Thur sday, 3 Novenber 2011

(10. 15 am

MR ROVAN ABRAMOVI CH (conti nued)

Cross-exam nati on by MR RABI NON TZ (conti nued)

MR RABI NOW TZ: Good norning, M Abranovich.

o >» O >

By March 1996 you did not need any political
| obbyi ng from M Berezovsky anynore; do you agree?
By March '96 | did need political |obbying services.
From M Ber ezovsky?
Yes.
Do you want to explain why you needed political |obbying
services fromM Berezovsky in March 19967
Wthout M Berezovsky, alone | couldn't have maintained
nmy grip on the conpany, until the conpany was fully
privatised. For sure, without M Berezovsky, | would
not have managed to keep hold of it and nanage it. M
authority was not sufficient to work with, say,
M CGorodil ov; he was an inportant figure. Wthout
Berezovsky, | woul d not have been able to keep it going.
By March 1996 NFK had won the | oans for shares schene;
that was in Decenber 1995. Do you agree?
Yes, in Decenber '95 indeed NFK obtained the right to
manage Si bneft shares.
And Runi com had acquired a further 12.2 per cent of

Si bneft in January 1996; do you agree with that?



Yes, indeed.

| suggest to you, M Abranovich, that there was no risk
at all to you of anyone el se being able to obtain
control of Sibneft given the position you had becone

pl aced in by March 1996.

| don't agree with this.

And | suggest to you also that in fact a close
association with M Berezovsky at that tine, because of
the political risk it would entail, would have been of
nore harmthan any good that you would derive from
havi ng his public support.

| disagree with this as well, totally disagree with it.
And | suggest to you that that is why you approached

M Berezovsky at that tinme and asked himto agree to

di stance hinself from Sibneft.

I never asked for that. Mreover, it was inpossible to
have done that. |If | understood you correctly, you said
that it would have been harnful for me or for Sibneft
conpany? Qur association would have been harnful for ne
personally or for Sibneft? Could you specify?

What you suggested to M Berezovsky was that it was
harnful for Sibneft for himto be associated with

Si bneft at that tine.

So, for ne to understand exactly what you nean, prior to

'96 elections | allegedly told Berezovsky that his Iink



or his association with Sibneft was harnful to Sibneft;
is that what you nean?
That is what ny question involves saying, yes.
This did not happen. 1In the files of the case there is
a docunment, | think it's called letter number 13; nmay we
| ook at that, if that's possible?
I"msure that, if it's relevant, M Sunption wll take
you to that. We will have a look for it later on

Can we nove on, though. | want to go forward from
1996. Your case on krysha is that you paid
M Berezovsky primarily for his political assistance,
even after 1996; is that right?
Yes, that is so.
And if these krysha paynents were for political
assi stance, it follows that you woul d have consi dered
yoursel f under no obligation at all to continue paying
M Berezovsky if he ceased providing or being able to
provi de political assistance; is that right?
| think on the contrary: we nade hima nmenber of the
board of directors so that he can be associated with the
conmpany to a maxi mum possi ble degree. So | don't quite
under st and what you nmean when you say "cease to provide
assi stance".
My question is this: if your krysha paynents were for

political assistance, |obbying assistance that



M Berezovsky was providing, then it would follow that
if M Berezovsky was no | onger providing |obbying

assi stance, you woul d have consi dered yourself under no
further obligation to keep naki ng paynents to him is
that right?

No, that is not right. He continued providing the
services we agreed upon and | continued paying.
Moreover, the traditional krysha concept did not

envi sage breaking up such an agreenment unilaterally; two
parties had to agree and then sonmehow exit fromthis
arrangenent.

But if the services were no | onger being provided, you
woul d have no | onger been under any obligation of

what ever sort to keep paying. Do you agree with that?
No, | do not agree. | don't agree with the fact that
the services were not provided and | do not agree with
the statenment that | could have broken up that agreenent
or arrangenment unilaterally. | could not have done it
just off my own -- on ny own.

Do you accept that M Berezovsky's relations with the

Yel tsin regi me becane weaker in the period from 1998 to

20007
Wll, this is a long period of tinme; nmany things
happened. If we |ook at these two years as a whol e,

then no, | do not agree.



Wul d you accept that by this tine -- and | nmean the
period 1998 to 2000 -- M Berezovsky's access to the
presidential administration had been reduced to the
poi nt where he was only given the opportunity to discuss
political natters and to neet with senior nenbers of the
presi dential administration when he had a particul ar
view that he wi shed to communicate to President Yeltsin?
M  Berezovsky had never had frequent neetings with
President Yeltsin. Fromwhat | know, he had three or
four personal neetings overall, which doesn't nean at
all that he was unable to exercise political influence.
The main work that he did was with people around the
president's people and the president's circle who could
i nfl uence the president's opinion

After '96 Yeltsin did not feel well physically, he
was not a well man. If | remenber correctly, he had two
heart attacks. So the role of his circle was ever nore
i nportant; and M Berezovsky was not only part of that
circle, he had personal contacts with every nmenber of
that circle. So his influence in fact at that tinme was
very, very significant, very high
M Vol oshin, who you are calling as a w tness, says
about the period 1998 to 2000 that he can agree with
M Berezovsky and confirmthat his influence was not so

great at that tine. Do you say M Vol oshin, who was



part of the presidential admnistration, is wong about
t hat ?

I cannot conment on what M Vol oshin says. | can only
tell you what | know nyself and | know what | was payi ng
for.

Well, you in your evidence, M Abranovich, have not been
able to identify a single action on M Berezovsky's part
whi ch you say he provi ded between 1998 and 2000; that's
right, isn't it?

The concept of krysha doesn't envisage specific services
or actions. This is not an exchange of services; it's
just an arrangenent that covers a period.

Wth respect, M Abranovich, you' ve described krysha as
bei ng, when we got down to it, M Berezovsky | obbying on
your behalf, and what |I'mputting to you is that you
have not been able to identify a single action in your
evi dence taken by M Berezovsky which you say he

provi ded between 1998 and 2000.

Wel |, perhaps | cannot renenber a specific action but
for sure there have been many, but | can't just give you
i medi ately an exanple. The concept of krysha is

a long-termrelationship, a continuous relationship with
nore or | ess regular paynments; that's what the concept
is.

And as to Berezovsky losing political influence,



I think in '97 or '98 he was appoi nted deputy secretary
of the Security Council. So that only shows that his
political influence was growing, if President Yeltsin
appoi nted himto this high office.

M Abranovi ch, you have served seven w tnhess statenents
in this action, sonme of themvery long, and you are
suggesting that, notw thstandi ng those seven w tness
statenments, there was sonething el se that you m ght have
sai d about what M Berezovsky was doi ng which you j ust
forgot to put into those witness statenents; is that
your evi dence?

No. Wiy do you think I've forgotten to wite sonething
down? It's just this matter was not discussed. | set
down everything | knew about it in ny evidence.

M Abrampovi ch, what | suggest to you is that it is
sinply inconceivable that you woul d have continued to
pay tens of mllions of dollars in fees for krysha in
ci rcunstances where no krysha was in fact being

provi ded. Do you want to comment on that?

Yes, | can comment. | continued paying tens of mllions
of dollars for krysha. Mreover, follow ng '96

el ections M Berezovsky becane a very significant
political figure whomwe supported; not just nyself,

ot her busi nessnen supported him but | was the main one

who was paying. He had turned into a politica



corporation. He sort of appointed hinself -- and we all
supported that -- but he self-appointed hinself as

a political |eader of |arge business and all of us
supported that, we all helped him we all pronoted that.
We are now chronol ogi cally around the year 2000 and

| want therefore to ask you sone questions about the

al um ni um acqui sitions that were made at about this
tinme.

You entered into an agreenent for the acquisition of
al um ni um assets in February 2000; that's right, isn't
it?

Yes, that is so.
Can we just then see what is conmon ground about the
events | eading up to this.

The al um nium assets that were acquired in
February 2000 were primarily in the Krasnoyarsk, Bratsk
and Achinsk al um nium assets; is that right?

Yes, indeed, only | nissed the nonth. | mssed the
nonth that you nentioned.

February 2000.

Ri ght.

And in the case of the Krasnoyarsk assets, this included
both the Krasnoyarsk al um nium plant and the

hydroel ectric power station; that's correct, isn't it?

Yes, i ndeed.



And you accept that prior to the agreenment being rmade in
February 2000, as you were aware, M Berezovsky had
visited the Krasnoyarsk region in early 1999?

M Berezovsky did visit Krasnoyarsk region, | don't
know -- | don't renmenber exactly when; and | al so think
he nmade several visits. But | know he visited, that's
for sure.

I think you accept in your evidence that in fact

M Berezovsky made that trip with M Lev Chernoi.
That's right, isn't it?

Yes, | agree with that.

And you al so accept in your evidence that it is possible
that M Berezovsky was al so acconpanied on that trip by
M Ani si nov?

It is possible, but | just don't renenber now.

Perhaps | can show you your witness statenent. |[If you
go to your fourth witness statenent, that's E5, tab 11,
page 53 in the English E5/11/53 and page 129 in the
Russi an E5/11/129, paragraph 130. Do you see the
second sentence there, you refer to this?

| am saying that possibly M Anisinmov was there and

| continue naintaining that possibly he was there.

| don't know for sure.

And M Lev Chernoi was an associ ate of the Reuben

brothers and part of the Trans-Wrld Goup; that's
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right, isn't it?

A. Lev Chernoi, yes, he was part of Trans-Wrld Goup. He
had his own conpany and it was named sonething el se, but
I think they were cl ose.

Q And between themin 1999 Lev Chernoi and the Reuben
brothers controlled a substantial part of the al um nium
busi ness at Krasnoyarsk and a substantial part of the
busi ness at Bratsk as well; that's right, isn't it?

A.  Yes, indeed.

Q And at that tine -- again we're tal king about 1999 --

M Ani sinov al so owned a substantial part of the
busi ness at Kras (sic)?

THE | NTERPRETER: | beg your pardon, at where?

MR RABI NON TZ: Sorry, Krasnoyarsk.

A

Q

Yes, that is true.
And M Lev Chernoi and M -- sorry, I'll start again
because that may not have clicked in.

M Lev Chernoi and M Anisinmov also held interests
in Achinsk dinozemyi Konbinat, AGK; that's right,
isn't it?

That is so; they had shares in Achinsk Al umina Plant, or
dinozemyi Konbinat. It's just that at that tine

Achi nsk was under goi ng bankruptcy procedure, so whet her
one had shares or not was already irrel evant.

And so when M Berezovsky, in 1999, made the trip to the
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Krasnoyar sk regi on, he was acconpani ed by sonme of the
key players in the Russian alumniumindustry in that
region, nanely M Chernoi and possibly, as you accept,
M Ani si mov?

| agree with that Chernoi was there. | sinply don't
know about Ani si nov.

Now, M Berezovsky in 1999 al so enjoyed good politica
relations with the governor of the Krasnoyarsk region
General Al exander Lebed; that's correct, isn't it?
Fromtime to tine -- so at sone time M Berezovsky was
on good terns with General Lebed; at other tines
General Lebed hated him So | don't really know on what
kind of footing they were at that particular tine.

Hi s evidence about this wasn't challenged by your

| awyers, M Abranovich.

But can | ask you this: M Berezovsky had supported
and | obbied for General Lebed in the election for the
position of governor of the Krasnoyarsk region in 1998
and that was an election that General Lebed had won;
you' re aware of that, aren't you?
| know that M Berezovsky provided services to
General Lebed in terns of elections to the post of
governor and | know that M Lebed i ndeed won in those
el ections.

You accept, | think, that General Lebed was one of the



nost powerful and influential figures in the region
where the alum niumenterprises were | ocated?
General Lebed was indeed the nost influential person in
Krasnoyar sk regi on because he becanme the governor of
that region. | just don't renmenber when the el ections
were held exactly, so it's difficult for ne to say
whet her he was already very influential in '99 or not.
They were in 1998.

So it was inportant when you cane to acquire the
al um nium assets in 2000 that Ceneral Lebed was on your
si de because if General Lebed had opposed your
acqui sition of the Krasnoyarsk assets, it would have
been extrenely difficult to establish and naintain

control of the Krasnoyarsk assets; that's right, isn't

it?
Well, that is not quite so. General Lebed could not
i nfl uence on who -- on the question of who purchased the

assets. That's not his remt. The idea is that the

pl ant were at the point of being shut down; the workers
were striking; the railroad was not operating. That

obvi ously influenced CGeneral Lebed because he was the
governor and of course if that continued, the situation
woul d have worsened and Lebed woul d have had probl ens.
Now, taking all that into account, yes, the rest becones

correct.

12



So | think you're agreeing with me that it was inportant
when you canme to acquire the alum nium assets that
General Lebed was on your side because if he opposed
your acquisition of those assets, it would have been
extrenely difficult to establish and maintain control of
the Krasnoyarsk assets?

Once again, I'd like to explain. General Lebed had
nothing to do with the acquisition of assets and who
acqui red them and he actually did not say whether he was
for or against that; that's not part of his authority.
It's difficult for you to -- for ne to explain, but

| ocal authorities had nothing to do with share

acqui siti on process.

However, the situation prevailing, prevailing with
the workforce, with the trade uni ons, when everybody
cane out into the streets and started protesting, that
really was very relevant to the local authority and he
was very keen for this matter to be resol ved.

Now, it wasn't just M Berezovsky who had good contacts
in the Krasnoyarsk region; you accept, | think, that

M Pat arkatsishvili al so enjoyed very good rel ations
with M Lev Chernoi and M Anisinov?

Yes, | agree that M Patarkatsishvili was on good ternmns
wi th Anisinov, Chernoi, and he was on very good ternmnms

with CGeneral Lebed.

13
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I think you al so accept that M Patarkatsishvili had
visited the Krasnoyarsk region in relation to matters
relating to the alumniumplants in late 1999. That's
right, isn't it?

Yes, that is so.

So it's in this context that, at the end of 1999,

M Berezovsky and M Patarkatsishvili approached you and
asked you whether you would be interested in acquiring

t he Krasnoyarsk, Bratsk and Achinsk assets; that's
right, isn't it?

No, that is not right.

Do you want to say why you disagree with what |'ve said?
M Pat arkatsishvili asked -- turned to ne and he said,
"Listen, the situation in Krasnoyarsk", as | had
described, "and nost likely Lev Chernoi would like to
sell". W were not interested in acquiring these
enterprises and in '99 | didn't want to acquire these
enterprises.

It sounds sonething very serious, this huge
Krasnoyar sk al um nium snelter, the largest in the world.
It sounds great, but by that time it was nothing but
a heap of nmetal as raw material was not being supplied,
power was intermttently supplied and the workforce was
in the street striking. So having | ooked at that

situation, | said, "I'mnot that keen actually". And
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until the point when Bratsk was included in the deal --
Bratsk was in an ideal state -- until Bratsk was
included in the deal, | was not interested.

At that tinme Krasnoyarsk smelter was not giving any
profit; in fact the financial situation, as far as
| remenber, was very dire.
M Berezovsky's recollection is that he and
M Pat ar kat si shvili approached you about whether you
woul d be interested in acquiring these assets and
| suggest to you that, in light of the evidence we' ve
been through about M Berezovsky's connections with the
alum niumsellers and in light of the way that we
suggest M Berezovsky and M Patarkatsishvili generally
operated as partners, that it is entirely probabl e that
M Berezovsky was al so involved. Do you di sagree?
| can affirmonly one thing: that M Berezovsky did not
put this question to ne. Yes, M Patarkatsishvili did
i ndeed come to me and said, "Look, there is
a possibility to acquire these assets; what do you think
about it?" | had a look, | studied it and said
initially, "No, | don't want to buy thent. Wen Bratsk
was included in the deal, that sort of bal anced off the
probl ens of Krasnoyarsk assets; then | agreed to the
deal, but that was | ater.

You agree, | think, that M Patarkatsishvili was the one
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who in particular pronoted the idea to you with

consi derable force. |Is that right?

Yes, | agree. He was very vigorous in pushing ne
towards these assets, yes.

M Berezovsky says that before you decided that you
wanted to enter into a transaction to acquire these
assets, you said that you would want to discuss it with
M Shvidler. Is it right that you wanted to discuss
this with M Shvidler before you decided that you were
going to enter into this transaction to acquire these
al um ni um asset s?

Yes, that is so. | would not have acquired these assets
without M Shvidler's position

And why was it that M Shvidler in particular was
someone who you needed to talk to about whether or not
to acquire these assets?

Well, first of all, M Shvidler is a close friend of

nmne and he is nmuch better at finances than nyself and

when | need soneone's support, | always seek his support
in these decisions. | have never nade a big
acqui sition, apart fromreal estate, | have never nade

a large acquisition without his advice and his opinion.
And of course by this stage you had been working
together with M Shvidler for around 13 years; that's

right, isn't it?
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Wll, | nmean, | have to count. | can't be exact about
13 years. W worked together for a long tinme. If we
deduct the years when he was studying in the US and

wor ki ng in a conpany, perhaps Deloitte or sonething,
perhaps if we then join together all the other bits, it
will be 13 years. But | really don't remenber exactly
how nany years.

