT WAS THE EXTENT OF YOUR ACQUAINTANCE WITH

MR. GREEN AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1982?
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A MR. GREEN WAS THE PROPOSED PARTNER FOR THE FMHA

ENGAGEMENT. I SPENT A COUPLE OF DAYS WITH HIM IN ST. LOUIS.

Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, DURING THE TIME YOU SPENT WITH

MR. GREEN, SINCE THE QUESTION OF YOUR OWN LANGUAGE HAS COME

UP, DID YOU HAVE ANY OCCASION TO OBSERVE THE KIND OF LANGUAGE

HE USED?

A MR. GREEN'S USE OF PROFANITY WAS REMAR ABLE.

Q ALL RIGHT. DID HE HAVE ANY COMMENTS TO MAKE ON

WORKING WITH WOMEN DURING THE TIME YOU WERE WORKING WITH HIM?

A MR. GREEN COMMENTED THAT HE WAS AN OLD REDNECK AND

FOUND HIMSELF IN AN INTERESTING SITUATION BECAUSE HE NEVER

HAD A WOMAN WORKING FOR HIM BEFORE AND SUDDENLY HE HAD TWO.

THE COURT: SO WHAT? WHAT DOES THAT MEAN? WAS

THAT TRUE OR WAS IT NOT TRUE?

MR. HELLER: IT DOESN'T NECESSARILY PROVE ANYTHING,

YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: THAT'S WHY I ASKED WHAT MESSAGE YOU WERE

TRYING TO CONVEY TO ME AS A TRIER OF FACT IF A MAN SAYS I'M

AN OLDREDNECK AND I'M IN AN UNUSUAL POSITION. I'M NOT USED

TO WOR ING WITH WOMEN. NOW I'M WORKING WITH TWO OF THEM. WHAT

IS THE MESSAGE?

MR. HELLER: I THINK THE EVIDENCE IS AS OF THAT TIME

THERE HAD BEEN QUITE A FEW WOMEN IN PRICE WATERHOUSE AND THIS

WAS A MAN WHO WAS COMMENTING ON SOMETH TNG ' THAT HAD BECOME

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THAT IT WAS AN UNCOMMONQUITE COMMON.
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EXPERIENCE FOR HIM.

THE COURT: WAS IT OR WASN'T IT? WHEN HE WAS WORKING

FOR PRICE WATERHOUSE HAD WOMEN BEEN WOR ING FOR HIM OR NOT?

MR. HELLER: ALL I KNOW IS MISS HOP INS' STATEMENT,

YOUR HONOR. SHE DOESN'T KNOW ANYTHING.

THE COURT: I JUST WANTED TO BE SURE I DIDN'T MISS

ANYTHING.

MR. HELLER: NO, I DON'T THINK YOU DID.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q LET'S GO TO MR. HALLER, WHOSE NAME APPEARS SOMEWHERE

DOWN THAT PAGE. HOW MUCH TIME HAD YOU SPENT WITH MR. HALLER

AT THIS TIME AND HOW MUCH OF IT PARTICULARLY IN THE YEAR OR

SO BEFORE SEPTEMBER, 1982?

A MR. HALLER WAS IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES

IN THE PHYSICAL SPACE OCCUPIED BY THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT

SERVICES WHEN I FIRST JOINED PRICE WATERHOUSE. HE LATER

TRANSFERED TO THE PRACTICE OFFICE AND I THINK MOVED TO BETHESD/

I HAD VERY LITTLE CONTACT WITH HIM. THE ONLY CONTACT I EVER

REMEMBER WITH MR. HALLER SPECIFICALLY WAS WITH REGARD TO HIS

COMMENTS TO SOME OF MY STAFF WHEN I WAS PREGNANT IN 1979. HE

COMMENTED THAT --

MR. TALLENT: YOUR HONOR, I'M GOING TO OBJECT. THIS

IS MULTIPLE HEARSAY AT THIS POINT.

THE COURT: IS WHAT?

MR. TALLENT: THIS IS, I THINK, COMMENTS THAT
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MR. HALLER WAS SUPPOSED TO HAVE MADE TO A STAFF --

THE COURT: IN HER PRESENCE SHE SAID?

THE WITNESS: NO.

THE COURT: OH, I UNDERSTOOD WHEN SHE WAS PRESENT.

MR. HELLER: ALL RIGHT.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q NOW, LET ME SHOW YOU A COMMENT MR. HALLER HAS

RECORDEDAS HAVING MADE TO MR. MARCELLIN WHEN HE CAME INTO THE

OFFICE ABOUT BRINGING KIDS INTO THE OFFICE.

IT'S IN THE OFFICE VISIT, YOUR HONOR, AND LET ME

GET THE EXHIBIT.

THE COURT: WHAT OFFICE IS HE TAL ING ABOUT BRINGING

KIDS INTO?

BY MR. HELLER:

Q DID YOU IN FACT -- DID YOU IN FACT BRING KIDS INTO

YOUR OFFICE, YOUR OWN KIDS?