And | think you' ve said, | think your evidence is that
you woul dn't have done this deal but for M Shvidler
persuading you that it was a deal you should do?

No, I'mnot saying that. Badri persuaded ne, not

M Shvidler. | don't think I said M Shvidler was the
one who persuaded ne.

Vll, if M Shvidler wasn't there, even with

M Patarkatsishvili telling you to do it, you wouldn't
have done the deal ?

It's difficult for me to say today what m ght have
happened 15 or whatever, 10 years ago, had M Shvidler
not existed or not been there.

Wul d you at | east accept that you were in fact
initially reluctant to becone involved in the alum nium
i ndustry but you were persuaded that it was a good dea
to do by M Shvidler?

| don't renenber. The main person who was persuadi ng ne

and who was the engine of this process was Badri. Badri
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was very, very keen for this deal to go through

M Abranovi ch, we accept that Badri was very keen for
the deal to go through. What I'mtrying to understand
is the role of M Shvidler in this because | suggest to
you that M Shvidler's role was also inportant in
persuadi ng you that this is a deal that you should do.
Do you agree with that?

VWll, | can't confirmthat he nade a contribution in

persuading nme in going for this deal and investing into

these assets. | cannot agree with that. At sone point
he was for it; at sone point he -- and in fact he was
negotiating mainly with Lev Chernoi. But | can't
remenber him-- | can't agree that he was actually

talking me into it or persuadi ng ne.
Now, the master agreement was -- sorry, let nme take this
slightly differently.

Wthin one or two nonths of M Patarkatsishvili and,
we say, M Berezovsky proposing this idea to you,
a contract had been concluded with M Lev Chernoi, the
Reuben brothers, M Bosov and M Anisinov, by which the
al um ni um assets were bought up for several hundred
mllion dollars; that's right, isn't it?
| don't agree that it was 700.
No, | didn't -- that's a mistranslation. Severa

hundr ed?



Are we tal king about the initial deal? The price was
550 million, if |I renmenber correctly.
That is broadly correct. Can we have a | ook at the
agreenents. There were two sets of agreenments: first,
M Abranovi ch, there was a short master agreement in
Russi an; and then there were a nunber of further sale
and purchase agreenents which were drawn up in
dual -1 anguage contract form Do you renenber that?
Prior to these proceedings |I didn't renenber this very
wel |, but when | was preparing nyself to give evidence
| 1 ooked at the contracts and recalled it all.
kay. Can we | ook at the master agreenment first,
pl ease: it's in bundle H A) 17. The Russian version is
at page 38 H(A)17/38 and the English version begins at
page 33 H(A) 17/ 33.

Now, we can see fromthe top of the page that this
says this was an agreenent drawn up in Mdscow on
10 February 2000, but you would accept, | think, that
this in fact was actually drawn up a few days later, on
15 February 2000, and backdated to 10 February 20007
It is possible.
That's in fact your own evidence, M Abranovich.
Yes, yes. | don't renenber 15th or 14th, but it is

possi bl e.

And if we | ook at the opening words of the agreenment, we

19
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can see that there are said to be five parties to this
agreenent. Parties 2 to 5 are the sellers: that's
M  Chernoi, M Reuben, M Bosov and M Anisinov; do you
see that?
Yes, | can see that.
And party 1 is the purchaser; again, do you agree with
t hat ?
Yes.
And party 1 is described as:

"Roman Abranovi ch, [Eugene] Shvidler,
Badri Patarkatsishvili and conpani es represented by
them.."

Do you see that, M Abranovich?
Yes, | can see that.
And can we just -- one doesn't have this on the English
version. On the Russian version at page 43 H(A) 17/43
you can see the signatures for each of the parties;
that's right, isn't it?
Yes, | can see.
And under "Party 1" you have signed, M Shvidler has
signed and M Patarkatsishvili has signed; correct?
Yes, | can see that.
And then under parties 2 to 5 soneone appears to have
signed for each of M Chernoi, M Reuben, M Bosov and

M  Ani si nov; correct?



If I remenber correctly, Lev Chernoi signed on behalf of
Reuben. But | cannot insist on this; it may be not so.
So this agreenment suggests that each of you and

M Shvidler and M Patarkatsishvili, as well as the
conpani es you represented, were parties to the
transaction; do you accept that? That's what the
agreenment seens to say.

In part | agree with this. If | may, later I'll explain
this reservation.

We'll come to your reservations in a nonment. At the
nmonment |I'mjust trying to establish with you that you
agree that this is what the agreenent seens to suggest:
that you, M Shvidler, and M Patarkatsishvili, as well
as the conpani es you represented, were parties to the
transaction. That's clear, is it not?

If that's how you read this agreenment, then this is what
it looks like. |If you don't know what happened in
reality, this can be read in this way.

Let ne ask you about this. You accept that

M Patarkatsishvili was central to this transaction and
that it could not have happened wi thout his involvenment?
You' ve accepted that already this norning.

| absolutely agree with that.

And you accept, | think, also that M Shvidler was

i nportant for you being involved in the transaction?

21



You discussed it with him he was involved in the
decision as to whether to proceed, and in fact you tell
us that he did all the negotiations on your behal f.
That's right, is it not?

Yes.

But your case is, is it, that neither

M Patarkatsishvili nor M Shvidler were really parties
to this agreenent at all; that they were not even to
have a 1 per cent interest in the assets being acquired?
Is that right?

As to M Shvidler, he was paid a salary. As to Badri,
he received comission. So they were not due to receive
any percentage in shares. Percentage in shares could
only be acquired by those people who were prepared to
pay for them

Well, we'll conme to the paynent for this in a nonment,

M Abramovich. | just want to concentrate on who were
the parties to it and the case as to whether M Shvidler
and M Patarkatsishvili were, as you suggest, not
actually parties to this contract at all, in terns of
being party 1 and an acquiring party. Do you follow?
Vell, I"'mnot insisting on that. They were part of
party 1; they were not just people who acquired the
assets. But they were part of party 1 and each pl ayed

our own specific role. As a group we were party
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nunber 1, but that doesn't nmean that as a group we're
all acquiring the assets.

| understand that in the eyes of the English | aw
it"'s difficult to conmprehend, and | synpat hise; but
a Russian |awer and | myself, we understand it very
well. It's difficult for ne to explain it to you, but
it is a normal Russian practice. On the one hand; on
the other hand. One party; the other party. And the
roles within a party are established and assi gned
outside this agreenent, this contract.

M Abr amovi ch, woul d you | ook at clause 4 of this
contract. Cause 4 says that -- sorry, it's the first
page of the contract H(A)17/33. C ause 4 says that:

"Party 1 shall acquire fromParties 2 and 3 all [of]
their shares and interests in [the businesses
identified]."

And clause 5 then identifies certain other assets
which party 1 shall acquire.

Now, you accept that party 1 was you, M Shvidler
and M Patarkatsishvili, as well as the conpanies that
t hey represent?

Yes, | agree with that.
But you're saying that we shouldn't treat the contract
as saying what it in fact says; is that what you're

suggesti ng?
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A Wll, this is not really even a contract; it's a note,
a letter, a paper that notionally -- that describes the
situation.

Q Can you look at clause 17 of this contract,
M Abranovi ch, at page 35 of the English H(A) 17/ 35.
It's probably three pages on.

"The Parties agree that the conditions of this
Agreenent shall be incorporated in the share purchase
agreenents which shall be agreed on and executed [on]
10 February 2000."

It looks like this was intended to be a | egal
contract fromthat, does it not?

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER  Well, isn't that a matter for ne?
MR RABINON TZ: That's a matter for your Ladyshi p.

Way do you say that you got M Patarkatsishvili to
sign this contract if, as you say, he wasn't really
a party in the sense of being one who was acquiring the
assets?

A. Well, he was a party. He wasn't the acquirer, the
pur chaser, but he was a party. He represented us, he
per haps represented M Anisinov, he organised a neeting
for us all around a table. And | can explain it's
a Russian tradition: all those who take part in
negoti ati ons have to sign an agreenent to certify that

all of them understand and interpret the docunent in the
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sane way.
Q That's not precisely what you say in your witten
evi dence, in your witness statenent, M Abranovich.
Can | ask you, please, to go to paragraph 154. 1It's
at page 81 of E1, tab 3 in the English E1/03/81 and
page 160 in the Russian E1/03/160. Paragraph 154.
A. | beg your pardon, which w tness statenent, nunber 3 or
number 47
Q Nunmber 3. E1, tab 3. It should be on page 160.

What you suggest there, M Abranovich --

A. | beg your pardon, | beg your pardon, sonmething else is
bei ng described here. | think we're probably in
confusion here. | think we've got -- we're | ooking at

the wrong paragraph.

Q Can you find paragraph 154.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Bundl e E1, tab 3.

THE WTNESS: | think we've got it.

MR RABI NON TZ: You've got it. Please do read it to
yoursel f. (Pause)

A l'veread it and | think it's exactly what |'ve just
been expl ai ni ng.

Q Wat you suggest in paragraph 154 is that the reason you
wanted M Patarkatsishvili to sign in particular is
because you wanted people to know that you were on the

same team is that right?
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Yes, indeed, and this is exactly what |'ve been

expl aining just now that w thout Patarkatsishvili

I would not have been doing that, for sure.

But, M Abranovich, everyone in the roomat that tine,
every one of these sellers would have known very wel |
that M Patarkatsishvili was, as you put it, your man
and on the sane team He was the one, after all, who
they' d approached who had introduced you to the deal
That's right, isn't it?

Initially, they turned to himso that he would sort out
the relationship between M Bykov and CGeneral Lebed
because the situation in Krasnoyarsk region with these
enterprises was out of control, and the catalyst for al
of this was O eg Deripaska. So the situation was such
that they needed sonebody from outside to negotiate
because the rel ationship between the parties was so far
gone that there was no chance of themto agree. So
Badri was this kind of negotiator and when it was
obvious that the parties cannot agree, he brought the
deal to ne.

M Abr anovi ch, none of the sellers could have m ssed the
fact that you had only come into the transaction as
aresult of M Patarkatsishvili's involvenent; that's
right, is it not?

Yes indeed, and | amnot refuting that. Wthout Badri,



I would not have poked ny nose in there. Every three
days sonebody was nurdered in that business. | didn't
want to have anything to do with a business like that.
The point is this, M Abranovich: M Patarkatsishvili
did not need to be nmade a party to the contract for you
to inpress on the other parties to the contract that he
was on your tean?

| don't quite understand and where is the question? The
contract was not signed to denonstrate sonething to
soneone; it's just a contract. O perhaps |'m answering
the wong question?

Wy do you say M Shvidler was nade to appear as a party
to this contract?

Because M Shvidler was engaged in negotiations, he

represented ny side, just like M Patarkatsishvili in
this case.
M Abramovi ch, | have to suggest to you that your

expl anati on as to why both M Shvidler and

M Patarkatsishvili signed as a party is sinply untrue.
Do you under st and?

| understand that you suggest that this is not true but
it infact is the truth. Once again |I'd like to
explain: to a Russian person's eyes, everything is clear
here, if you look at it through Russian eyes, especially

if you know t he context.
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Just going back to the terns of the master agreement, if
you | ook at clause 6 of the master agreement. |It's
page 34 of the English H(A)17/34. | just want to get
you to see the price because we were talking earlier
about what price was being paid here.

So do you see at clause 6 there is -- under clause 6
there is a box, a table?

And it shows 550 million; exactly what | said.

That's correct. But we know, don't we, that as a result
of a separate protocol which was supposedly signed on
14 February, the acquisition price was at some point
increased to $575 million?

Yes indeed, and | can explain why it happened.

VWll, let's ook at the docunent and then if any

expl anation is necessary, we can have that.

If you go to bundle H(A)18, you'll find the Russian
version at H(A) 18, page 18 -- don't put that contract
away yet, M Abranovich, keep that -- H(A) 18, page 18 in
the Russian H(A)18/18 and 18T in the English
H( A) 18/ 18T.

Agai n, M Abranovich, we observe, do we not, that it
is again a contract where you, M Shvidler and
M Pat arkat si shvili and the conpani es represented by you
are identified as party 1 to the contract? Do you see

t hat ?
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Yes, | can see that.
Then if you | ook at clause 3, this says:

"... the total anount payable by Party 1 for the
shares specified in article 1 of the Main Agreenent is
increased to USD 575 million..."

And it says that the anounts which are to be paid by
parties 3, 4 and 5 are unchanged.

Now, do you want to give an explanation as to why
the price increased in this way?

Yes, | would like to explain.

Pl ease go ahead.

When all the docunments were already prepared and we
agreed and we shook hands, the follow ng situation
arose: M Reuben said that notwi thstanding the fact, if
| remenber correctly, that he had an equal share in
busi ness together with Lev Chernoi, he wants to get not
just half but sone amobunt of nopney that he quoted. And
it turned out then that Lev Chernoi, who signhed, who had
signhed, and in fact had the right to sign the deal
woul d stand to get |ess than he would get under this
agreenent .

So Badri canme to ne and said, "Listen, it turns
out -- this is shameful, this is enbarrassing, we need
to do sonething", because Lev said that he's happy to

grin and bear it and he's not going to raise this natter
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because he had prom sed, but Badri felt that we should
real ly pay nore.

And so we signed this -- another agreenment whereby
the cost increased by 25 mllion and the noney was due
to Lev Chernoi. Sonme of those who dealt with this on ny
side felt that there was sonething fishy there; others
felt that Badri was trying to earn noney from both
sides. Nevertheless |I didn't think that and we
neverthel ess signed this contract.

You can put away H(A) 18 but do go back to the master
agreenent, which | hope you still have open, H(A) 17
page 34 H(A)17/34 and page 39 in the Russian

H( A) 17/ 39.

Again, just |looking at clause 6, it's clear fromthe
tabl e that the purchase price was to be paid by way of
instalnents; that's right, isn't it?

Yes.

And as is clear fromthe table, the final instal ment was
to be paid on 10 June 2001; again, that's clear, isn't
it?

Yes, indeed.

Now, | want to ask you about how the acquisition of
these al um ni um assets were funded. According to --
JUSTICE GLOSTER: Right. WlIl, I'"'mgoing to take the

break now. Ten m nutes.
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(11.11 am

(A short break)

(11.27 am

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER  Yes.

MR RABI NOWN TZ: M Abranovich, before we do tal k about the
financing of the alunmi nium acquisition, can | go back to
an answer you gave earlier today.

| was asking you this norning about whether you
accepted that it was inportant to ensure that
Ceneral Lebed supported your acquisition, or at |east
did not oppose your acquisition, because it would have
been extrenely difficult to establish and naintain
control of the assets without his support, and you were
finding it difficult to agree with that. Do you
remenber ?

A. | believe that M Lebed's influence in that question
that you rai sed was exaggerated, but on the whole his
positive attitude would have been inportant. |If he had
been aggressive or negative or opposed to this, if he
had been categorically opposed to this, it would have
been very difficult to work in the region. However, the
way you worded the question, some of the accents, sone
of the enphases were slightly shifted.

Q Can | ask you to | ook at paragraph 152 of your witness

statenent, your third witness statenent: E1, tab 3.
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It's at page 81 in the English E1/03/81 and

page 181/182 in the Russian E1/03/181. You may want

to have a I ook at the last sentence and perhaps a couple
of lines before that.

Yes, | can see this, yes.

It was your own evidence | was putting to you

M Abr anovi ch.

Yes, yes.
Al'l right.
If I recall correctly -- if | recall correctly -- it's

not easy to understand because Magnum (sic) only shows
the English text -- the question was whether or not
Lebed coul d have opposed the acquisition. The
acquisition itself had nothing to do with General Lebed
but the work at the local |evel w thout Lebed woul d not
have been possi bl e.

Let's just tal k about the financing of the al um nium
acqui sition in February 2000.

According to Ms Panchenko, the al um ni um
acquisitions were initially financed by a $100 mllion
| oan granted by MDM Bank and then from March 2000 the
noni es paid under the nmerger transaction with
M Deripaska were used to fund the purchase price. |Is
that your recollection as well, M Abranovich?

| apol ogi se, could you speak slower or naybe split it up



into small er sentences?
Al right. M Panchenko tells us in her w tness
statenent that the al um nium acquisitions were initially
financed by a $100 mllion | oan granted by NMDM Bank
Yes, that is true.
And then from March 2000 the noni es paid under the
merger transaction with M Deripaska were used to fund
t he purchase price.
Because Ms Panchenko was in charge of finance and the
cashfl ows then presumably she understands that well.
I nean, do you expect ne to give you a coment on this?
Well, | was trying to break it up and in the end hadn't
got around to asking you the questi on.

Do you agree that that is the way it was financed?
If my recollection is correct, then the funding for the
transaction was 100 mllion cane from MDM Bank, part
cane fromthe oil trading conmpanies and part was
sonmet hing that we got from M Deripaska after we reached
an agreenment with him But apart fromthat, there was
a paynents schedul e and therefore there was no need to
have one maj or bull et paynent.

Did I understand your question correctly?
I think you did understand the question correctly. The
suns paid by M Deripaska under the nerger transaction

whi ch you concluded in the spring of 2000, and which
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Ms Panchenko at | east says were used to finance the
original alum nium acquisitions, also canme to a total of
$575 million, did they not?
No.
Okay. Perhaps we can have a |ook at that briefly. Can
you go to bundle H(A) 19 and turn to page 22 H(A) 19/ 22
There isn't a Russian version of this so..
Could | just offer one clarification and then nmaybe
there will be no need for a foll owon question

The initial transaction with Deripaska included only
$300 mllion. | believe that it would be wong to
believe that the 575 figure had been agreed upon
originally and right away.

Have | answered your question?
Well, | don't know. Do you accept that what you
ultimately received from M Deripaska, the paynent that
you were going to receive fromM Deripaska ultimtely
was $575 mllion?
| agree with that, but this is sonmething that was agreed
upon in My.
| agree with that, if | nmay say so.

The net result therefore, M Abranovich, is that
ot her than bridging financing costs, you in fact parted
with Iittle or no noney at all in acquiring these

extrenely val uabl e al um ni um assets and thereafter the
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subsequent interest in Rusal; that's right, isn't it?
You agreed to pay $575 million and that is what you
recei ved back from M Deripaska as the bal anci ng paynent
in the context of the nmerger to make Rusal ?
Well, if you nean that between the first transaction and
the point in tinme where Deripaska was able to pay up
not hi ng happened, then perhaps then you're right. But
what do you do with the 100 mllion that we got fromthe
bank? If you're tal king about bridge finance, you are
responsi ble for this.

So | beg to differ: this is not sonmething that we
got for free. At the end of the day this is
a transaction that M Shvidler did and it was a stroke
of genius; but saying that no resources have been used,
have been invol ved there, would be a wong
characterisation of what actually happened. | would
di sagree with that.
M Abranovich, in fact you agree with it and there's
not hing that you are differing about and no need to beg
to differ. What | said to you was: other than bridging
financing costs, in the end the noney that you received
from Deri paska was sufficient to pay off any anount that
you had to pay under the February 2000 agreenents?
The problemis | don't renenber exactly what the

schedul e of paynents was. Did we receive the noney
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concurrently or in parallel or not? | renenber that at
the end of the day we nmade sone profit.

So if you put it all aside and just answer your
question whether the Deripaska transacti on covered
everything that we had to pay for the original assets,
then the answer is: yes, it did cover that.

And | think you would agree it was a pretty remarkabl e
deal all in all, was it not?

Well, at the end of the day it was a very good
transaction, yes.

And woul d you accept that you could never have nade any
such deal but for the contacts and connection that

M Patarkatsishvili and we say that M Berezovsky had
both with the selling parties in February 2000 and with
those with influence and power in Krasnoyarsk, including
of course Ceneral Lebed?

JUSTICE GLOSTER:. Well, there are a nunber of questions
tied up there, M Rabinowitz. Perhaps you had better
just deal with it on the basis of |ooking at

Pat arkat si shvili on his own first and then add in

M Berezovsky.

MR RABI NOW TZ: Perhaps | can do it this way.

Wul d you agree, would you accept that you could
never have made any such deal but for the contacts and

connections that you were given both with the selling
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parties in February 2000 and those with influence and

power in Krasnoyarsk, including General Lebed?

The role that M Patarkatsishvili played was a very
serious role but the selling party did want -- it was
keen to sell. So if you factor all this in, then

| agree with you. The role that General Lebed played
was a mnor role; he did not really take part in this,
even though he could have put a nonkey wrench into the
wor ks theoretically, but he was interested in this. He
was interested in this, yes.

In fact, as we saw in your witness statenent, you accept
that it was inportant that General Lebed did not oppose
your purchase because if he did, you couldn't do the
deal ?

It was inportant to make sure that he did not oppose,
but he could not have opposed. But people went out on
the streets: when people are striking, the |oca
authorities have a vested interest in nmaking sure that
everything conmes down, that a good, real ownership cones
in and can start the whole thing running, could pay

sal aries, could pay the taxes and so that the unions
woul d create problens (sic) anong the people. Every
governor woul d have agreed with this. | used to be
governor nyself and | know how it worKks.

So | suggest to you that the contacts and connections of
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M Pat arkatsishvili and M Berezovsky were absol utely
critical to your being able to do this deal. Do you
agree or not?

| absolutely disagree with this.

Can we go back and | ook then at the naster agreenent,
which | hope you still have, in bundle H(A) 17. It
shoul d be page 38 of the Russian H(A)17/38 and page 33
of the English H(A) 17/ 33.

Now, | want to go back to clause 17 of the master
agreenent: page 42 in the Russian H(A)17/42 and
page 35 in the English version H(A) 17/35. Do you see
cl ause 17 says:

"The Parties agreed that the conditions of this
Agreenent shall be incorporated in the share purchase
agreenents which shall be agreed on and executed by
10 February 2000."

There were ten such dual -1 anguage share purchase
agreenents which were agreed as contenpl ated by this;
that's right, isn't it?

Yes.

Now, could | ask you next to go to page 46 in the bundle
that you're in H(A)17/46. |1t's dual |anguage so it

has both Russian and English. [|'mjust going to | ook at
a sanpl e of these agreenents.

You shoul d be, | hope, |ooking at an agreenent dated



10/ 02/ 2000 between Greasbyn Conmercial and Galinton
Associ ated Limted. Do you have that at page 467

Yes, | can see that.

Now, Galinton was a bearer share BVI conpany; that's
right, isn't it?

I think so.

And we can see fromclause 1.1, if you | ook towards the
bottom of that page, that the subject matter of the
purchase contract is a block of shares in the
Krasnoyarsk al um niumplant. Do you see that?

Yes.

And these shares are being sold by M Anisinov's conpany

and purchased by Galinton?

Yes.

Can | ask you to turn to page 49 in the sane bundle
H(A) 17/ 49. Can you just note clause 2.4, which says
that the shares were to be transferred to the buyer by
no later than 29 February 2000. | don't suppose you
particularly recollect that provision, do you?

| believe that |I did not take part in the drafting of
this agreenment but | agree to continue di scussing.

Can | ask you, please, to go to page 58 of this bundle
H(A) 17/ 58, where you will find clause 8.1. Do you see
it's headed "Governing Law and Di spute Resol ution"?

"This Contract shall be construed and enforced in
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accordance with and governed by the | aws of Engl and
wi thout regard to the conflict of |aws provisions
t hereof . "

Do you see that?

It's hard for me to comment this. | nmean, | can read
this but I cannot comment on this. Wat is "conflict of
| aws provisions"?

There are many people in court who have asked the sane
gquestion. Don't worry about that for the nmonment. We'll
conme back to the relevance of that in due course.

Can | ask you next, please, to go in the sane bundl e
to page 63 H(A)17/63, just to |look at another one of
these agreements. This is in very simlar ternms. On
this occasion it's a conpany call ed Becassihe, which is
one of the Trans-World conpanies, who is entering into
an agreenment with Runicom Fort Limted.

Now, Runicom Fort Limted was a comnpany i ncor porated
in Gbraltar, was it not?

Yes.

And if you |l ook at clause 1.1, you see that Runicom Fort
Limted was acquiring a block of shares in the Bratsk
plant. Do you see that?

Yes.

Again, just so you note this, can | ask you, please, to

go to page 64 H(A) 17/64 and just glance at clause 2.4,
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where again one has the provision that there should be
a share transfer delivered to the buyer by no later than
29 February 2000.

You nay not be on the right page. Cause 2.4, right
at the bottom of the page.
Yes.
kay. And, again, if you go to page 73 H(A) 17/ 73,
again you will see clause 8.1 saying that the contract
shoul d be governed by English | aw
Yes, | can see that.
We're not going to go through, happily, all ten of
these. There were ten and you will, | think, recal
that the acquiring conpani es under these contracts were
Runi com Fort Limted, which we've seen; Galinton
a conpany called Palntex Linmted of Panama -- you'll
remenber that, | think, fromyesterday: it cane up in
the audit conmttee report --
Yes, | recall that.
-- and Dilcor? And the fourth conpany was a conpany
called Dilcor; do you renenber that?
Yes.
Now, |'d like to just ask you a little bit nore about
the ownership of these four offshore conpanies,
M Abr anovi ch.

These four offshore conpanies were not in fact
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subsidiaries of Sibneft, were they?

A. | don't think they were, but again | cannot assert that
with certainty. | don't think they were. It would have
been strange if an oil company were buying al um ni um
assets.

Q Soif it were not Sibneft itself, which | entirely
accept, that owned these conpani es, again perhaps we can
just consider together who it was who did own these
compani es.

Can | ask you, please, to go to bundle H(A) 18 at
page 12 H(A)18/12. Now, I'mafraid this is only in
English and | wonder if the translator can then conme up
next to you and help you with this.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Do you want to have a chair to sit
down so you can do it? It mght be easier

THE | NTERPRETER: The whol e t hing?

MR RABI NOW TZ: No, just the first two paragraphs, if we can
start with those. (Pause)

So what we see here, M Abranovich, is that the
Fi nanci al Times, quoting industry sources, understood
that | eading Sibneft sharehol ders were involved in the
al um nium acqui sitions. Do you see that?

A. Yes, | can see this. This is hearsay, this is runours.
The Financial Tinmes -- the FT is publishing sonething

based on runours. But |I'mnot denying that the



shar ehol ders of Sibneft had acquired sone assets.

Q Well, let's just see what this says. |If you go further
down into the article, if you look at the sixth and
sevent h paragraphs:

"The maj or shareholder in Sibneft is believed to be
Roman Abranovi ch, the forner oil trader who | ast year
energed as one of Russia's nobst powerful oligarchs...”

Then the next paragraph:

"Anot her of Russia's influential oligarchs,

Boris Berezovsky, is also believed to be a significant
sharehol der in Sibneft, although the conpany has nade
strenuous efforts over the past few nonths to di stance
itself fromthe nedia tycoon."

You say, do you, that this is conpletely wong and
that M Berezovsky was not one of the Sibneft
shar ehol ders and that he was not one of the people who
acqui red the al um ni um assets al ongsi de of you?

THE | NTERPRETER: Sorry, we've lost you in the..

MR RABI NON TZ: Ch, right.

THE I NTERPRETER: |'m so sorry, ny Lady, | think
M  Abramovich |l ost part of the question because he was
not wearing his headset and he's apol ogi si ng.

THE WTNESS: My apol ogies, | was not wearing ny headset so
| did not hear the question.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Don't worry. You've read the rel evant



par agr aph now?
THE WTNESS: Yes, | have.
MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Ask the question again, M Rabinowtz.
MR RABI NOW TZ: You say, do you, M Abranovich, that this is
conpletely wong and that M Berezovsky was not one of
the Sibneft sharehol ders and that he was not one of the
peopl e who acquired the al um nium assets al ongsi de of
you?
A. This is exactly what | want to say. This is not true.
Q Can you go to page 14, please, in the same bundle
H( A) 18/ 14. You have there the Moscow Tines from
12 February 2000 and you can see that it's headed
"Berezovsky & Co Buy Up 3 Snelters”. | can tell you
that it is clear fromthe article that the journali st
has been tal king both to a spokesman for Sibneft and
a spokesman for Lev Chernoi; in other words, the
journalist has been tal king both to your people as
buyers and to a spokesman for one of the principal
sel lers.

Again, perhaps | can just tell you what the rel evant
passages are and the translator can translate themfor
you. Can you | ook, please, at the first two
paragraphs -- in fact the first three. (Pause)

A.  Yes, | have understood what it says.

Q So we have both a spokesman of Sibneft itself saying



that the acquirers of the alumniumassets were a group
of sharehol ders in Sibneft and we al so have M Chernoi
tal ki ng about the acquisition being by Sibneft
shar ehol ders.

But you say, do you, M Abranovich, that it was you
and you al one who acquired these assets?
Yes, this is exactly what | want to say and with your
permssion | would like to clarify, if | may.
kay, please do.
Before this article was published -- | need to read the
whol e of the article -- there was a runour on the market
that Sibneft had purchased al um nium assets and anal ysts
wer e breathing dowmn our neck. So we had to hold a press
conference and tell the reporters, the journalists that
it wasn't Sibneft that was buying this; it was Sibneft
sharehol ders were buying this. So this is what it's al
about .
M Abranovich, no one is saying that it is a Sibneft
shar ehol der who is buying it; what they are saying here
is that there is a collection of Sibneft sharehol ders --
that is to say nore than one of the Sibneft
shar ehol ders -- who are buying these shares. And your
case is that it was you and you al one who was buyi ng
these shares; that's right, isn't it?

Yes, your understanding is correct, it was just ne

45



MRS

46

alone, and | can clarify why it says "A group of
shar ehol ders".

If you can clarify that, please try and do so.

| have never said that | was the only sharehol der.
JUSTI CE GLOSTER: In Sibneft or in these al um nium
assets?

| mean in Sibneft. For a variety of reasons, mainly for
reasons of security, | did not want to be the only

shar ehol der of Sibneft and so that everyone knows t hat
I was the only shareholder in Sibneft.

But, M Abranovich --

And that's why we often spoke about managenent,
managenent control, as long as we did not nmention just
my nane.

But this didn't require anyone to nention your nane,

M Abramovich. It didn't require anyone to say,

"M Abranovich is the shareholder”. They could have
just said a Sibneft sharehol der had acquired these
shares. But what it instead says -- and this is

a consistent thene throughout this -- is that a group of
Si bneft sharehol ders, nore than one Sibneft sharehol der
bought these shares in the al um nium assets.

Yes, that's true. That's what it says, "A group of
shar ehol ders", and we have al ways been uphol ding this:

a group of sharehol ders.



Now, so far as Berezovsky is concerned and the
menti on of Berezovsky, the market has al ways believed
that Sibneft belongs to M Berezovsky and we have never
tried to fight against those runours inside Russia. The
concept of krysha presupposed that it |ooked |ike the
whol e thing bel onged to Berezovsky one way or anot her,
in different shapes or fornms. That was the whol e point
of this arrangenent. He was the ice-breaker who renoved
all problens, resolved all problens, and that's what he
was being paid for
So, so far we have you saying that we have a contract
whi ch doesn't nmean what it says when it refers to who
the parties are to this contract and we have you sayi ng
that the press were deliberately m sled about who were
the acquirers of the alum niumassets. |Is that right?
No, this is not right. |'mnot saying that this was
bei ng done deliberately. W used very clear, very
t hought -out fornmul ati ons, wi thout nentioning any nanes.
We have never nisled the press, fromwhat | renenber
But the press conferences were organised with a specific
purpose in mind, not just like that.

M Abrampvi ch, your press spokesman said, talking about
who acquired the assets -- and this is in the Myscow
Times article:

"A group of Sibneft sharehol ders bought controlling
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stakes in the plants... It is not Sibneft itself, but
some of its sharehol ders.”
How do you say that that is not nisleading the

press, if what you say is true?

Thi s newspaper -- and |'m speaking fromnenory only --
it'"s all in English and to be nore precise and nore
clear in ny discussions, | would need to read this unti

the very end.

Fromwhat | recall, there was a press conference and
it was said at the press conference that it was not
Si bneft -- it was very inportant not to cause a coll apse
on the market -- that it was not Sibneft, it was a group
of sharehol ders in Sibneft who purchased shares in sone
al um nium assets, and it specifically, explicitly
menti oned that M Berezovsky is not a shareholder in
Si bneft.
JUSTICE GLOSTER:. M Rabinowitz, at the tine of the
acqui sition of the al um nium shares, the actua
regi stered hol der of the shares were a nunber of

M Abranovi ch's conpanies; is that right?

MR RABINOW TZ: We'll cone to |look at that in due course.

There was a hol ding structure which was put in place
just before this but none of those were involved in the
acqui sition of the alum nium assets, if | could put it

that way. None of the conpanies involved in holding the
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Si bneft shares were involved in the alum nium assets.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Ri ght.

MR RABI NON TZ: Now, M Abranovich, | can take you to
another press article by a Russian journalist who was
plainly also told that it was an acquisition by Sibneft,
whi ch was owned by you and your business partners. But
rat her than taking you through all of these articles,
can | instead just take you to one at page 51 of the
same bundle H(A)18/51. It is another article but it's
j ust anot her source.

Now, this is an article which appeared in the
American Metal Market publication on 18 February 2000,

so alnost imediately after you' d nmade the agreenent.

It's entitled "Russian al um ni um ownership shifts". And
perhaps | can just read the opening paragraph -- perhaps
| can get it translated to you; I'"'msure that's a nore

efficient way of doing it.
THE | NTERPRETER: The first paragraph?
MR RABI NON TZ: The first and third paragraphs in
particul ar. (Pause)
So the article starts off by saying that:
"Three Russi an al unmi ni um producers have been bought
up in less than a week by [it says] oil giant
Si bneft..."