A YES. '

YOUR HONOR, I BELIEVE MR. HALLER IS COMMENTING ABOUT

BRINGING CHILDREN INTO --

THE COURT: BRINGING YOUR CHILDREN. I REMEMBER THAT

THE WITNESS: THAT S RIGHT. BRINGING MY CHILDREN

INTO THE PRICE WATERHOUSE OFFICE DOWNTOWN. AND I DID BRING

MY CHILDREN INTO THE OFFICE AS DID MR. COLBERG, MR. BERKOWITZ,

MR. BOWER AND ON OCCASION MR. BEYER.

BY MR. HELLER:
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Q ALL RIGHT. DID YOU DO THAT AS A REGULAR MATTER?

A IT TENDED TO BE WHEN -- IT TENDED TO BE ON WEEK-ENDS

OR WHEN CHILD CARE WAS NOT AVAILABLE.

MR. HELLER: FOR THE RECORD, YOUR HONOR, THAT WAS

PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 17, THE OFFICE VISIT EXHIBIT.

THE COURT: WELL, LET ME LOOK AT WHAT HE SAID.

PLAINTIFF'S 17?

MR. HELLER: YES, AND -- LET ME HAND MY COPY UP

FOR THE  OMENT. IT'S NEAR THE TOP OF THE PAGE THAT I'VE

OPENED IT TO, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: WELL, NOW, ARE YOU OFFERING THAT TO

INDICATE THE FOCUS OF THE INVESTIGATOR OR ARE YOU BRINGING THAI

TO MY ATTENTION AS AN INDICATION OF THE PREJUDICE OF THE

SPEA ER? I DON'T KNOW WHICH IT IS.

MR. HELLER: THE SECOND, YOUR HONOR. IT SEEMS TO

ME THAT THE EVIDENCE WE'VE NOW PUT BEFORE YOU  

THE COURT: IN OTHER WORDS, IT'S A SEXIST REMARK,

IT MAY BE, I DON'T  NOW, TO MENTION THAT SOMEONE BRINGS KIDS

INTO THE OFFICE, THAT THEY'RE WOMEN. BUT YOU GO ON TO SAY THAI

A LOT OF THE MEN DO, TOO.

MR. HELLER: THAT'S RIGHT, YOUR HONOR. JUST TO

REMEMBER THAT IT WAS A WOMAN, BUT NOT THE BALANCING THAT A LOT

OF MEN DO, TOO.

THE COURT: DO WE HAVE ANY EVIDENCE THAT THEY DID IT

IN HIS OFFICE?
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BY MR. HELLER:

Q WELL, DID THEY DO THAT DURING THE TIME THAT MR. HALLEf

WAS THERE, WERE KIDS BROUGHT IN BY OTHER MALE MEMBERS OF THE

OFFICE FROM TIME TO TIME WHEN MR. HALLER HAD BEEN IN THE

WASHINGTON OFFICE?

A I DON'T REMEMBER.

THE COURT: YOU SEE, SHE MAY BE THE ONLY ONE THAT

BROUGHT  IDS INTO THAT OFFICE.

MR. HELLER: WELL, YOUR HONOR --

THE COURT: EVERYBODY BRINGS KIDS INTO OFFICES

THESE DAYS. THERE ARE MORE KIDS AROUND THAN PEOPLE WORKING,

SOMETIMES. MEN AND WOMEN BRING THEM.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q LET ME GO TO MR. SCOTT HARTZ. HE'S FURTHER DOWN

THE FIRST PAGE OF DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 17 AND PLAI TIFF'S

EXHIBIT 21. DURING YOUR PERIOD OF SERVICE AT PRICE WATERHOUSE

HOW MUCH TIME HAD YOU SPENT IN WORK RELATIONSHIPS WITH MR.

HARTZ?

A VIRTUALLY NONE THAT I RECALL. MR. HARTZ AND I HAD  

SPENT MORE TIME WHEN I WAS WITH TOUCHE ROSS WORKI G AT THE

UNITED MINE WORKERS  HEALTH AND RETIREMENT FUNDS AND HE WAS

SIMILARLY ENGAGED AS A MANAGER AT PRICE WATERHOUSE.

q WAS THERE AN ADVERSARIAL QUALITY TO THOSE RELATION¬

SHIPS OR NOT AT THAT TIME?

A THERE WAS AN ADVE.RS ART'AL.RELAT IONSHI P BETWEEN THE TWO
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CONTRACTORS, BETWEEN PRICE WATERHOUSE AND TOUCHE ROSS.

Q AND JUST TO REFRESH THE JUDGE'S RECOLLECTION, WHAT

YEARS WERE THOSE WHEN YOU WERE WORKING FOR TOUCHE ROSS?

A 1974, '5, *6,  7.

Q NOW, WHAT ABOUT MR. WHEATON, ON THE NEXT PAGE OF THIS

E XH I B I T ?

A I WORKED WITH MR. WHEATON FOR APPROXIMATELY A WEEK

ON A PROPOSAL IN 1979. I BELIEVE IT WAS IN THE SUMMER, MAYBE

EARLY FALL.

Q ALL RIGHT. GO ON TO MR. DOCTER ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE

YOU HAVE TESTIFIED --

THE COURT: WELL, NOW, I DO WANT TO PAUSE   I WANT

TO BE SURE I UNDERSTAND THE THRUST OF IT. ARE YOU SUGGESTING

THAT ANYTHING THAT MR. WHEATON SAID AT PAGE 2001 IS SEXIST?