And it tal ks about this |ooking like:
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anot her power play involving two of the
[country's] nost powerful businessnmen... [M Berezovsky
and yoursel f]."

The third paragraph, which is the one I'm
particularly interested in, you see there a reference to
what M Bosov had been sayi ng:

"Dmtry Bosov, spokesman for Lev and M khai
Chyorny... and until recently [one of the] |eading
figures at Trans World G oup, confirned that
[ Trans-World Group] had transferred its controlling
stakes in the Krasnoyarsk and Bratsk al um niumplants to
Si bneft sharehol ders. "

Ckay?

Now, M Bosov was one of the parties to the
10 February 2000 naster agreenent that we've |ooked at;
that's right, isn't it?

Yes, | renenber that. Could | offer a coment with
regard to those two paragraphs?

JUSTI CE GLOSTER:  Yes, please do.

There is a mistake in the first paragraph because

Si bneft was not taking part in the purchase. 1In the
second paragraph there is a second m stake because
Chernoi was not selling anything. So it's a comment of
runours that were nmaking the rounds on the market at

that tine.
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MR RABI NOW TZ: But what it also is, M Abranovich, is

a journalist who has been speaking to M Bosov, who was,
as you accept, one of the parties to the agreenent that
you made in February 2000; yes?

A. | have major doubts that this journalist spoke with
M Bosov, | mean the journalist who wote this article
in this newspaper. He is nmaking reference to runours.
There is a very |low probability that M Bosov actually
spoke with the journalist who works for this highly
regarded nmedia outlet, the nore so since Bosov knew who
was the seller: he did not work with M khail Chernoi, he
spoke with Lev Chernoi. Wy on earth would he have been
maki ng reference to someone who was on the other side of
the barricades, as it were?

Q So you're suggesting this journalist has just made this
up, are you, nade up this conversation?

A VWiat | want to say is that the journalist did not | ook
into all the details of this particular natter.

Q M Bosov was closely involved in the negotiations which
led to the sale in February 2000 and, as such, you woul d
presumably accept that you m ght expect himto have
a good idea of the buyers were, that's to say who he was
selling to; correct?

A Well, if I were in his shoes, | wouldn't really -- it

wouldn't really matter to ne who was buying. Woever is
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payi ng the noney is the buyer; it doesn't nake any
difference. But if you are saying that Bosov was well
aware of this, then | can agree with this. He did
attend the negotiations and | even think that there is
a handwitten docunent here and this is his handwiting,
if I'"mnot m staken.

You say that it wouldn't matter who the buyer was. Wy
do you say it wouldn't matter who the buyer was?

What |'msaying is that if | were to put nyself in the
seller's shoes, | wouldn't m nd who the buyer is as |ong
as they pay up and as long as they pay the noney on
time. That's it.

I"mjust trying to offer you a comment regarding
what M Berezovsky was saying: that it was inportant to
sell the assets here to a good buyer. | nean, you are
not selling a kitten, whereby it's inportant that he
gets into good hands; it's alum nium assets and you
don't really care who gets the assets.

Are you sure that's your evidence, that you don't really
care who you are selling assets to or dealing with, in

a situation where you're dealing with alum nium as
opposed to kittens? That's your evidence, is it?

| wouldn't really care. | nean, if | had to buy --
sorry, sell oil assets or alum nium assets and then

| would have nothing to do with this any |onger, then



| wouldn't care. There are two parties: one sells, the
ot her buys. You got your noney and that's the end of
it.

Now, M Bosov is in fact a person who you were pl anni ng
to call to give evidence in these proceedings, is he
not ?

Yes, you are right.

And do you say that he's a person who is likely to tell
the truth about matters that he's tal ki ng about?

Well, | do hope that he would have told all the truth
but it's not really up to ne to determne. | would have
expected that and | would have counted on that.

Can | ask you, please, to go to bundle H(A) 96,

page 226.001 in Russian H(A)96/226.001 and

page 226.001T in the English H(A) 96/226. 001T.

Now, you | hope have in front of you, M Abranovich,
anot her interview given by M Bosov to Vedonosti
journalist Maria Rozhkova. Do you have that?

Yes, |'ve read this.

And this interview was given in January 2008; do you see
t hat ?

Yes, | can see that.

Can | ask you to go over two pages to page 226.003 in
the Russian H(A)97/226.003 and 003T in the English

H(A) 97/ 226. 003T. Do you see a headi ng hal fway down
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that page, "- In 2000" -- it's not a heading, it's in
bol d:

"- In 2000, Lev Cherny and the Rubens decided to
sell their shares in alluviumfactories. For how nuch?
And why to Abranovich? Berezovsky clains that he was
al so anong the buyers."

Do you see that?

Unfortunately | did not. | did not find this particular
paragraph. Could you direct ne to that paragraph?
It should be in the translation

VWhat M Bosov says, in answer to the question from
Rozhkova, is this:

"At some point, Lev Cherny and David said, 'W're
selling up and getting out of the business." Alfa and
Renova conducted negotiations with us. But eventually
the shares were sold to Abranovi ch and Berezovsky
(signed on their behalf by Patarkatsishvili). They
signhed the deal as one entity. A week later, in early
February, they net for the first tinme in Abranovich's
Si bneft office and signed the primary docunent. |t was
a $550 mllion transaction."

It's pretty clear fromthis, isn't it,

M Abramovi ch, that M Bosov is yet a further person who
appeared to think that there was nore than one purchaser

of the alum nium assets and that the purchasers included
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M Abrampovi ch and M Berezovsky? But you say he's w ong
about this, do you?

What | want to say is that he's wong about this and

| would like to clarify, if | nay.

JUSTI CE GLOSTER:  You nay.

This article discusses Bosov's vision of what had
happened in 2000. Nunber one: it nmakes a reference to
sone internet assets that Berezovsky and Bosov were
partners in, and I was not aware of this, by the way,
with regard to the information that we had been partners
everywhere, which is wong.

Now, al so Bosov's concept, sonething that he told ne
about, is that Badri, he owed hima conmm ssion for this
and every reference to Berezovsky will nean that the --
| don't renmenber what the legal termis -- the term
during which you can bring the action was that if he
each tinme makes reference that he's sold it to
Berezovsky, that sooner or later he will be able to
bring an action based on that cause of action, even
t hough M Bosov knew very well that his agreement had
been with Patarkatsishvili, not with Berezovsky, so far

as | know.

MR RABI NOW TZ: M Abranovich, | just want to be sure

| understand your evidence. You're saying that M Bosov

deliberately lied in order to create a basis for a claim
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agai nst M Berezovsky, are you?

A. M Bosov believed, the way he explained it to ne -- so
his concept was, and |I believed him | trusted him his
concept was that Badri owed hi msone noney for the

original alumniumtransacti on and any reference to

Berezovsky in the press will nmean an automatic -- will
automatically nean that it will cover Berezovsky as
wel | .

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER  Can you sl ow down.
Go on.

A Put it differently: he was trying to extend the period
of limtation. Basically he tried to extend the period
during which he would still be in a position to bring an
action.

MR RABI NON TZ: But what you are saying is, in effect, that
M Bosov was deliberately |ying about M Berezovsky's
i nvol venrent in order to enable himto bring an action
agai nst M Berezovsky. |Is that your evidence?

A. What | want to say is that there is a possibility that
M Bosov was deliberately msleading a journalist, which
does not nmean that | believe that he's a liar. | did
hope that he would tell the court all the truth,

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER Can | just be clear | understand what
you' re sayi ng.

Bosov's concept was that Badri owed Bosov noney for
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the al umi niumtransaction by way of sonme percentage of
Badri's conmmi ssion or by way of sonme paynent for the
shares or what? What was the nature of the noney that
Badri owed Bosov?

Judgi ng from what Bosov said, Badri had owed hi m noney
for the original alunniumassets. Bosov talked

Lev Chernoi into selling Bratsk and that's why this

snel ter transaction happened. So originally he did want
to work in that conpany but after we rejected that
possibility, he agreed with Badri that he woul d nake
sone noney out of this transaction. There are different
rumours to the effect that it was sonewhere in the
region of 20 to 30 per cent but | cannot affirmthat,

| cannot assert that.

JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Right. So what was the point of Bosov
telling this story to the press? Explain to ne what you
say Bosov told you about that.

He believed that by nmaking reference to this in the
press, he extended his period of limtation.

JUSTI CE GLOSTER: \Who extended his period of limtation?
Bosov di d?

Yes.

JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Thank you

MR RABI NON TZ: M Abranovich, in the answer that you j ust

gave to ny Lady, you said that Bosov's concept was --



sorry -- that Badri owed himnoney for the original
al um ni um assets. You said:

"Bosov tal ked Lev Chernoi into selling Bratsk and
that's why the snelter transaction happened. So..."

And then you've carried on

" he agreed with Badri that he woul d make sone
noney out of this transaction."

Why shoul d Badri have to pay M Bosov if, as you
say, M Patarkatsishvili had no interest whatsoever in
the al um ni um asset s?
| already nmade reference to this. W agreed with Badri
that | would pay hima comission and he prom sed part
of his comm ssion to Bosov. | don't know what portion
of this was discussed, but there was definitely sone
di scussi on and sone arrangenent between them
You see, | suggest to you that that's conpletely untrue
but we will cone and deal with that in due course.

The reason that this paynent was being nade, if
there was an arrangenent under which M Bosov woul d be
entitled to claimit fromM Patarkatsishvili, was
because M Patarkatsishvili was one of the people who
had acquired those assets, M Abranovich, and M Bosov
apparently felt that he was instrunental in bringing
about that transaction. That's right, isn't it?

Could | ask you to split this up into two questions, if
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MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: M Rabinowitz --

THE WTNESS: | don't recall which question |I'm expected to
answer, which of the two.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: -- | think it's rather a | ong
question. Aren't you just making a comment,
M Rabinowitz? |If you've got a specific further
question beyond what you' ve already put to the
W t ness --

MR RABINOWTZ: [|'ll ask a different question.

It's right, isn't it, that M Bosov was suing

M Berezovsky for comm ssion arising out of the sale of
the al umi nium assets in February 2000, or at |east he's
planning to? |Is that right?

A. To be honest with you, I'mnot aware of that.

Q M Abranovich, what | don't understand is this: why do
you say that M Bosov coul d have thought that he coul d
extend tinme for a claimagainst M Patarkatsishvili by
nmentioni ng M Berezovsky's nanme as one of the acquirers?

A. | amnot sure | can answer that question. | just don't
know.

Q Can | ask you to go next to bundle H(A) 39, page 38,
pl ease H(A)39/38. Again, we don't have this in
Russi an.

Now, this is a docunent, as you see, it is headed
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"Declaration” and it was signed by M Anisinmv on
25 Cctober 2001; you can see that at the bottom And
just so you know what this is, it's a copy of
M  Ani sinov's declaration made in support of an
application he was making for a visa to visit the United
St ates.

| take it you won't suggest that M Anisinov was
likely to have put forward false information to the US
immgration authorities in applying for a visa; or would
you?
JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Well, how can he tell until he's seen

what information you' re taking himto?

MR RABI NON TZ: Well, as a general concept.

Is M Anisinov the sort of person who would lie to
i mm gration officials?
Why are you asking ne?
Well, what's your view? Do you have a vi ew about
M  Anisinov's honesty? 1|s he the sort of person who
would lie to US imrgration authorities or seek to
m sl ead t henf
| hope he's not.
Good answer.

Now, if |I read the first part of this declaration to
you, M Abranovich, it can be translated for you. He

says:
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O perhaps it can just be translated for you
strai ghtaway. What | want to focus on is in particular
where he lists out the assets. You see at point 4 he
says:

"I state categorically that |last year | have sold
all of ny shares in:

"Krasnoyar sk Al uni ni um Pl ant [ and]

"Krasnoyar sk Power Station"

And do you see that he says that -- well, he
identifies who he's sold themto:

"Sold to [the] sharehol ders of Sibneft in
February 2000."

Now, are you saying that M Anisinov also didn't
know who he was selling his assets to, or was he al so
sinply trying to mslead soneone as to who he sold these
assets to?

It's hard for me to comment. He would be better off
explaining this. There are several versions, severa
possi bl e theories here, and if it would assist the
court, | could try and set those out.

Pl ease do so.

Well, is there a possibility that Anisinov was thinking
that there were nore than one shareholders in Sibneft?

The answer is: yes, he could have thought so. That does
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not necessarily mean that he believes that Berezovsky
was a shareholder. Now, could he believe that
Pat ar kat si shvili was a shareholder in Sibneft? Yes, he
coul d have thought so. This would have been his
specul ati on, his supposition. But |I assure you that
no one knew for sure who the shareholder in Sibneft was
and | was trying to keep that information as cl osed as
possi bl e.

So we disclosed only what we had to disclose, we did

not provide any information over and above that, and we

did that for a reason -- I'msorry, | did that for
a reason.
Ckay. M Abranovich, | think -- were you in court when

M Reuben gave his evidence | ast week, on Friday
28 Cctober? | think perhaps you weren't.
No, no, | was not there.
M Reuben's evidence was that he understood the
purchasers of the aluni nium assets to be the Sibneft
people and in particular that the purchasers included
M Pat arkatsishvili and his partners, whom M Reuben
assuned to be M Berezovsky and yourself.

That, ny Lady, for the transcript, was on Day 15,
page 17, line 114, to Day 15, page 21, line 11

Do you say al so that M Reuben's understandi ng that

M Patarkatsishvili was one of the purchasers, and so
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was M Berezovsky as his partner, is also wong?
Could I inpose on you to make it either shorter or
sl ower, please.

"1l make it slower.

Do you say that M Reuben's understandi ng, which was
that M Patarkatsishvili was one of the purchasers and
that so was M Berezovsky as his partner, is also wong?
Wth respect to nmy understanding, | don't think | ever
met with M Reuben; however, | cannot affirmthat with
certainty. Therefore his understanding is not sonething
that | could provide any conment on.

The inpression on the narket was that Berezovsky
owes everything: Avtovaz, Logovaz, Aeroflot, ORT,
Transaero, and Sibneft and al um nium and everyt hi ng;
everythi ng was owned by Berezovsky. Therefore, whether
or not Reuben could have formed the inpression in his
own nind that Berezovsky was the numero uno; yes, he
could. But, if | understand correctly, he never asked
for any confirmation of that or any clarifications with
t hat regard.

Okay. Can | ask you, please, to go to bundle H(A) 92 at
page 46.001 H(A)92/46.001. Again, let nme tell you
what we are |ooking at. These are the typed-up notes
made by Janes Lankshear, an English solicitor, of

a neeting that he attended with M Patarkatsi shvili
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whi ch took place on 8 Decenber 2005.

What | amparticularly interested in show ng you,

M  Abrampvich, is -- if | can identify themfor the
transl ator, she can read this to you -- under the
headi ng "Meeting", if you read those two paragraphs,

pl ease. (Pause)
So, M Abranovich, what M Patarkatsishvili is
recorded as saying in Decenber 2005 is that the

al um ni um assets were acquired by the "core sharehol ders

of Sibneft". Do you see that?
A. 1'd rather say that | can hear: it was translated to ne.
Q I'msorry, you hear that. That's very precise.
We can al so see that M Patarkatsishvili has

explained to the English solicitors what he nmeant by
that phrase: that the "core sharehol ders of Sibneft" who
acquired these assets, the alum nium assets, in
February 2000 was a reference to hinself, yourself and
M Berezovsky. That's what he's recorded as telling the
solicitor. Do you see that?
MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER Wl |, what's the question?
MR RABINOW TZ: | just want to make sure he's got. ..
I haven't asked the question yet; | just want to
nmake sure you' ve got that.
Do you say that M Patarkatsishvili was |ying about

this to his solicitors, M Abranovich?
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A. | do not want to say that Badri was lying to his
solicitors. He was setting out the situation as it was
set out in the docunments. The paynment to Badri for his
services was made by us through shares and that was the
only way to be able to explain that.

On the other hand, it would have been very difficult
to try and contradict what has al ready been recorded on
paper, in docunents; the nore so since the paynment for
krysha -- | nean, it's very difficult to -- at that tine
it was very difficult to explain to an English solicitor
what the concept of krysha was, or rather it would have
been very difficult to explain what that concept neans
to an English | awyer.

Have | answered your question? | -- it looks to ne
l'i ke you did not understand nmy answer.

Q It doesn't matter what | think about it.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER. Wl |, | understand your answer.

MR RABINOW TZ: In effect what M Pat arkatsishvili was

saying to the solicitors was that he and M Berezovsky
were core shareholders in Sibneft. Are you saying that
he was mi sl eadi ng them about that or not?

There is nothing | can say on this. | renmenber that

Dr Nosova, | think, said that she had the inpression
that that was the case, that there are certain things

that he withheld. But | cannot assert that, | cannot



affirmthis with certainty, because | did not attend the
meet i ng.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: M Rabinowitz, | think there's alimt
to the utility of cross-exanination on sonebody el se's
not es.

MR RABINON TZ: If ny Lady is not assisted by that --

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: No, well, you've nmade the point,
you' ve put the question.

MR RABI NOW TZ: You've got the point. That was the |ast of
these | ooks at what other people involved in the
transacti on t hought.

M Abranovi ch, your case, as | understand it -- but
tell me if I"'mwong -- is that very shortly after the
acqui sition of the alum nium assets you started to
di scuss with M Deripaska the possibility of nerging
your alum nium assets with his. |Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And you also say that followi ng a chance neeting in the
White House in Moscow, that it took yourself and
M Deripaska just one day in early March 2000 to agree
the terns of the nmerger. |s that correct?

A, Well, that is ny recollection, yes.

Q And is it your case that on this occasion -- M Shvidler
puts this around 4 or 5 March 2000 -- you and

M Shvidler met with M Deripaska and M Bulygin first
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at the Baltschug Kenpinski Hotel in Mscow and then at
your house in Sareevo Village near Mdscow?
Yes.
And do you recall that neeting?
In general, yes, | do recall that.
Wel I, how cl ear do you say your nenory is of this,
M Abr amovi ch?
Well, it depends on the extent of detail. | renmenber
what we were tal king about but | don't think that
| would be able to go into the details. Renenber,
| told you that I'mnot a person of detail. [|I'mnore of
a person of detail than M Berezovsky, but |'mnot nuch
of a person of detail in the grander schene of things.
And do you say that you reached agreenent with
M Deripaska on all the key ternms of your nmerger at this
neeti ng?
No.
Can you | ook at paragraph 164 of your third w tness
statenent. It's El, tab 3, page 84 E1/03/84 and in
the Russian at page 185 E1/03/185. You see,
M Abramovich, it's your own evidence. You say here:

"Havi ng reached an agreenent with M Deri paska on
all key terns of our nerger..."

Why did you deny, when | asked whether you reached

agreenent with M Deripaska on all key ternms, why did



you deny that that is what had happened at that neeting?
| wanted to continue but then | was cut off, the

m crophone was cut off, and so | did not have an
opportunity to devel op ny thought.

We had not agreed on all the details. W did agree,

but not on all the details. And if | have | eave of the
court, | can explain what we agreed upon and what we
agreed upon | ater.
We'll get to what you did and didn't agree upon in due
course. |I'mtrying to understand why, when | suggested
to you that you' d agreed on all key terms, you were not
prepared to accept that. Let's nove on

Now, given the significance of the nerger
transacti on, M Deripaska was anxious to get the key
terms nenorialised strai ghtaway; do you agree with that?

| can tell you, if this assists, that this is
M Bulygin's evidence. | take it you wouldn't disagree
with what M Bul ygi n says about this?

Well, | do hope that M Bulygin will give evidence and
so he can tell you about this himself. But | think that
the main paraneters were agreed upon, the main, the
princi pal paraneters. The question is what "principal”
means.

Am | expected to answer your first question because

| think you asked me two questions and |I'm not exactly
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sure which of the two we are now di scussi ng.
Vell, let ne repeat what | think you call the first
questi on.

G ven the significance of the merger transaction
M Deripaska was anxi ous to get those key terns
menori al i sed strai ghtaway; do you agree?
Well, we need to agree on the term nology. Wat is
"this transaction"? |If "this transaction” is understood
to mean all the Siberian assets, then yes. W -- there
were problematic assets and we had to describe those
probl enatic assets in order for us to be able to
i mredi ately start our work.
According to M Bulygin, he had a laptop with him and
once you had all returned to your home, you all went
back over all the ternms of the agreenment again and, as
you did so, he nenorialised your agreenment as
a prelimnary agreenent on his laptop in Russian.

Do you agree with that?
I"msorry. Wen you said "returned to your hone", when
was that? | think that part of it he typed up on his
comput er when we were at Kenpinski, but |I'mnot sure
that | can affirmthat.
But you wouldn't disagree with his evidence, if that is
his evidence; is that right?

I will not disagree, but | don't think that | can
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conment on this.

M Bulygin also says that after nenorialising your
agreenent on his laptop, it was then printed out and
executed then and there. Again, can we take it that you
don't dispute that, M Abranovich?

The fact that it was printed off and executed, | would
not disagree with that, |I'mnot disputing that, no.

Now, the inpression that M Bulygin gives is that this
maki ng of the prelimnary agreenent was an exercise
carried out by himwth sonme care to ensure that it was
an accurate record of what was agreed, given

M Deripaska's view about the significance of the

agr eenent .

Can | perhaps just show you what he says about this

and then give you an opportunity to corment. We'll find
M Bulygin's evidence at E4, tab 1 -- again it's only in
English -- paragraph 5. | wonder if | can get the
translator to read paragraph -- sorry, paragraph 11 on

page 5 E4/01/5. It's paragraph 11 on page 5, pl ease.
(Pause)

Yes, | have been translated the relevant section.

M Bulygin is someone who you are calling as your

W tness, M Abranovich. Can we take it that you do not
di spute the evidence that |'ve just shown you that he

gives or will give?
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| do call himas a witness. Now, this evidence is his
evidence. |'mnot disputing this, but | tend to agree
somewhat nore with nmy own witness statenent. He really
is a very honest person. Unfortunately he's very frai
and he may not be able to nake it to London, but | do
hope that he will conme and he will give evidence.
How does your recollection of what happened in
March 2000 differ from M Bulygin's recollection of what
happened in March 2000 as we see recorded here?
If | understood the translation correctly, what he's
saying is that he was typing on his conmputer and then he
had that text printed off. | believe that he had
printed it off in my house.
I"mnot sure he's saying anything different to that.
I think he's saying he typed it at your house, printed
it off at your house and it was signed then and there.
Yes, but I -- again, it's very difficult to recall the
oral translation, but |I think it also says that we
parted at sone point in time, we went each our own way.
He doesn't say that. | think where perhaps the
m sunder st andi ng conmes is he explains that you left the
hotel and you went to your house, but | don't think he
I's sayi ng you went your own way.

But subject to that point, you wouldn't disagree

wi th what he says?



I"mnot disputing this. Unless we go into all the
details, I'mnot disputing this.
M Bul ygin al so says that the prelimnary agreenent was
signed by "both principals", by which | take himto nean
yoursel f and M Deripaska, and that it was w tnessed by
him Do you recall that?
I think M Shvidler signed the contract or, sorry, the
agreenent from ny side.
Wiy would M Shvidler sign as principal, M Abranovich
if, as you say, you and you al one were the only
sharehol der, the only person with an interest in these
assets?
M Shvidler was in charge of this transaction, he was
negotiating this transaction, and so | played a very
passive role there. M task was to make sure that the
transaction did happen and that was about it.

M Shvidler usually is a very tough negoti ator,
M Deripaska is also a rather tough person so far as
negoti ati ons are concerned, and | did not want to see
this transaction unravel before it was signed, even
t hough sonetines we were on the verge of seeing it
col | apse.
Can we look at this agreenment that you nmade then. It's
at H(A) 16, page 47 H(A)16/47, English version at 47T

H(A) 16/ 47T.



Now, one sees, M Abranovich, that the first part of
the prelimnary agreenent says:

"M RA Abranovich, hereinafter referred to as
"Party 1', and M OV Deripaska, hereinafter referred to
as 'Party 2' (together, the 'Parties'), have concl uded
this Prelimnary Agreenent on the followi ng..."

Then there are a series of clauses set out.

Can | ask you, please, to look, if you would, at
clause 4.1 at page 48 H(A) 16/48, 48T in the
translation H(A) 16/ 48T. So:

"Parties 1 and 2 warrant that, together with their
partners, (not including TWG or any conpani es and or
individuals related thereto or affiliated therewith)" --

THE | NTERPRETER: |'m so sorry, ny Lady, could | ask to be
provided with the Russian text because otherw se | may
be distorting the actual Russian original.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER:  Yes, he should be provided with the
Russi an text.

MR RABI NON TZ: M Abranovi ch actually has the Russian text
in front of him

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Right. Could he be taken to the page,
pl ease?

MR RABI NON TZ: O ause 4.1.

You' ve read 4.1, M Abranovich?

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Are you there now, M --
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MR SUMPTION: | think it's the translator who is asking for

it.

MR RABI NON TZ: Do you have the Russian text, translator, at
page 48?

THE | NTERPRETER: M Rabinowitz, what | have is only what
you have on Maghum | do not have any hard copi es.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Right. Could he be provided, please,
with the Russian version of the agreenent.

MR SUMPTION:  We are doing that.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER  Thank you very much.

It's page 48 in tab 16; is that right?

MR RABI NON TZ: Correct. Bundle 16, page 48.

THE I NTERPRETER: |'msorry, | cannot find it.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER  Coul d sonmebody pl ease help himfind
the correct page.

MR RABINOW TZ: |t cones before the translation, so if
you' ve got to 47T, you' ve gone too far. It's the fourth
page of the bundle, | think is the start of the --

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Fourth page of the bundle, | think.

MR RABINOW TZ: Al right. M Abranovich has the docunent
in front of himin Russian.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Right, the translator has it now.

MR RABI NOW TZ: So clause 4.1 contains a warranty by each of
you and M Deri paska that, together with your

partners -- each of you, together with your partners,
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own the assets -- do you see that? -- which are the
subject matter of this contract.

So can you tell nme this: who did you understand to
be M Deripaska's partners who he was warranti ng owned
the assets together with hinsel f?

First, if I my, I'd like to give you sone background on
the creation of this document and the extent to which

I was involved in this and then | would like to provide
a coment, if | may.

| would prefer you to answer the question first and then
make comments about it afterwards, if that's okay.

Could you tell us: who, together with M Deripaska,
do you say was giving you a warranty as to the ownership
of the assets which were the subject matter of this
contract?

This contract was witten precisely to nmake sure that we
did not need other people's warranties and if you | ook
at the substance of it, | think he was contributing

36 per cent of the N kol aevsky Al unmina Plant and

M Yarosl avsky | think was Deripaska's partner there.

Now, | think I've answered your question. Could
| provide a corment with regard to the background --
JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Yes, provide a conment.

-- behind this docunent?

JUSTI CE GLOSTER:  Yes, provide a comment.
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We spent tine negotiating this docunment between 5.00 pm
and | think 5.00 in the norning. After that, we noved,
we noved to ny place, to ny house in the village of

Sareevo. Before that, there was a full work day. By

the time we executed the contract, | was not able to
under stand what was really going on; | was really

a vegetable, | could have signed off on anything at that
tinme.

But M Deripaska was very insistent, he was very
keen to finalise this, and so there was no way we coul d
have given this to the |awers for their review He was
very keen to finalise this. For some reason
M Deripaska did not trust us at the early stage.

So that's the way it happened. Once again, | nust
say that | did not read this docunent but |I'm nore than

happy to answer questions.

MR RABI NOW TZ: Presunmably M Shvidler, who was there, did

read this docunent?

M Shvidler definitely read this docunent and so he can
provide nore clarity on his comments. | can only
specul ate and | can set out ny own understandi ng,
whereas he will be able to tell you exactly how it
happened.

Just let's be clear about this, M Abranovich. You are

saying that M Shvidler, who would have read carefully
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this contract and signed it, signed this contract which
pl ainly suggests that you had partners in this
transaction, as did M Deripaska.

Are you saying that the contract is wong to suggest
that you have partners? |s that your evidence?
No, this is not what | want to say. Wat | want to say
is | did not read this docunment so it's very difficult
for me to corment on this because | would only be
specul ating. | can speculate if need be, but | cannot
give you a firmanswer even though | do have sone
knowl edge about this.

Now, if | have to answer your question as to whether
| did see M Shvidler reading this: yes, | did.
Right. So what | want to ask you is whether it is your
evi dence that the contract is wong to suggest that you
had partners. It's not asking you to speculate. You
can either say, "It is wong", or, "It isn't wong,
because | had partners".

| did not have partners. That's not the point.

The point is what -- the assets are being |isted
here. | cannot answer your question which you are now
asking ne. | did not have questions -- I'msorry, | did

not have partners. But the assets which are listed here
do not belong to nme; they're for the -- they're people

for whom | was responsible. | was responsible for



nmaki ng sure that they contribute this and in the eyes of
Deri paska | was responsible for this and in his eyes
therefore those people were ny partners. Does that
explain the position?

M Deri paska was agai nst TWG taking part on this;
all the rest was not of interest to him He was not
interested in anything apart fromthat.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER W/l you choose your nonent?

MR RABINOW TZ: M Lady, now is as good as any. We will
cone back to this.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER:  Very well. 1'Il sit again at 2.05.

(1.00 pm

(The short adj ournnent)

(2.05 pm

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER M Rabinowitz, |'ve caused the heating
to be turned down, so if it gets chilly, that's why.

MR RABI NOW TZ: M Abranovich, just before we took the break
and at [draft] page 76 of the transcript, you said in
answer to a question, and these were your words:

"But the assets which are listed here do not bel ong
to me; they're for the -- they' re people for whom | was
responsible. | was responsible for nmaking sure that
they contribute this and in the eyes of Deripaska | was
responsible for this and in his eyes therefore these

peopl e were ny partners."
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To whom were you referring, M Abranovich?
| already nmentioned that it's difficult for ne to
comment because | hadn't read it. I'mtrying to explain
to you Deripaska's view today as to what happened then.
So ny opinion, I'mjust trying to explain, but | wll
continue to try and expl ain.

So here there is -- NKAZ is featured, Novokuznetsk
Alumi nium Snelter. At that tine we hadn't acquired it
yet. Further on, later, we acquired it together. And
we had sone docunents with M Zhivilo, to whomthis
pl ant bel onged, but the deal hadn't happened yet, but it
was our responsibility to add this plant to this deal.

Also it tal ks about Achinsk Alumna Plant. In the
way it's described here, 49 per cent of shares, it could
not have wor ked because the second part of this alum na
plant plus the -- it was under bankruptcy procedures as
|'ve already said. The rest belonged to M Fridman and
M Fridman controlled the |iquidator and the tender
manager. Wthout M Fridman, this enterprise could not
have operated and Krasnoyarsk coul d not have operated.
But this is ny guess. At that time | had not read this
docunent .

Once again |'msaying that the nost inportant thing
for Deripaska was for TWsG not to feature there and if

| remenber correctly the docunents that were signed



between us and M Chernoi, the documents had a |line
which said: in case, in the event of, or there was

a reference that they could change certain provisions or
rejoin the deal if we don't pay out by a certain tine.

I"'m not convinced, but this is the kind of inpression

| have.
And, if I may, I'll add: M Fridman --
MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER  No, just -- | think that's enough

M Abranovi ch. Okay?

MR RABINOW TZ: M Abranpvich, that's the first tinme that
you have anywhere made any suggestion of that sort of
arrangenent being in the background to this contract,
isn't it?

A. This is the first tinme that |I'm giving evidence on this
point. I'mjust giving you nmy vision today as to what
was happening then. At that time | didn't read the
contract -- | didn't read the contract and | didn't
t hi nk about it.

Q | suggest to you, M Abranovich, that the answer is very
much nore straightforward in terns of who your partners
were: they were in fact M Berezovsky and
M Pat arkatsishvili, were they not?

A. It's not so.

Q Perhaps | can ask you to go to bundle E6, tab 1, where

we have the Le Bourget transcript, to see if that
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assists on this question. | wll give you box number
references because | know you want to follow in nore
than one bundl e: you want to be in E7 as well.
Can you go, please, to box 497 on page 172 of
bundl e E6 E6/01/172.
MR SUMPTION:  The witness should have E7, | presune.
MR RABI NON TZ: He has E7.
Now, M Abranovich, we can see at box 497 the
begi nning of a short exchange between yourself and
M  Berezovsky about registering shares in the al um nium
assets into M Berezovsky's nanme and we know that that's
what this was about because you, in your comrentary to
box 497, say that that is what M Berezovsky was tal king
about. Do you see that?
A Yes.
Q And then, if we just follow the conversation
M Berezovsky says, because there has been a di scussion
about Sibneft:
"The sane will have to be done with A um nium"”
That is to say, register the shares in his nane.
You say:
"What do you nean by 'the sanme' ?"
M  Berezovsky says:
"Wth Alum nium need (to do the sane)."

And you say:
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"You cannot do anything with Alum nium that's for
sure."

M  Berezovsky says:

"Way not ?"

And you say:

"We only hold 50 per cent there, so the other party
has to agree."

Just pausing there, M Abranpovich, the reference to
"Alum nium here is, of course, a reference to Rusal, is

it not?

| have to answer "yes" or "no" or can | conment?

n n

If you could for the nmonment just answer "yes" or "no",
pl ease.
This is a reference to Rusal. My | conmmrent now?

I"d rather just sort of get to the main part of the
question. At the nmoment |'mjust trying to --
JUSTICE GLOSTER: You'll have an opportunity in a nonent

to comment, M Abranovich.

MR RABINON TZ: So the reference to "Alum niunf is to Rusa

and the reference to "the other party" that you nention
when you say, "W only hold 50 per cent there, so the
other party has to agree", that is a reference, is it,
to M Deripaska?

Yes, the reference to "the other party" is a reference

to M Deri paska.
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Q And then if we just follow the conversation through
M Berezovsky seens to say:

"So what ?"