MR. HELLER: I AM SUGGESTING, YOUR HONOR, IN KEEPING

WITH DR. FISKE S TESTIMONY YESTERDAY THAT PEOPLE WHO HAD RATHER

BARE ACQUAINTANCES AND RATHER REMOTE IN TIME ACQUAINTANCES

WITH MISS HOPKINS MADE RATHER STRONG AND SWEEPING COMMENTS

ABOUT HER AND I THINK YOUR HONOR WILL RECALL, REGARDLESS OF

CROSS-EXAMINATION AND YOUR OWN QUESTIONS, THAT THAT WAS ONE OF

THE FO NTS THAT MISS FISKE MADE, WHICH IS THAT STEREOTYPING

TENDS TO MAKE STRONG COMMENTS ON THE BASIS OF VERY LIMITED

ACQUAINTANCESHIP ABOUT PEOPLE, CASTING THEM INTO WHAT SEEMS

TO BE AN ANOMALOUS VIEW OF THEIR ROLE, IF YOU WILL.

WELL, THAT REQUIRES ME THEN TO DETERMINETHE COURT:
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THAT WORKING ON A TECHNICAL MATTER WITH A MAN FOR A WEEK DOES

NOT GIVE HIM AN ADEQUATE BASIS TO SERIOUSLY QUESTION THAT

PERSON'S DATA PROCESSING TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE. NOW, THAT IS

SOMETHING I'M UNABLE TO DO BECAUSE, FIRST OF ALL, I HAVE NO

DATA PROCESSING TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE AND, SECOND, I VE NEVER

WORKED WITH PEOPLE WHO DO AND THEREFORE I DON'T KNOW WHETHER

HE HAD ADEQUATE TIME OR HE DIDN'T HAVE ADEQUATE TIME TO --

DO YOU SEE WHAT MY POINT IS?

MR. HELLER: I ASKED YOUR HONOR TO LOOK AT THE

FIRST PART OF THAT COMMENT.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q DID YOU HAVE ANY LEADERSHIP RES PONS I B I LI T IES WHEN

YOU WERE WORKING WITH MR. WHEATON?

A NO.

MR. HELLER: I DIDN'T ASK YOUR HONOR TO LOOK AT THE

SECOND SENTENCE. IT WAS THE THIRD.

THE COURT: NOW, WHAT YOU'VE DONE IS PUT IT IN

BETTER PROSPECT FOR ME AND THERE WAS NOTHING SAID BEFORE AS TO

WHAT HER ROLE WAS AND MANY TIMES WHEN SHE WORKED WITH A PART¬

NER SHE DID HAVE LEADERSHIP R SPONSIBILITY. NOW, IT TURNS OUT

THAT IN THIS CASE SHE DID NOT HAVE ANY. THEN I UNDERSTAND

THAT FIRST SENTENCE DOES HAVE SIGNIFICANCE. YOU SEE, ALL I M

TRYING TO DO   I WANT TO REMIND YOU THAT I'M A TRIER OF FACT

AND I'VE GOT TO BE SURE I KNOW WHAT THE FACTS ARE. SO YOU

HAVE HELPED ME ON THAT.
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MR. HELLER: LET ME MAKE A GENERALIZATION ABOUT

THESE QUESTIONS, YOUR HONOR. THERE'S NO QUESTION ABOUT THAT.

THERE ARE PEOPLE WHO  NEW HER BETTER AND HAVE NEGATIVE COMMENTS

I'M TRYING TO SHOW, AND IT IS A SEQUEL TO DR. FISKE'S TESTIMONY

THAT THERE ARE SOME PEOPLE WHO KNEW VERY LITTLE ABOUT HER AND

WHO MADE PERSONALITY RELATED OR INTANGIBLE QUALITY COMMENTS

ABOUT HER THAT I DON'T THINK --

THE COURT: WELL, I THINK THAT'S SIGNIFICANT. I NOW

HAVE IT IN FOCUS AND THAT'S WHAT I WANTED TO DO AS WE GO

THROUGH THESE.

MR. HELLER: I'M SORRY, YOUR HONOR. I JUST DIDN'T

WANT TO BE TESTIFYING MYSELF.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q NOW, MR. DOCTER, ON THE NEXT PAGE, WHAT WAS THE

EXTENT OF YOUR ACQUAINTANCE WITH MR. DOCTER DURING THE TIME

YOU WERE AT PRICE WATERHOUSE?

A I MET MR. DOCTER AT A PARTNER-MANAGER MEETING. I

BELIEVE IT WAS A FIRM MEETING OF SOME VARIETY. EITHER THE

FIRST OR THE SECOND YEAR THAT I WAS WITH PRICE WATERHOUSE.,

AND THE ONLY THING I REMEMBER OF MY MEETING WITH MR. DOCTER

WAS A CONVERSATION ABOUT MY HUSBAND, IN WHICH HE WAS TALKING

ABOUT SOME EVENTS THAT HAD TAKEN PLACE AT TOUCHE ROSS.

Q AND HOW LONG DO YOU BELIEVE THAT CONTACT LASTED

WITH MR. DOCTER?

A I BELIEVE IT WAS OVER BREAKFAST. IT COULDN'T HAVE
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BEEN MORE THAN HALF AN HOUR OR 45 MINUTES.

Q ALL RIGHT. LET'S GO ON TO MR. MARGELLIN.

THE COURT: WELL, NOW, I'M GOING TO DO THE SAME

THING. THIS MAN, MR. DOCTER, IS IN AN ORGANIZATION. HE SAYS

THAT HE HAS INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION TO KNOW WHETHER SHE OUGHT

TO BE A PARTNER OR NOT. AND HE SAYS I HAVE NO FIRSTHAND

WOR ING RELATIONSHIP WITH THIS PERSON AT ALL. THE ONLY THING

I KNOW   AND I'M PEDDLING GOSSIP   THE ONLY THING I KNOW IS

THAT THREE OR FOUR MANAGERS WHO HAVE WORKED WITH HER HAD A

NEGATIVE REACTION AND HAVE SAID THAT SHE'S TOUGH AND HER

INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS ARE EXTREMELY POOR. NOW, IF YOU LOOK

AT THAT -- YOU CAN LOOK AT THAT IN TWO WAYS. YOU CAN LOOK

AT THAT AS A SEXIST REACHING FOR SOME WAY TO KNIFE THE WOMAN,

FROM YOUR POINT OF VIEW, OR YOU :CAN SAY HERE IS A PARTNER

WHO FEELS HE SHOULD PASS ON WHATEVER HE'S HEARD. NOW, HAVING

MYSELF BEEN IN A LOT OF PARTNERSHIP MEETINGS DISCUSSING

PARTNERS, TO SUGGEST THAT PARTNERS DON'T PASS ON GOSSIP IN A

PARTNERSHIP DISCUSSION BETWEEN DIFFERENT PEOPLE WHO ARE

ELIGIBLE IS SO UNREALISTIC TO ME I DON T UNDERSATND --

MR. HELLER: LET ME MAKE THIS SUGGESTION TO YOUR

HONOR, THAT WHAT HAPPENS IN A PARTNERSHIP SUCH AS YOU WERE IN

AND I THINK I KNOW IT WAS COVINGTON AND BURLING, AND WHAT

HAPPENS IN PRICE WATERHOUSE'S HIGHLY STRUCTURED INSTRUCTIONS

ON LONG AND SHORT FORM COMMENTS IN WHICH I THINK IT IS REASON¬

ABLY CLEAR THAT WHILE NOBODY FORBADE MR. DOCTER TO MAKE THESE
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COMMENTS HE JUST DIDN'T FIT THE CASE. THOSE MANAGERS WORKED

WITH OTHER PARTNERS WHO CAN COMMENT DIRECTLY ON OBSERVING

MISS HOPKINS' RELATIONSHIPS WITH THOSE MANAGERS.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. SO YOU   DOES IT NOT COME

DOWN THEN TO THE PROPOSITI ON, OR DOES IT? I'M TRYING TO INDI¬

CATE THE THINGS THAT HAVE BEEN GOING THROUGH MY MIND, THE FOCUS

OF WHAT WE HAVE TO DO LATER, DOES IT COME DOWN TO THE FACT THAT

THE PARTNERSHIP SYSTEM IS WRONG AT PRICE WATERHOUSE, THAT THEY

SHOULDN'T CONSULT THEIR PARTNERS IN DETERMINING HOW THEY FEEL

ABOUT A PARTICULAR PERSON BEING A PARTNER? J

MR. HELLER: NO, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: WELL, THEN --

MR. HELLER: MAY I MAKE A STATEMENT ABOUT WHAT I

THINK IT COMES DOWN TO?

THE COURT: YES, SURELY.

MR. HELLER: IT IS A TENTATIVE ONE. YOUR HONOR WANTS

TO SEE THIS IN WRITING AND WE WANT TO THINK ABOUT THIS A LITTLE

MORE PRECISELY. MR. CONNOR'S DEPOSITION, WHICH YOU SAW IN

VIDEOTAPE, LEFT HIM SAYING WHEN I SAW THE COMMENTS I REALIZED

THAT THIS WAS ONLY A QUESTION BETWEEN NO AND HOLD. MR. CONNOR

TOLD MISS HOPKINS IT WAS THE SHORT FORM COMMENTS BECAUSE YOU

DISCOUNTED THE ONE TRULY NEGATIVE LONG FORM COMMENT FROM

MR. S TAT LAND, AND TO THAT EXTENT OBVIOUSLY I THINK THE CROSS-

EXAMINATION BY MR. TALLENT YESTERDAY, WHILE I DON'T FAULT HIM

FOR DOING IT THATWAY, DIDN'T GO TO 'WHERE MR. CONNOR HAD IDENTI-
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FIED THE PROBLEM, WHICH WAS THE SHORT FORM COMMENTS. IT IS