You then say:

"And they will demand the same, will demand the
same. Tax affairs haven't been regul ated yet for
Alunmi nium so there is no point in applying this
[schenme] there. It would significantly reduce incone.
Besi des, you will have to wait in line to receive
di vi dends. "

M  Berezovsky says:

"Fine, what I'msaying is... in any case, the tine
will cone, finally..."

And you say:

... wWith Aluminiumit is very sinple. If we go

| egal, they would have to do the sane. They can't have
one half |egalised, and the other half -- not."

Agai n, just pausing there, in your conmentary to
box 506 you point out that you were explaining here
t hat:

"... [a] problemwth this schene would be that al
t hose providing protection... to M Deripaska would al so
i nsist on becom ng sharehol ders..."

That's what your comentary says, does it not?

THE | NTERPRETER: |' m ready.



A It's difficult for me to comment. Wich question is it
that | need to answer? O nmaybe there hasn't been an
answer yet -- a question yet.

MR RABI NOW TZ: We're just going through the course of the

conversation and | want to nmake sure that when | say

that this is what the conversation was, |'mnot putting
it to you incorrectly, and then we'll cone to sone
questi ons.

Now, the conversation then continues. M Berezovsky
says:

"l agree, so...

And you then say:

"(Then they) will all appear: Bykov, M sha, Anton
and Aksyon, and O eg Deripaska and his... conpanies,
nobody woul d even talk..."

And then it's not clear whether it's "to thent, "to
it", "to us":
about it. You don't agree with this, do you?"

[That] is what it says there.

And then we see that M Berezovsky has tried to
identify the names that are referred to here and you' ve
agreed with him And what you' ve agreed -- is this
right -- M Bykov is a reference to M Anatoly Bykov;
that's correct, isn't it?

A. What is the question? | didn't have the opportunity to
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answer the previous question, so |I've sort of |ost you.
|"ve lost you. | wanted to comment but | felt that the
mc was switched off.
You will get plenty of chance to comment. At the nonent
we are just trying to confirmwho these people are that
are being referred to.

"Bykov" is a reference to M Anatoly Bykov; correct
or not correct?
Yes, "Bykov" is Anatoly Bykov, yes.
And "M sha" is a reference to M Mchael Chernoi; is
that correct?
Yes, "M sha" is Mkhail Chernoi
"Anton" is a reference to -- is that Anton Ml evsky?
I can't confirm because at that tinme | didn't know his
surnane. But once these proceedings started, | read the
press, the papers, and everybody thinks that's the
person and so | have to agree. But |'ve never met him
before, so I didn't know his surnane.

And the fourth protagonist is unknown to ne; |'ve
only ever heard his nicknane.
That's right.

Can we agree at |east about this: nanely that at the
tinme of your prelimnary agreenent in March 2000 you
woul d have been aware that M Deri paska had an

associ ation of some kind with these individual s?



A. \Wiat is the question | need to answer? Just the | ast
guestion or should | comment everything?

Q No, just --

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: No, just answer the |ast question,
pl ease.

A. | had a feeling that M Deripaska had to pay out to
various people but | didn't know for sure to whom

MR RABI NOW TZ: M Abranovich, that wasn't in fact the

question. The question was: at the time of your

prelimnary agreenent in March 2000 you woul d have been

aware that M Deripaska had an associ ation of some kind

with these individuals; is that correct?

A. Association? | had a suspicion that not everything was
smooth and clear in the alum niumindustry but | can't
say that | was convinced that he had association with
these people. | had a feeling that he was forced to pay
to soneone, given the events that were taking place in
the alum niumindustry. |t was inpossible to operate in

the al umi niumindustry w thout krysha, w thout physical

protection, very real physical protection.

Q By the tinme you got to Decenber 2000 it is clear

| suggest, fromthis transcript that you were very clear

M Deri paska had an association with these people.
That's right, isn't it?

A. | just gave here ny assunptions.
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You' re suggesting, are you, that these nanes were just

assunptions rather than matters wi thin your own

know edge?
Apart from M Chernoi, |'ve never nmet any one of them
| don't know who they are. |1've just heard that these

are sonme kind of people who were in the trade unions who
wer e keeping peace in the streets, but |'ve never net
with themand | can't even tell you whether M Deri paska
had rel ationships with themor not. This was ny
assunpti on.

M  Abr anmovi ch, the course of this conversation has

M Berezovsky saying that he wants the Rusal assets to
appear in his nane. Your response to this is to say,
"Well, we're only 50 per cent of this. |If we do this,
the other side, M Deripaska, will want to do this and
that will nean that these people also will want to
appear to be shown as sharehol ders”.

This is nore than you naki ng assunptions about their
exi stence. This is you --

JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Too nany questions, M Rabinowitz.

M Abranovi ch, you've heard what M Rabi nowi tz has
just put to you. Comrent now, please, if you would |ike
to. Do you agree that this is M Berezovsky sayi ng he
wants to have the Rusal assets to appear in his nane and

you saying in reply, "W can't do that because we're
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only 50 per cent of this and the other side,

M Deripaska, will want to have his col | eagues as
sharehol ders as wel | "?

| don't agree with this statement. My | coment?
JUSTI CE G_LOSTER:  Yes, you may comment now.

The conversation transcribed there, the discussion in
Le Bourget, was devoted to |legalising inconme, paynents.
M Berezovsky found hinself abroad, he didn't have noney
tolive on. Prior to that, 300 mllion or 305 mllion
were paid, but the npost inportant problemwas that he
could not have this cash transferred to the bank so he
could spend it.

The whol e conversation, this whole conversation
deals with legalising income. Incone had to be
transferred. W kept discussing what shoul d be done for
M Berezovsky to receive the cash. As to this reference
to 50 per cent and why we couldn't do it through
Russi an Al um nium through Rusal, is that | could not
bring ny part of the incone to the head conpany, to the
hol di ng conpany; | needed O eg Deripaska's agreenment to
that. That's nunber one. And then the reference to
Chernoi, to Bykov, to Anton, to Aksyon, yes, there is
a reference to them

The problemwi th | egalising income was the problem

pl agui ng many people. If we started to pay noney
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through Rusal to people like that, if we would transfer
income to the holding conpany or to the | ead conpany and
start legalising this inconme, | thought that nost
probably those ot her people would al so want to have
their inconme paid to themlegally. Then Rusal woul d
turn into nothing, it would have no future. But again,
at that point that was mnmy assunption.
If I may, if | my --
MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER:  No, no, thank you
Yes, M Rabinowitz, put your next question please.
MR RABI NOW TZ: You see, M Abranovich, what | woul d suggest
to you is in fact a fairly straightforward expl anati on
both for the clause in the prelimnary agreement and
this exchange that you had with M Berezovsky at
Le Bourget and it is this: both you and M Deri paska
warranted to each other that you had partners when you
signed the prelimnary agreenent. That is what
clause 4.1 says. Ckay?
A. | already commented clause 4. | don't renenber it very
well, but prior to the break I comented on it. For
M Deri paska, the nost inportant thing was not to have
TWG representatives in this new conpany. He wasn't al
t hat bot hered about everything else, as far as
| under st ood.

Q M Deripaska's partners -- and | don't know what it was



they were doing for him-- were the ones that we see you
describing here, in the Le Bourget neeting, to
M Berezovsky: M Bykov, M Chernoi and M Mal evsky.

| think you' ve commented on that already.

A. | never asserted and | continue to maintain that | can
only guess. | never thought that they were his
partners. | guessed that he m ght have sone paynent

obligations vis-a-vis these people.
As for prelimnary agreenent, it only indicates
Ni kol aevsky Alum na Plant, which is in the territory of
Wkraine. It's difficult for ne to understand how t hese
peopl e could have any influence in the territory of the
Ukraine. This is a neighbouring state, it's a sovereign
state, it's another part of our former country.
MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Thank you
Next question, M Rabinow tz, please.
MR RABI NOW TZ: And while they were M Deripaska' s partners,
your partners were the people you were talking to at
Le Bourget, nanmely M Berezovsky and
M Patarkatsishvili; that's correct, isn't it?
A. It's not correct.
Q And if we go back to the Le Bourget transcript and we
| ook at box 502 E6/01/173, it is because you're
talking to your partners that when M Berezovsky raises

the point about putting these shares into his nane, you
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say:

"W only hold 50 per cent there, so the other party
has to agree."

You used the word "we" because you were talking to
your partners. M Berezovsky, M Patarkatsishvili and
you together hold that 50 per cent, and that is what you
are saying.

No, I'msorry, | amsaying -- whenever | talk about
conpani es, | always nean those people who talk with nme
and nyself. | don't mean M Berezovsky and, as you
insist, M Patarkatsishvili. | al ways say "we",

| always say "we", mainly | say "we"; | very seldom use

"I". 1 always nean nyself and people who work with ne.

Wll, is that right? There are a nunber of other places
in this transcript where you use the word "I" when you
nmean "I". |If you | ook at boxes 509 and 510 E6/01/175,

you' re tal king about you having a different view and you
use the word "I" there, do you not?
| conmented this in as nmuch detail | could. This was
rather a long tinme ago and there are many breaks in the
tape, | can't hear very well; | can't give you a deeper
expl anation than the comments |'ve already given.

But once again | would like to reiterate: | mainly
use the word "we". O course | use the word "I1" as

well, but mainly | tend to say "we".



Q It is not just you who is using the word "we" when you
tal k about the Rusal shares; that is what
M Patarkatsishvili says as well.
If you | ook, for exanple, at boxes 526 to 532
E6/01/179, | think the conversation here switched to
Si bneft but M Patarkatsishvili, who of course we've
seen considered hinmself your partner, is talking here

about "we" in respect of this conpany, suggesting that
he, with you, was an owner of this conpany. That's
right, isn't it?

A. May | read these boxes --

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Yes, please do.

A.  -- because we are just snatching bits out of the
cont ext .

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: What box, M Rabinowitz, would you

|ike to start at?

MR RABI NOW TZ: | would like the witness to read from526 to

532, please, just to focus on M Patarkatsishvili, when

he's referring to Sibneft, tal king about "we".
MR SUMPTION: M Lady, may | suggest he should start at 524,
which is where this passage begins.
MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER  Yes, very well.
M Abramovi ch, start at box 524, please. (Pause)

A. Here M Patarkatsishvili, as far as | understand, neans

Si bneft conpany and tradi ng conpanies; that's why it's
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we", "you", et cetera. And there are comrents which
I"mgiving on the right-hand side; I can't comment any
further. And if you start reading earlier on, you see
once again that we're dealing with |egalising noney
flows. The very -- the problemthat we were dealing
with was how to transfer noney abroad and this is what
t he whol e di scussion is about.

Q Now, | will cone back to that in the context of Sibneft
when we get to Le Bourget later on. But can we for the
nmonment just go back to the prelimnary agreenent,
pl ease: H --

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Can we put away this bundl e?

MR RABI NON TZ:  You can.

Can you go back to bundle H(A) 16, page 49 in the
Russi an H(A) 16/ 49 and 49T in English H(A) 16/ 49T.

Can you | ook, please, at clause 14 of this
agreenent. Do you see that it says:

"The Parties agree that the Agreenent shall be
governed by English |aw "

Yes?

A.  Yes, | can see that.

Q And do you say that choice of |aw clauses such as this
were sonething that you were not interested in and that
you usually left it to your |awers?

A.  Yes, | say that.
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And on the basis that we don't count you as a | awyer,

M  Abrampovich -- and | think that's the basis upon which
you say we should proceed -- it's right that there were
no | awyers present at this meeting at the Kenpinski

Hotel and at your house at Sareevo Village; that's
correct, isn't it?

You're right. | agree.

That was a neeting just between yourself, M Shvidler,

M Bul ygin and M Deri paska?

Yes, and M Bul ygin used this docunent or used a draft.
Let me ask you this: it's clear that in the context of
this neeting this provision couldn't have been sonething
that was left to the | awers since they were not
involved in drawing up this prelimnary agreenent.
That's not so. This reference or this provision that

we' re di scussing now does not refer to the agreenent we

signed but to the future agreenment. [If | renenber
correctly, it was signed much later: | think on 15 March
per haps.

Whet her or not that is so, M Abranovich, whoever
inserted clause 14 into this contract was sonmeone at the
nmeeting at the Kenpinski Hotel and your house who was
not a lawer; it was one of the four of you. That's
correct, isn't it?

Yes, that is so: it was M Bulygin. That's what |'m



trying to explain: he nust have been using sone kind of
form a draft contract. A person who is not a | awer
could not have drafted this. | don't understand half of
it. If youread it in Russian, you realise that you
need to have legal training to understand what is neant.
So | think that he got sone kind of prelimnary draft or
a formof words fromthe conputer and just added our
agreenents to a standard form of words.

So it's your suggestion, is it, that although all of
these key ternms in the contract were di scussed and

M Bul ygin then put themon the conmputer, this
particul ar provision was one that wasn't raised for any
di scussion at all?

| didn't hear any discussion of this itemand it was
absolutely irrelevant to ne which [ aw woul d apply.

I never took part in choosing applicable law. | don't
really feel the difference between English | aw or any
other law, it's all the same to ne.

M Abramovich, | wish that were so. But, M Abranovich
we're dealing here with a contract which is made in an
arrangenent between exclusively Russian businessnen; do
you agree with that?

No, | don't.

You say that the parties to this contract were not all

Russi an busi nessnen?
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I"ve already explained that this was a preliminary
agreenent, yes, indeed, between Russian busi nessnen.
However, the agreenment woul d have been signed between
conpanies, as far as | understand it, and the compani es
coul d i ndeed use English law. On the other hand, it
woul d have been bizarre if a conpany which is registered
in BVI would be applying Russian | aw.

So you have -- certainly the people discussing this are
Russi an busi nessnmen and you say that the agreenent was
made in Russia; yes?

Prelim nary agreenment was executed in Russia.

M Abramovich, a prelimnary agreenent is still an
agreenent. Do you understand that?

Well, of course, it's conpul sory.

Yes. So an agreenent between Russi an busi nessnmen which
was made in Russia, and do you agree that it involved
assets which were all in Russia?

Yes, | agree; but, as already discussed, they were
registered in BVI and in Gbraltar, or sonmewhere el se
perhaps. Anyway, they were -- they had not been
registered in Russia. Yes, they were physically | ocated
in Russia; whereas they were registered outside Russia.
| agree with that.

But you are suggesting that, despite all of these

connections to Russia, M Bulygin would just have



inserted a provision saying the whol e arrangenent has to

be governed by English | aw wi thout even raising it for

di scussion; is that your evidence?

It seens to ne that there was no discussion, | can't

gi ve you 100 per cent guarantee but | personally did not

hear this conversation and honestly it is all the sane

to me which | aw woul d have applied. | cannot

di stinguish them Al the same to ne

Wul d you accept that it is at |east very likely that

this question of what | aw shoul d govern the arrangenent

was one that was raised for discussion, whether or not

you say you heard the discussion?

In nmy viewit is not very likely. There were no experts

there that could have discussed it. | doubt very nuch

that M Shvidl er understands |egal matters deeply, or

that M Bulygin or Deripaska either. | think it's the

job of the | awyers to choose applicable | aw.

Yes, but there were no | awyers there, M Abranovich, so

it was the people there who chose the applicable | aw
But it is still your evidence that it was not very

likely that this was discussed; is that right?

I would say it is inprobable that this question would

have been di scussed, to be exact.

| suggest to you --

There was no one there who coul d have di scussed it
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conpetently. |'msorry.

Do you at |east accept this, M Abranovich: that by
March 2000, which was the tine when you canme to make
this prelimnary agreenent with M Deripaska, you had
started to structure your business interests offshore
and had already cone to nake it a fairly regular
practice to include English choice of [aw provisions in

the contracts to which you or your conpanies were

parties?

First of all, | don't agree that | signed this.

M Shvidler signed this. | was present in the room
where negoti ati ons took place, | took part in the

negotiations. But the fact that we used conpani es which
were governed by English law, that is quite possible,

but | tell you the truth when | say that | really didn't
care.

JUSTICE GLOSTER: |'mnot sure you're answering the

question. WII you put it again, M Rabinowitz, please.

MR RABI NON TZ: Do you accept, M Abranovich, that by

March 2000, which was the tine when you canme to make
this prelimnary agreement with M Deripaska, you had
started to structure your business interests offshore
and had already cone to nake it a fairly regular
practice to include English choice of |aw provisions in

the contracts to which you or your conpanies were
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parties?

| can assune that but | didn't know about it. | didn't
know anything about it at all. O fshore conpanies were
being used and |I'm sure these provisions wll have
featured.

In the autum of 1999 you travelled to Cyprus for
neetings to discuss the creation of trust structures to

hol d some of your ownership interests; do you agree?

It was translated to ne that | went to Cyprus. | didn't
personally go. |Is that a translator's mstake? | don't
thi nk so.

Are you saying that you did not personally go to Cyprus?
No, | personally did not go to Cyprus. | nean, | have
been to Cyprus but not on this business. | spent sone
hol i days several tines in Cyprus but | never went there
to agree on anything, on any business.

Now - -

If | renenber correctly, M Tenenbaum and Ms Panchenko
went to Cyprus.

Do you accept that in the course of 1999 you had set up
or were in the process of setting up trust structures
relating to your ownership interests?

Yes.

And these were based in offshore western jurisdictions

like Cyprus; that's right, isn't it?
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| don't renmenber exactly whether in '99 they were based
in Cyprus. Perhaps, but | seemto renenber it was

Li echtenstein, but |I cannot be precise. | think perhaps
it was Liechtenstein.

Can | ask you, please, to go to H(A)15 and turn to

page 42 H(A)15/42. You should have there a dua

| anguage contract, M Abranovich, between Fi nansovaya
Nef ti naya Corporatzia on the one hand and Kravin

| nvestnents on the other, dated 10 Decenber 1999. Do
you have that?

Yes.

Kravin I nvestnents was one of a nunber of offshore
conpani es based in Cyprus through which you held your

shares in Sibneft; that's right, isn't it?

Possibly. Possibly. | just didn't know that at that
tine.
Well, | can tell you we were told that by your |awers

so let's proceed on the basis that that is right.

Do you accept that other offshore conpanies based in
Cyprus through which you held your shares in Sibneft
conpani es included White Pearl Investnents Limted?

Do | understand correctly that this conpany was hol di ng
shares in Sibneft?
It was part of the structure that you had set up to hold

your interest in Sibneft.
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| think so. | think the answer is yes, but | don't
remenber. It doesn't ring any bells, this name. |If
it'"s in the dossier, if it's in the docunents, then yes.
Let me mention -- this isn't a nenory test. | wll
nmention four other nanes of conpanies that we have been
told were being used by you in Cyprus to hold your

Si bneft corporation and if you, in relation to any of
these conpanies, think that that is wong, then please
say so.

In addition to White Pearl |Investnents Limted,
there was a conpany called Marthacell o Conpany Limted,
anot her conpany called NP Gem ni, another conpany called
Hef | i nham Hol di ngs Li mted and anot her conpany call ed
Ki ndsel i a Hol di ngs Limted.

Do you think that that is likely to be -- you don't
think that any of -- sorry, let ne put this this way.
You don't dispute that these were conpani es that were
bei ng used to hold your Sibneft interests based in
Cyprus?

Can | assist you with this: this is what Skaddens
have told us. But if this is wong, you should say so.
| cannot say "yes" or "no" because | have no know edge
of it. |If Skadden have given you this infornmation
| agree with it.

Can | then ask you to | ook back at H(A) 15, page 42
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H(A) 15/ 42 and you can see at clause 1.1 that it is
dealing with the sale of a block of Sibneft shares or

transfer of the shares. Do you see that?

A, Yes.
Q If you look down at clause 4.4, do you see that it says:
"This Contract shall be governed by the | aws of

Engl and. "

A.  Yes, | can see that.

Q If you skip a few pages forward to page 44 H(A) 15/ 44,
we see there another dual |anguage contract, this tine
bet ween ZAO Branko and NP Geni ni, which was one of
yours, also dated 10 Decenber 1999, again relating to
a bl ock of Sibneft shares. And again, M Abranovich, do
you see cl ause 4.1?

A. Yes, | can see it.

Q That again has another choice of English law to apply;
do you see that?

A.  Yes, | can see that.

MR RABINON TZ: |'mnot going to take up the whole of the

afternoon goi ng through these contracts but there are at
| east another five further contracts to sinilar effect,
each containing an English governing | aw provision in
this file. For the transcript | can tell your Ladyship
that these contracts are to be found at page 46

H(A) 15/ 46, page 48 H(A) 15/ 48, page 50 H(A) 15/ 50,
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page 52 H(A)15/52 and page 54 H(A) 15/ 54.

In addition to these contracts, M Abranovich, there
are al so another five agreenments between your offshore
Cypriot compani es and vari ous western banks with
depositary accounts under which your Cypriot conpanies
purchased further shares in Sibneft. Again, |I'mnot
going to turn themup with you, but for her Ladyship's
reference they are to be found at H(A) 14, page 128
H(A) 14/ 128, H(A) 14, page 156 H(A) 14/ 156, H(A) 14,
page 200 H(A) 14/200, H(A) 15, page 20 H(A) 15/20 and
H(A) 15, page 31 H(A) 15/ 31.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: All these contracts relate to the
purchase of shares in Sibneft, do they?

MR RABI NON TZ: Correct, or the transfer of shares in
Sibneft. They were part of structuring transactions
dealing with what M Abranovi ch says was his
shar ehol di ng.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: How many contracts in all?

MR RABINON TZ: 12 in total, ny Lady: the two that | showed
you and the ten further ones that |'ve given
your Ladyship the reference for.

| can tell you, M Abranovich, that each of those
contracts was al so expressly governed by English | aw
Do you say you don't renenber that?

A |I'msaying | didn't knowit at the tine. But here, yes,



| can see that English law applies in all these
contracts and | agree with it. |'mnot contesting that
this has all been done in accordance with English | aw
and that it's applicable for the contracts. |'m not
contesting that.

No, but what |'m suggesting to you, M Abranovich, is
that it had beconme a practice of yours to ensure that
your arrangenments were governed by English law. Do you
di spute that?

I"'mcontesting it because | didn't know that and | don't
know it. Qur lawers were dealing with that. Yes, for
some reason they were choosing English |aw to apply,
that is what was going on. But | have no skill, no
know edge in this respect, therefore I don't know how

| can comment.

You see, M Abranpvich, in addition to the 12 contracts,
sone of which |I've shown you, which were nade in the
period of the autum of 1999 going all the way to
Decenber 1999, it is also the case -- and you'll tell ne
if you disagree -- that a few nonths later, in

February 2000, only three weeks prior to your nerger

di scussions with M Deripaska, you had acquired an
extensive portfolio of alum nium assets under a suite of
ten dual -l anguage contracts, all of which also contained

English choice of law provisions. And that is right, is
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it not?
Quite possibly. | think so, yes.
So you'd entered into no I ess than 22 contracts in this
period dealing with the structuring and the hol di ng of
your oil and al um nium assets, each of which contai ned
an English choice of |aw provision?
| agree, but | think that is obvious. |If a conpany is
registered in BVI or in Cyprus then British -- English
l aw, sorry, should apply. O aml wong? | think
that's exactly what took place.
And that is why | suggest to you it is very likely that
at the neeting that you held with M Deripaska and
M Shvidler and M Bulygin, you, or M Shvidler on your
behal f, were again very keen to ensure that the
arrangenents were governed by English law. That's
right, isn't it?
That is not right.
Not only governed by English |aw but structured
of fshore? You dispute that?
At that tine we did not discuss it.
Now, between 7 and 12 March 2000 do you accept that you
were likely to have been in London for sonme reason or
anot her ?
From 7 March until...?

12 WMarch.



Yes, | agree.

And this period coincided with a trip by a nunber of
your teamto London as well, did it not?

Yes, that is so.

M o--

They all cane at different tinmes, but we were all in
London, vyes.

And that included M Shvidler, who says he was in London
inthis period; is that right? Do you remenber that?
Yes, M Shvidler was in London at the tinme, yes.

And M Tenenbaum al so says that he was in London at that
time. Is that right?

Yes, that is right.

And Ms Panchenko was al so in London, although she may
have arrived slightly later than the three of you; is
that right?

Yes, that is so.

And M Shvidler, M Tenenbaum and Ms Panchenko al
renmenber a series of neetings with M Deripaska's team
i ncluding M Hauser and M Bul ygin, in London at that
time. Do you recollect that?

Sorry, what is it that | need to confirm whether they
remenber or whether | renmenber?

Whet her you renenber.

| think | was at one of these neetings, yes.
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Q M Bulygin suggests that you were certainly at one
meeting; | think he m ght suggest you were at nore than
one. But your recollection is that you were just at one
neeting; is that right?

A. | think I was at one of them

Q And so it appears that you travelled to London together
with M Shvidler and M Tenenbaum w th Ms Panchenko
there as well, in order, anbng other things, to oversee
the preparation of the Rusal share purchase and sal e
agreenment. |Is that right?

A | didn't get it. Can you repeat that? "To oversee the
preparation"? That sounds a bit strange.

Q Maybe to you

You had gone to London with these nenbers of your
teamin order to ensure that the Rusal share purchase
and sal e agreenent was successfully concluded, put it
t hat way?

A. No, that is not so for two reasons and, if | may, |'ll
expl ai n.

Pl ease.

At that tine | was choosing a house for nyself in the
outskirts of London and I think at that time | entered
into a transaction on a property. |I'mnot conpletely
sure, but | think that's what | was doi ng.

As far as the Rusal shares, they didn't exist at



that tine. Rusal as a conpany was incorporated | ater.
Perhaps we're dealing with assets and maybe there was
some ki nd of agreenent, but shares of Rusal as such did
not exist at that tinme.
And all of these people had flown to London to finalise
the terns of the agreenent; that's right, isn't it? By
"all of these people” |I nmean, fromyour side, Shvidler
Tenenbaum and Panchenko.
Wl |, | suppose so, they dealt with that as well, but
| think there were other things that had to be tackl ed.
| can explain, if | nay.
If you think it will assist, then please do.
M Deripaska explained to us that it is inportant in the
al um niumindustry to have |ong-termcontracts for
alumna, for raw material. | thought that alum na could
be sourced at any tinme, like in the oil industry: you
can buy a crude oil tanker at any point in tinme, any
day. But M Deripaska explained that in the al uni nium
i ndustry the practice is totally different: that alumna
has to be sourced in advance.

So we went there, anpbngst other reasons, in order to
sign contracts for alum na supplies and for finished
al um nium sales. The main traders both for alum na and
for finished alum niumwere based in London; | think it

was the London Metal Exchange, | think it's here. And
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anyway, that's why London was a pl ace.

Are you sure that the London Metal Exchange trades

al um na?

If | understand it correctly, London Metals Exchange
trades primary aluminium Alumna is not traded on the
exchange. These are long-termcontracts with the
suppliers. 1'mnot sure if this problemwas sol ved
during this visit but |I renmenber AOeg explaining it to
us. For us, this is all new and unusual .

| take it you accept that, having gone to London with
your teamon 7 March, you only got back to Mbscow on
Sunday 12 March? |'mtal king about 12 March 2000.

Yes, | agree with that.

And you said alnost i mediately after comi ng back from
this trip on 12 March you called M Patarkatsishvili to
bring himup to date on what you and M Deripaska had
been discussing in relation to the al um ni um assets; is
that right?

Yes, that is right.

And then would this be a fair way of describing what
happens next: that w thout any delay at all follow ng
the conversation with M Patarkatsishvili, on your
return to Moscow you imedi ately arranged to fly all the
way back to London, having just returned the night

before? |Is that right?



A.  Yes, that is right.

Q And you rushed back to London in this way because
M Patarkatsishvili, you say, has passed on word from
M Berezovsky that he was in London and coul d not get
back to Moscow the follow ng day, so that any neeting
that there was to discuss the nerger would have to be in
London. Is that right?

A. Could you repeat that again, please? |I'mfinding it
a bit difficult to concentrate.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Well, I'lIl take the break then. Ten
m nut es' break.

(3.02 pm

(A short break)

(3.20 pm

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER  Yes, M Rabinow tz.

MR RABI NOW TZ: M Abranovich, we were discussing the fact
that you had been in London from7 to 12 March, then you
return on 12 March and al nost i medi ately, after com ng
back fromthis trip, you call M Patarkatsishvili and
bring himup to date on what you and M Deripaska have
been discussing in relation to the al unm ni um evi dence
and you' ve agreed that's what happened. Then the
question | had asked and will repeat is this.

Wuld this be a fair way of describing what happens

next: that without any delay at all follow ng the
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conversation with M Patarkatsishvili on your return
from Moscow, you inmediately arrange to fly all the way
back to London, having just returned fromthere?

It was the next day. |If everything that you' ve just
descri bed was the way you described it, | called Badri
on the 12th and then on the 13th we went back to London.
That's right. And you rushed back to London in this way
t he next day because M Patarkatsishvili has passed on
word from M Berezovsky that he was in London and he
coul d not get back to Moscow the follow ng day for

a neeting, so that any nmeeting with himto discuss the
nmerger woul d have to be in London; is that right?

No, this is not correct. He said that Boris wants to
see nme imediately or wants to speak to nme about this.
This is all.

Well, you say "about this" -- I'mnot sure what you're
di sagreeing with ne about. But when you say "about
this", you nean about the nerger; is that right?

| told Badri that we were thinking with Oeg to do

a transaction, | mean, we were alnost ready to do it,
and it was inportant for ne to tell this to Badri before
we signed everything. So I told himabout this, he
conveyed this to Boris; and then M Berezovsky conveyed
to me, through M Patarkatsishvili, that it was

necessary for me to go to London to neet him to explain



what was goi ng on

In other words, to discuss with himthe nerger; is that
right?

No, this is not right. | did not have to go to London
to discuss the nerger. Wat was necessary was to
expl ai n what was going on. W had al ready discussed the
mer ger .

Al right. Let me put it this way. You get to Mdscow
on the 12th, you speak to M Patarkatsishvili; as

a result of your conversation with M Patarkatsishvili,
the very next day you fly back to London to speak to

M  Berezovsky about the nerger?

Yes.

Now, it woul d have been clear to you fromthat that

M Pat arkatsi shvili had obviously told M Berezovsky
whatever it was you had said to M Patarkatsishvil
about the nmerger; do you agree with that?

Well, | don't know, but one could presune that that was
t he case.

And you hadn't said to M Patarkatsishvili when you
spoke to himon your return to Moscow that he coul d not
inform M Berezovsky about what you had said to

M Pat arkat si shvili about the nerger; is that correct?
No, | did not tell Badri that he could not inform

Ber ezovsky about that.
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Can | just ask you a little bit nore about the
conversation you had with M Patarkatsishvili on the
afternoon or the evening of 12 March, as soon as you got
back to Myscow.

Your own evidence is that al nost as soon as you
returned to Moscow on the 12th you i nforned
M Pat arkat si shvili about the arrangenment wth
M Deripaska; is that right?
Wel |, speaking fromnenory, yes, but | do not recall
whether it was imediately after ny return or maybe
sonetinme later. But on the 12th | did inform hi mabout
that, vyes.
Well, it had to be sonetinme on the 12th because by
the 13th you had already made plans to fly back to
London as a result of what M Patarkatsishvili said to
you; correct?
Yes, it is correct.
And presunably you woul d have told M Patarkatsishvili
that you and your team had just got back from
negotiating the deal with M Deripaska and his teamin
London; correct?
Can | ask you to repeat the question, please? | think
| mssed out on part of it, sonething about what | said
to Deripaska. Could you kindly repeat?

You woul d have told M Patarkatsishvili that you and



your team had just returned fromnegotiating a deal with
M Deripaska and his teamin London?

No, | did not say that.

Well, tell us exactly what you say you did tell

M Pat arkatsi shvili about the nmerger, M Abranpvich

| told himthat we were doing a deal with O eg and

| don't renmenber anything over and above that.
Presumably you woul d have told himabout which assets
were the subject of the nerger?

| don't think so, but | cannot affirmthat with
certainty. | don't think I did.

So the only thing you say you can renenber about this is
that you called himand you said you' re doing a dea

with M Deripaska and that you nmentioned nothing el se;
is that really your evidence?

My evidence is that | rang himup, called himon the
phone and, as you have just set out, there's this kind
of conversation, a lengthy conversation about all the
assets and everything. This is a very unorthodox thing
for Russian busi nessmen.

But fromwhat | renmenber it's that |I told himthat
we were doing a deal with Oeg. He told ne about his
concerns about this. He said that nothing good can cone
out of working with O eg because he's a | oner, he |ikes

to work on his owmn and he will squeeze one out sooner or
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| ater at sonme point in time. But | cannot tell you
exactly, | cannot recall exactly now what was said down
to a word, but he was obviously apparently not satisfied

with that; he was not gl ad.

Q But you say you told himabout a proposed nerger but you
didn't tell M Patarkatsishvili which of the assets that
you say he was protecting for you that were to be
included in the nerger; is that your evidence?

A. No, | did not tell himthat.

Q Didyou tell himabout the price differential that
M Deripaska was going to have to pay in the context of
the nmerger, in addition to contributing his alum nium
assets?

A. No.

Q Ddyoutell M Deripaska that you were going to tell
M Pat ar kat si shvili about the nerger?

A. | think I did, although | have no specific recollection.
But it was nmy obligation to tell --

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Just a second, please. There's
sonmebody drinking out of a bottle at the back of the
court. Can you please not do that. There's to be no
eating or drinking in court. Thank you.

Yes, go on, M Rabinowtz.
MR RABI NON TZ: | asked you, M Abranovi ch:

"Did you tell M Deripaska that you were going to
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tell M Patarkatsishvili about the nerger?"

And you sai d:

"I think I did, although I have no specific
recollection. But it was ny obligation..."