TRUE, AS A MATTER OF NUMBERS, AND MR. CONNOR'S DEPOSITION,

ALTHOUGH I'M NOT QUITE AS CLEAR THAT I CAN QUOTE HIM, INDICATES

THAT FEWER COMMENTS THAN THE EIGHT NEGATIVE ONES AND THE COUPLE

OF HOLD COMMENTS ARE INSUFFICIENT HERE, THOSE OUT OF A UNIVERSE

OF 662 PARTNERS ARE WHAT SERVED IN THE LIMITED WAY TO VETO A

CANDIDACY OF A PERSON WHO IS STRONGLY SUPPORTED BY A NUMBER OF

PEOPLE WHO KNOW HER WELL, ALBEIT ALSO CRITICIZED, ALSO CRITI¬

CIZED. WHAT WE SEE HERE, YOUR HONOR, IS SOMETHING NOT QUITE

EQUIVALENT TO BUT TANTAMOUNT TO A  IND OF BLACKBALLING THAT

CAN OCCUR BY STRONG NEGATIVE COMMENTS BY A LIMITED NUMBER OF

PEOPLE WITH VERY LIMITED ACQUAINTANCESHIP. AND THEN WE OFFERED

SUSAN FISKE'S TESTIMONY TO SAY THAT PEOPLE DO REACH OUT AND

MAKE INTENSITY OF COMMENTS THAT ARE NOT JUSTIFIED BY THEIR

ACQUAINTANCESHIP WITH THE CANDIDATE WHEN THEY ARE STEREOTYPING.

NOW, I KNOW THIS IS ALL NEW, YOUR HONOR, AND I WOULDN'T WANT

ANYBODY TO BUY THAT ON THE TIME YOU'VE HAD TO THIN<ABOUT IT,

BUT WE BELIEVE THAT REALLY THAT IS WHAT HAPPENS AND THAT THIS

PARTNERSHIP AS OPPOSED TO A COVINGTON AND BURLING OR KATOR,

SCOTT AND HILLER OR SMALL ACCOUNTING FIRMS, THIS PARTNERSHIP

WITH ITS HIGHLY STRUCTURED SYSTEM BUT WITH THE LAST ANALYSIS

ITS FEELING ABOUT WHAT IS A NEGATIVE BASIS COMES DOWN TO REALL

BEING A VERY SMALL NUMBER OF PEOPLE CAN, IN EFFECT, POISON A

CANDIDACY AND SAY TO OTHERS THAT DON'T KNOW HER ANY BETTER

WE CAN'T HAVE HER, ALTHOUGH ONE OF THEM IS OUT IN LOS ANGELES
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BY MR. HELLER:

Q LET'S GO ON TO MR. EVERETT, FURTHER DOWN THAT PAGE.

WHAT WORKING BASIS HAD YOU HAD WITH MR. EVERETT AT PRICE

WATERHOUSE AND WHAT CONTACTS WITH HIM?

A MR. EVERETT HAD WOR ED WITH MR. HARTZ AT THE UNITED

MINE WORKERS' HEALTH AND RETIREMENT FUNDS FOR PRICE WATERHOUSE

WHEN I WAS AT TOUCHE ROSS.

Q HOW MUCH TIME HAD YOU SPENT WITH MR. EVERETT AFTER

YOU CAME TO PRICE WATERHOUSE?

A MR. EVERETT WAS INITIALLY IN THE WASHINGTON PRACTICE

OFFICE AND THEN TRANSFERED TO THE BALTIMORE OFFICE.

Q CAN YOU GIVE --

A OTHER THAN SEEING HIM IN THE HALLS OCCASIONALLY I HAC

VERY LITTLE CONTACT WITH MR. EVERETT.

Q DO YOU RECALL WHEN HE TRANSFERED TO THE BALTIMORE

OFFICE?

A I THINK IT WAS A YEAR OR SO BEFORE THIS PERIOD. I

BELIEVE HE TRANSFERED TO BALTIMORE ON MAKING PARTNER AND I

BELIEVE HE MADE PARTNER IN A YEAR OR SO BEFORE THIS PERIOD.

Q ALL RIGHT. AND IF YOU GO --

NOW, YOUR HONOR, I WANT YOU TO ASK ANY QUESTIONS

IF YOU'RE NOT  

THE COURT: WELL, YOU TOLD ME WHAT YOU'RE PUTTING

THIS IN FOR, THE UNIVERSALLY DISLIKED AS AN EXAGGERATION,

THAT YOU FEEL IT EXISTS. HE CLEARLY DIDN'T LIKE HER.
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MR. HELLER: AND I DO NOT WANT HER AS MY PARTNER,

PERIOD, BASED ON --

THE COURT: OH, SURE. IF HE DIDN'T LIKE HER HE

DIDN'T WANT HER. FINE.

BY  R. HE LER:

Q NOW, MR. CARROLL, YOU SEE WHAT HE SAYS IS THE BASIS

OF HIS EVALUATION? EXPOSURE OF CANDIDATE AT FIRM MEETINGS.

DO YOU RECALL HOW MUCH TIME YOU SPENT WITH MR. CARROLL AT

FIRM MEETINGS?

Q AT MY DEPOSITION I DIDN'T KNOW WHO MR. CARROLL WAS.

I SBUSEQUENTLY DETERMINED THAT I BELIEVE   I BELIEVE HE'S A

PARTNER IN DALLAS BECAUSE I DON'T HAVE ANY RECOLLECTION OF

MR. CARROLL AT ALL.

Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, MR. BRUGOS, JUST BELOW MR. CARROLL.

AND IS HE CORRECT ABOUT THE BASIS FOR YOUR TIME SPENT WITH

MR. BRUGOS?

A YES. I BELIEVE THAT WAS   I BELIEVE THAT WAS THE

FIRST PARTNER-MANAGER MEETING I EVER ATTENDED WITH THE FIRM

WHICH WOULD HAVE BEEN IN '78. I MIGHT BE IN ERROR, IN WHICH

CASE IT MIGHT HAVE BEEN IN THE SUMMER OF '79.

Q CAN YOU SAY HOW MUCH TOTAL TIME YOU SPENT WITH

MR. BRUGOS IN THAT SETTING?

A IT COULDN T HAVE BEEN MORE THAN FOUR HOURS IN THE

SAME ROOM WITH HIM, WITH A LARGE NUMBER OF OTHER PEOPLE.

Q ALL RIGHT. WHAT ABOUT MR. F. R. JOHNSON, AT THE TOP
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OF THE NEXT PAGE?

A I DON'T EVER REMEMBER MEETING MR. JOHNSON.

Q YOU DON'T RECALL ANY CONVERSATION OR CONTACT WITH

HIM AT ALL?

A I DO NOT.

Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, FINALLY, IF YOU TURN A NUMBER OF

PAGES -- NO, I'M SORRY. SOME OF THESE PAGES ARE OUT OF ORDER.

THE COURT: I KNOW. I'M FINDING THEM ALL RIGHT.

THERE'S NO TROUBLE.

MR. HELLER: MR. HOFFMAN.

THE COURT: YOU WANT HOFFMAN NOW?

THE WITNESS: MR. HOFFMAN?

MR. HELLER: YES.

THE WITNESS: I REMEMBER MEETING MR. HOFFMAN ONCE

IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES WHEN HE CAME. HE WAS

TAL ING WITH FRED SCHICK, AS I RECALL. BUT THAT WAS 1979.

IT MIGHT HAVE BEEN 1980. AND THAT'S THE ONLY OCCASION ON WHICl

I REMEMBER MEETING MR. HOFF MAN. -

MR. HELLER: YOUR HONOR, I'M ABOUT TO MOVE ON TO

SOMETHING ELSE. IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OF MISS HOPKINS

OR THINK THERE'S ANYTHING I SHOULD DO TO POINT YOU IN THE

DIRECTION -- I THOUGHT THOSE COMMENTS WERE SO SHORT THAT

YOUR HONOR COULD SEE WHAT WAS INVOLVED WITH THEM THAT MIGHT

RESONATE WITH MISS FISKE'S TESTIMONY.

THE COURT: WELL, THE ONES I HAVEN'T COMMENTED ON
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I UNDERSTAND WHY YOU'RE CALING ATTENTION TO IT AND THE ONES I

COMMENTED ON I DIDN'T UNTIL WE HAD A FURTHER DISCUSSION. I

UNDERSTAND THAT.

MR. HELLER: ALL RIGHT.

THE COURT: I HAVE NO QUESTIONS OF THE WITNESS.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q MISS HOPKINS, I WANT TO TAKE YOU BACK TO MR. EPELBAUF

TESTIMONY THE OTHER DAY. DO YOU RECALL THE CONVERSATION IN

WHICH HE SAID TO YOU BEFORE YOU WERE LEAVING TOWN TO PUT A

LITTLE SUGAR ON YOUR TONGUE?

A I DO.

Q WHAT WAS THE OCCASION OF THAT?

A ON JULY 29TH AND 30TH IN 1982 I WAS TO GO TO A

PARTNER-MANAGER MEETING OR AN AREA PARTNER-MANAGER MEETING,

ONE OF THE FIRM'S MEETINGS, IN CHICAGO. AT THAT MEETING I WAS

TO WORK WITH MR. TOM BLYTHE IN A SEMINAR KIND OF A SESSION.

MR. EPELBAUM COMMENTED THAT I SHOULD PUT A LITTLE SUGAR ON

MY TONGUE IN DEALING WITH MR. BLYTHE AND THAT I SHOULD BE

AWARE OF THE FACT THAT HE WAS AN MCP AND SHOULD BEHAVE

ACCORDINGLY.

THE COURT: HE'S A WHAT?

THE WITNESS: AN MCP.

THE COURT: I DON'T KNOW WHAT THAT IS.

Q

BY MR. HELLER:

WHAT DO THOSE INITIALS GENERALLY STAND FOR?
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A IT'S A TERM USED MEANING MALE CHAUVINIST PIG, MCP.

THE COURT: I KNOW WHAT A MALE CHAUVINIST PIG IS.

MR. HELLER: THAT'S THE USUAL ABBREVIATION, YOUR

HONOR.

THE COURT: I'VE NEVER REFERRED TO IT THAT WAY.

I'VE ALWAYS CALLED IT A MALE CHAUVINIST PIG.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q THEN THAT WASN'T THE TIME WHEN YOU WERE GOING OFF

TO ST. LOUIS TO WOR  ON THE FARMERS' HOME ADMINISTRATION

CONTRACT?

A NO.

THE COURT: WERE YOU MAKING CONTEMPORANEOUS NOTES

IN ALL YOUR DEALINGS WITH THESE PEOPLE RIGHT ALONG? BECAUSE

WHENEVER THERE'S SORT OF A DIFFERENCE YOU SEEM TO BE ABLE TO

PIN IT DOWN BY HOUR AND DATE AND TIME AND PLACE. WERE YOU

RUNNING BOOK ON THESE PEOPLE?

THE WITNESS: NO.

THE COURT: WELL, WHAT DID YOU HAVE THEN? DID YOU

HAVE NOTES ABOUT EVERY CONVERSATION YOU HAD WITH ALL THESE

PEOPLE?

THE WITNESS: NO.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q WHAT WAS THE BASIS --

THE COURT: WELL, WHERE DO YOU RESURRECT THAT WITH

SUCH CERTAINTY, YOU MAY BE CORRECT, AS OPPOSED TO THE
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RECOLLECTION OF THE OTHER INDIVIDUALS. WHAT MAKES YOU  NOW

THAT IT WAS ON ONE OF TWO DATES JUST BEFORE YOU WERE GOING TO

SEE SOMEBODY ON SOME PURPOSE?

THE WITNESS: I KNOW WHEN I GOT TO CHICAGO.

BY MR. HELLER:

0 HOW DO YOU KNOW IT WAS ON THAT OCCASION? I THINK

THE JUDGE IS ASKING HOW DO YOU KNOW IT WAS ON THAT OCCASION

RATHER THAN THE TIME YOU WENT TO ST. LOUIS? HOW DO YOU CHECK

YOUR MEMORY ON THOSE THINGS?

A THERE ARE KEY EVENTS FOR THINGS. I KNOW, FOR

EXAMPLE, THAT JULY 8TH AHD 9TH CERTAIN THINGS TOOK PLACE AND

ON JULY 18TH AND 19TH CERTAIN THINGS TOOK PLACE AND THAT JULY

20 --

THE COURT: YOU SEE, HE SAID HE TALKED TO YOU ABOUT

IT   I'M NOT SAYING HE'S RIGHT AND YOU'RE WRONG, BUT HE SAID

HE TALKED TO YOU ABOUT IT AND HAD GIVEN YOU ADVICE WHEN YOU

CAME TO HIM AND SAID HOW AM I GOING TO DEAL WITH THESE PEOPLE

IN THE ST. LOUIS OFFICE AND HE RAN DOWN THE DIFFERENT PEOPLE

IN THE OFFICE WITH YOU AND GAVE THAT ADVICE. SO HE'S WRONG

ABOUT THAT?

THE WITNESS: I BELIEVE IT'S AN ERROR, YES.

THE COURT: WELL, NOW, ON  HAT DO YOU BASE WITH

SUCH PRECISION THAT HE'S WRONG? I MEAN WHAT DID YOU REFER TO?

DO YOU HAVE NOTES, PERSONAL NOTES?

THE WITNESS: I HAVE SOME NOTES THAT I PREPARED FOR
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MY ATTORNEY BEGINNING AUGUST 11TH OR SO.

THE COURT: I'M TALKING ABOUT CONTEMPORANEOUS NOTES.

WERE YOU MAKING NOTES OF THESE MEETINGS AND THINGS AS YOU WENT

ALONG?

THE WITNESS: NO, BUT I HAVE CALENDARS, AIRLINE

TICKETS AND AMERICAN EXPRESS TO CHEC  THESE THINGS.

THE COURT: DID YOU PUT DOWN MALE CHAUVINIST PIG?

THE WITNESS: NO.

THE COURT: HOW DO YOU KNOW IT TOOK PLACE THEN?

THE WITNESS: YOUR HONOR, I KNOW THAT I WENT TO

CHICAGO.

THE COURT: I'M NOT DOUBTING AT ALL THAT YOU WENT TO

CHICAGO BECAUSE YOU HAVE AN AIRPLANE TICKET. WHAT I'M TALKING

ABOUT IS I HAVE A DIFFERENCE OF RECOLLECTION NOW BETWEEN TWO

OF YOU. YOURS IS EXTREMELY PRECISE AND IT'S JUST THAT YOUR

RECOLLECTION GENERALLY IS EXTREMELY PRECISE, IS THAT IT, AND

YOU DON'T HAVE ANYTHING TO REFER TO THAT FIXES THIS OVER ANY

CONVERSATION THAT YOU HAD WITH HIM?

THE WITNESS: NO, BUT THERE ARE SOME OTHER CONSIDERA¬

TIONS, IF YOU WILL. IN GOING TO CHICAGO I WAS SPECIFICALLY

AND BY PRIOR ARRANGEMENTS SCHEDULED TO WORK WITH MR. BLYTHE.

THE COURT: YES.

THE WITNESS: IN GOING TO   AND THE COMMENTS

RELATED TO MR. BLYTHE. THE LITTLE SUGAR ON YOUR TONGUE, MCP

COMMENT RELATED TO MR. BLYTHE.
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THE COURT: AS YOU RECALL IT.

THE WITNESS: AS I RECALL IT.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.

THE WITNESS: IN GOING TO ST. LOUIS  

THE COURT: SO YOU DIDN'T THEN ASK FOR HIS HELP ABOUT

HOW YOU SHOULD DEAL WITH THE PEOPLE IN ST. LOUIS? YOU WERE

GOING OUT THERE FOR AN IMPORTANT ASSIGNMENT. YOU DIDN'T ASK

HIM SINCE HE HAD BEEN IN THE OFFICE HOW DO I DEAL WITH THESE

PEOPLE? WHO ARE THEY? YOU DIDN'T DO THAT?

THE WITNESS: NOT TO MY RECOLLECTION.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q WHEN YOU --

THE COURT: WELL  THAT'S INTERESTING BECAUSE I WAS

GIVING YOU A GREAT DEAL OF CREDIT FOR THAT CONVERSATION AND

HAVING BEEN SENSITIVE TO INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND HAVING --

TO TRY TO FIND OUT HOW YOU SHOULD DEAL WITH THEM, BUT THAT

DIDN'T HAPPEN?

THE WITNESS: I DON'T -- I DON'T RECALL IT, YOUR

HONOR.

THE COURT: I THOUGHT YOU SAID IT DIDN'T HAPPEN.

THE WITNESS: ALL RIGHT. I DON'T BELIEVE IT

HAPPENED.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q WHEN YOU CAME BACK FROM THE MEETING WITH MR. BLYTHE,

DID YOU TALK TO MR. EPELBAUM ABOUT HIS ADVICE AND DESCRIBE IT
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AS STUPID, AS HE HAS SAID YOU HAVE?

A NO.

Q IS THAT A  ORD THAT YOU FREQUENTLY USE, STUPID?

A NO, STUPID IS A WORD THAT I USE RARELY.

THE COURT: WHAT DO YOU USE INSTEAD OF IT?

THE WITNESS: I TEND TO   I TEND NOT TO USE WORDS

DIRECTED TOWARDS PEOPLE IN GENERAL BUT I MIGHT SAY THAT SOME¬

THING WAS UNREASONABLE, I MIGHT SAY -- TALKING ABOUT A PIECE

OF ADVICE, I MIGHT SAY THAT IT WAS UNREASONABLE, I MIGHT SAY

THAT IT WAS NOT HELPFUL, I MIGHT SAY THAT IT WAS NOT USEFUL.

I MIGHT SAY THAT IT WAS INAPPROPRIATE. STUPID IS A WORD THAT

I WOULD NOT USE.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q DO YOU RECALL THE INCIDENT THAT MR. EPELBAUM

TESTIFIED ABOUT WHEN YOU TAL ED TO MR. CO NOR ABOUT THE ARRANGE

MENTS FOR HIM COMING DOWN TO WASHINGTON IN CONNECTION WITH A

RECEPTION FOR THE FMS PHASE T O CONTRACT?

A I DO. THAT TOOK PLACE IN APRIL OR MAY OF 1982. THE

STATE DEPARTMENT WAS PLANNING TO HAVE A RECEPTION INVOLVING

PRICE WATERHOUSE AND A NUMBER OF OTHER FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

OFFICIALS. I WAS CHARGED WITH THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEALING

WITH THE LOGISTICS FOR THAT RECEPTION. ONE OF THE LOGISTICAL

ELEMENTS WAS THE SCHEDULE. I HAD BEEN CALLING MR. CONNOR'S

SECRETARY AND HAD BEEN UNABLE TO REACH HER. I CALLED LATE

ONE DAY. IT WAS AROUND FIVE O'CLOCK AND WAS SURPRISED WHEN
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MR. CONNOR ANSWERED THE TELEPHONE HIMSELF. SO I ASKED HIM

ON WHAT DATES HE MIGHT BE AVAILABLE FOR THAT PARTICULAR --

FOR THAT RECEPTION.

Q YOU WEREN'T TRYING TO TALK TO MR. CONNOR DIRECTLY,

IS THAT CORRECT?

A I WAS NOT TRYING TO TALK TO MR. CONNOR AT ALL. I

WAS TRYING TO GET TO HIS SECRETARY ON HIS SCHEDULE.

Q DO YOU RECALL A DISCUSSION YOU HAD WITH MR. EPELBAUM7

I THIN  YOU TESTIFIED SOME ABOUT THIS ALREADY  

TELL MR

THE COURT: WELL, I'D BE INTERESTED TO  NOW, DID YOU

EPELBAUM WHAT YOU JUST SAID WHEN HE CONFRONTED YOU

WITH HAVING DEALT ACROSS LINES TO THE BOSS? DID YOU TELL HIM

THAT?

THE WITNESS: I DON'T REMEMBER.

THE COURT: YOU DON'T REMEMBER?

THE WITNESS: BUT IT'S EXTREMELY LIKELY THAT I WOULD

HAVE.

BY MR. HELLER:

Q DO YOU RECALL HIM CHIDING YOU, SAYING YOU SHOULDN'T

BE CALLING MR. CONNOR DIRECTLY?

A I DON'T RECALL THAT.

Q DO YOU  

THE COURT: YOU DON'T RECALL HIS DISCUSSING WITH YOU

THAT YOU HAD GONE TO CONNOR DIRECTLY? I WANT TO BE SURE THAT

YOU DON'T RECALL THAT. I WOULD HAVE THOUGHT THAT WOULD HAVE