Is that the end of your answer?
| don't think so. | don't think I did. To be honest,
| think I've lost the train of thought. Could I kindly
ask you to repeat your question, please?
The question was: did you tell M Deripaska that you
were going to tell M Patarkatsishvili about the merger?
| don't think I did. No. No.
And presunably you didn't speak to M Deripaska on the
question of whether M Berezovsky should be allowed to
be told about the merger?
It's a rather convol uted question. Could you make it
a shorter question?
Did you ask M Deri paska at any stage whet her he m nded
M Berezovsky being told about the nerger?
| think that | certainly told himabout this, yes,
definitely.
When do you say you told -- when do you say you asked
M Deri paska whet her he minded M Berezovsky being told
about the nerger?
Sorry, | think it was -- | think it was the other way

round.
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MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER | think sonething has been lost in the

transl ati on or may have been lost in the translation
her e.

M Abramovi ch, did you discuss with Deripaska
telling M Berezovsky about the proposed nerger?

A. No, it was the other way round. Wile we had not done
the deal, while we had not received the contracts, O eg
asked us not to tell anyone, be it Berezovsky, be it
Pat ar kat si shvili or anyone else. W just wanted to nake
sure that before the deal is actually executed, we
wanted to keep it in secret.

MR RABI NON TZ: But the difficulty about that,

M  Abrampvich, is that it's your own evidence that as
soon as you returned to Moscow on 12 March you al nost
i mredi ately phoned M Patarkatsishvili to tell him about

the merger. So howis that consistent with you keeping

the deal secret until it is actually executed?
A. | meant before it is done. The thing is that
M Pat arkatsishvili asked -- gave sone help in terns of

purchasing the original alumniumassets and so | had
some financial obligations vis-a-vis Patarkatsishvili
So the way | understood it, and the way he
understood it, by the way, as well, | had to -- it was
ny obligation to | et himknow before it was done. It

woul d have been inappropriate if he had | earnt about
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that from newspapers. And therefore | thought it was
necessary and appropriate to tell himthat we were doing
the deal before it was signed.

Q But I think a few m nutes ago you told us that you
hadn't cleared with M Deripaska your being able to
speak to M Patarkatsishvili about it. 1Is that right?

A. I'mnot sure | understood your question. It sounded
nore |like a statenent on your part. Wat am| supposed
to do with this?

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: | think we've been round this buoy,
haven't we, M Rabinowitz? | nean, we've got your
answers. W all know that the neeting happened. So
unl ess this issue is of trenendous inportance, | thought
we night nove on.

MR RABINON TZ: It's of rel evance because if you spoke to
M Patarkatsishvili in circunstances where M Deri paska
had told you that you couldn't tell anyone about the
nmerger, | would like to know what it is you said to
M Deripaska in order to be allowed to tell
M Pat ar kat si shvili about the nerger

What did you say to M Deripaska about your
relationship with M Patarkatsishvili?

A. | did not tell himanything about ny relationship with
Badri Patarkatsishvili nor did | ask himfor any

permission. | think by that tine I was a grown-up
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person and | was a party to this and so | did not need
any additional perm ssion for that.

Well, you say you didn't need any additional permn ssion
for that but you have earlier said to us that you agreed
with M Deripaska that neither of you would say anything
to anyone until the agreenment was executed. So despite
what you say --

JUSTICE GLOSTER: M Rabinowitz, we really have been
over this now. The questions are getting | onger and
longer. It's getting quite late in the afternoon

| suggest that if you want to cone back to it because
there's a real point here, you do so tonorrow, and you

nove on to sonething different.

MR RABI NON TZ: Can you go to bundle H(A) 18, page 113,

pl ease H(A)18/113. What you have here, M Abranpvich
is a fax from d obal Jet Concept to soneone called
Marina at Runi com dated 12 March 2000 and this sets out
your travel arrangenments for the follow ng day, for

13 March. Okay?

You obviously had to ask your assistants to nove
very quickly to make the necessary travel arrangenents
for you for the follow ng day, once you'd got back to
Moscow, is that right?

Yes.

Just | ooking at your travel itinerary, you see that in



order to get back to London follow ng the sumons from
M  Berezovsky, because he wanted to tal k about the
nmerger, you had to board a plane in Moscow at 11.00 am
and fly for three and a half hours to Luton Airport; do
you see that?

Yes.

You were travelling with the benefit of tine difference
so your plan would land in Luton at 11.30 am at

G eenwi ch Mean Tine; do you see that?

Yes, | can see that.

And then you had to transfer at Luton Airport into

a helicopter and fly by helicopter from Luton down to
Battersea Heliport, that was going to take you about

20 mnutes, and that would nean that you would arrive at
around m dday G eenwi ch Mean Tine at Battersea. Do you
see that?

To be honest, | cannot see the word "Battersea" here,
but it nust have been the case.

kay. And --

Oh, yes, yes. | can see Battersea, yes.

And then the plan was that you woul d be picked up by

a Mercedes and driven, according to the invoice, to the
Lanesborough Hotel; that's over the page. |Is that
correct?

Yes.

120



o >» O > O P

121

And agai n over the page, you can see that the plan was
that at sone point the same day you woul d repeat the
whol e process so that you could fly back from Luton to
Moscow, anot her three-and-a-half-hour flight; that's
correct, isn't it?

Well, around that. | would say four hours, but that's
the bal |l park figure.

So we're tal king here about a 13-hour round trip
approxi mately; correct?

Do you nmean the flight took 13 hours?

Total round trip.

It's just four hours.

The total round trip would be around 13 hours?

Yes.

And that's really quite an effort, isn't it, especially
given that you had only just conme back from London the
previ ous day?

Well, yes, it is, unless you recall that it was

G V: that was the nobst cutting-edge kind of aircraft at
that tine.

What | suggest, M Abranovich, is that these travel
arrangenents really speak vol unmes about the inportance
of this nmeeting at the Dorchester Hotel in London, don't
t hey?

Well, | don't know. That's the kind of conclusion that
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you are drawing. | do not believe that that was the
case, but this is the conclusion that you drew. For ne,
nmeeting with Berezovsky was al ways inportant. Sone of
them were nore inportant, other neetings were |ess
important. |If he had asked nme to fly to New York,

| would have probably flown to New York if | had that
possibility to do so.

Here was a neeting where you had spent five days in
London, you'd got back to Mbscow, you get told that he
wants to speak about the nerger and you i mmedi ately
arrange to take a trip back to London to talk to him
about the merger. | suggest that that tells you that
this was a very significant neeting to discuss the

mer ger .

Are you asking a question? Am| expected to say "yes"

or "no"?

Well, you can coment.

What | can say is that the neeting with M Berezovsky,
usual ly neetings with M Berezovsky generally for ne
were inmportant and | was very particular about those and
I was always happy to wait for himfor along tine if

| had to.

Can we | ook at what you say at paragraph 166 of your

statenent about this. It's at page 85 in the English

E1/03/85. | think it's at page 186 in the Russian



E1/ 03/ 186.
D d you say 1867
Do read it to yourself: 166 on page 186

Now, you say here that the reason why M Berezovsky
wanted to neet was because:

"He liked to be inforned about... events of
significance in Russia..."

Do you see that?
Yes. Wuld you allow ne to read this paragraph to
nysel f ?
Pl ease. (Pause)
Yes, | have read this.
So you say that the reason why M Berezovsky wanted to
nmeet was because he liked to be infornmed about events of
significance in Russia and because he was interested in
what you were doi ng.

Now, at this tinme M Berezovsky was still living in
Mbscow, was he not?
At that tinme, yes. Yes, he lived in Mdscow.
And so in general terns he was in a position where he
could very well keep hinmself informed about events of
significance in Russia; do you agree?
Yes, | agree with that, but I'mnot sure |I understand
your question. Could he have been up to speed with what

was goi ng on? Yes, of course, he could. But he could
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have not been up to speed with this unless he had heard
this fromBadri and then read about this from
newspapers.

But it's your own evidence that he had heard about it

al ready from Badri and that Badri had passed this on to
him That's what you say. |Is that not right?

Yes, |I'msaying that Badri told himabout this after

| had told Badri about this.

If that's right, then there was no need for you to fly
to London, having just returned to Moscow, in order for
you to tell himabout it, was there?

What ' s your question? Was it necessary for nme or not?

| did not discuss that. It was offered to nme that

| should go and then -- so | did go. | don't understand
what your question is.

JUSTI CE GLOSTER: The question is: what was the need for
you to fly back from Mdscow, having just returned there,
i f Berezovsky knew about the proposed nerger already?
Why did you need to go back to London?

At that point in time M Berezovsky was one of the nobst
influential people in Russia and if he asked nme to cone
and tell him about sonmething, | usually did that

i nredi ately, w thout delay.

JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Yes, M Rabinow tz.

MR RABINON TZ: |If M Berezovsky had wanted to find out nore
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about this transaction and he wanted to hear it from

you, you could have discussed it with himon the

t el ephone, could you not?

VWll, | don't think so. No, | don't think that we would

have started discussing this over the phone.

Al right. That's your position. Can we then just

consi der the position of M Deripaska, M Abranovich.
It's your evidence, isn't it, that M Deripaska

actively disliked both M Patarkatsishvili and

M  Berezovsky and did not get on well with either of

t henf

Yes. And with your permission | would like to clarify,

if 1 my?

JUSTI CE GLOSTER:  You nay.

The situation was as follows. It took quite a |ong

tinme. M Berezovsky -- at the request of Deripaska, if

| understand correctly, M Berezovsky was hel ping himin

the so-called alumniumwars. | do not nean to say that

there were rivers of blood flowi ng there; "the al um nium

wars" is a termand the way | understand this termis

that it was a confrontation, a show off between TWG on

the one hand and M Deripaska on the other, mainly

around the Krasnoyarsk snelter. And so M Berezovsky

had offered to help A eg and he had rai sed sone debt for

that, plus sone noney for the ORT. And then, sonme tine
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| ater, Badri began hel pi ng TWG agai nst M Deri paska.
And that |oan, that debt, had not been repaid to 4 eg
and, to put it mldly, Oeg did not take kindly to this
and he made it clear.

And therefore there were two peopl e who were driving
hard bargai n agai nst O eg and playing a duplicitous gane
agai nst O eg, and Aeg got wind of this and he did not
like it. In other words, to put it bluntly, they were
cheating him
So you say that M Deripaska, who didn't |ike either
M Berezovsky or M Patarkatsishvili, was nonethel ess
prepared to turn around, having just conme back to
Moscow, and go to a nmeeting in London with two nen he
di sliked just because you wanted to talk to
M Berezovsky about the nerger?
| NTERPRETER: |1'mso sorry, M Rabinowitz, I'mafraid
either yourself or ne got a few nanes w ong.

JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Wl |, sonebody's phone went off; that
was part of the problem Can you start --
| NTERPRETER: Coul d you kindly repeat the question?

JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Repeat the question, please.

MR RABI NOW TZ: Your evidence is that, despite disliking

M Berezovsky and M Patarkatsishvili intensely,
M Deripaska was willing to get on a plane and fly, take

this trip to London just to talk to M Berezovsky?



No, I'mnot saying that he flew there only for this. He

flew there at ny request and it nmade sone econom Cc sense

and in order to draw a |ine under what had been

happening prior to that under those al um nium wars.

I mean, in order to achieve peace it was necessary to

get together, neet and put an end to this. But he did

not know that M Patarkatsishvili was going to be there.

You see, in your wtness statenent what you say,

M  Abrampovich -- and this is at paragraph 167 E1/03/85

-- is that you invited M Deripaska to cone with you

you were still getting to know him and you thought it

woul d be a good idea on the way to discuss the further

details of how your new busi ness woul d operate in

practice without interruptions, and that is why you

asked M Deripaska to fly with you and he agreed. You

don't say anything about trying to settle any al um ni um

wars; in fact, what you nention is M Shvidler

commenting that he could get the repaynent of his debt.
Is that still your evidence or are you changing this

evi dence?

I think that | did nention the debt. Yes, we did

di scuss the debt at that meeting, or nmaybe

I m sunderstood your question. You said: do |l want to

change ny evi dence?

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: | think it's being put --
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No, I do not want to change ny evi dence.

JUSTICE GLOSTER:  It's being put to you, | think, that
you don't mention in paragraph 167 the fact that

Deri paska was flying to London because there was

a possibility of resolving the al um ni umwars.

That is true, I'mnot witing about this. | was just
trying to explain what the background had been, what had
happened prior to that. So at that neeting we nainly

di scussed all the things that | listed here, but what
I"'mtrying to do nowis to give sonme broader context for

this.

MR RABI NON TZ: You see, M Abranovich, | have to suggest to

you that the reasons that you give, certainly in your
Wi tness statenent, as to why M Deripaska woul d be
willing to fly back to London on this 13-hour round
trip, having just returned from London, are sinply not
a sufficient -- or do not properly explain why
M Deripaska was willing to fly back

The reason he was willing to fly back is that this
was an inportant neeting that you were having with
M Berezovsky, who you had told M Deripaska was
a partner with you in the al um ni um busi ness; and t hat
is correct, is it not?
No, it is not correct. |If | understood you correctly,

the $13 million -- | nmean, it sounded like it was not

128



129

sufficient in order -- the amount, the $13 nmillion, was
not a sufficiently credible reason for people to go to
London. This is the way your question sounded. Did

| hear your question properly?

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: No, that's been lost in translation
because the 13-hour round trip was referring -- the 13
figure was referring to the hours of the journey.

MR RABI NON TZ: Can we just | ook at the three reasons that
you actually do give at paragraph 167 for why you say
M Deripaska was willing to fly to London

The first reason you say at paragraph 167 was so
that you and M Deripaska coul d spend sone quality tine
toget her on the plane where you coul d di scuss things.
That's the first reason, isn't it?

A. That is correct.

Q And the second reason -- | think this is a reason you
give -- is that he could ask M Berezovsky to repay him
an outstanding loan of $16 million. 1Is that a reason
you give?

A. That is correct.

Q And your third reason -- and this is the |ast sentence
of that paragraph -- is that you wanted to denonstrate
that you had powerful friends |ike M Berezovsky and
M Pat arkatsishvili, or powerful associates.

A. Yes. Wat it lists here are the reasons on ny side and
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on Deri paska's side, but what you are doing nowis you
are mxing the two together, as it were.
Well, I'mjust taking the reasons that you identify out
of your wi tness statenment, M Abranovich. Can we just
| ook at themeach in a little nore detail

It's right, isn't it, that you and M Deri paska had
al ready just spent rather a lot of tine together in
early March 20007
| wouldn't put it that way. | wouldn't say we had spent
much time. We net at Kenpinski, then at ny place, and
then "'msure we went to -- we had neetings in Mdscow.
Then | was in London and he was in London, but we only
met once.

Now, in order to put together a second-I argest
al um ni um conpany in the world, one is required to spend
much nore time, much |onger tine together.
M Deri paska was not a conplete stranger to Mdscow, was
he? It was a place he would cone and go frequently?
Vell, he lived there.
Absol utely, M Abranovich. |If you wanted to spend
quality time with M Deripaska, you could have done it
in far nore conveni ent surroundi ngs than both of you,
havi ng got back from London on one day, getting on
a flight back to London the followi ng day. You woul dn't

have had to drag himalong on this trip.



Vell, if your question is whether | picked the nost
confortabl e surrounding, well, my answer is: no,
probably not. But | told you that GV, which was the
jet that we used, was the cutting edge, very | ow
pressure, very quiet jet, and if this is what we're

tal king about, it was quite confortable. GVis

a confortable jet; the Lanesborough Hotel is

a confortable hotel; and, well, let's face it, London is
a nice place.

As for the suggestion that he would fly back in order to
tal k about the repaynent of an outstanding |oan, why
woul d M Deri paska have undertaken a 13-hour round trip
just to ask M Berezovsky to repay hin? He could have
used the phone.

Wll, it's hard for me to comment on that.

The thing is that Berezovsky took a long tine to
repay the noney and |'m sure that he woul d not have
agreed with Berezovsky on the repaynent of the noney
over the phone and |'msure that he did have a few
neetings to discuss that debt and that was probably the
first nmeeting at which they coul d have decided on sone
set-of f, they could have agreed on a set-off, and that
neeting gave a good opportunity for that.

And also $16 nillion, for that tinme, at that tinme

for Oeg was a rather significant anount of noney.
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The suggestion that you wanted to denonstrate that you
had powerful friends: it was well-known, wasn't it, that
you were associated with M Berezovsky?

Yes, it was known to everyone but it would have not cone
am ss.

There was no need for M Deripaska to fly to London in
order to see that you were associated with

M Berezovsky?

Just for -- only for that, it would not have been
necessary. But if you take all those considerations
together then it was necessary. | nean, mnd you, it
was not a vital necessity for him but it was very
useful, very helpful for all the sides, for all the
parties, including it did nmake econom c sense --
including the fact that it did nake econom c sense.

M Abramovi ch, | have to suggest to you that your

expl anati on of the reasons why you and M Deripaska were
willing to turn around on 13 March and head back to
London to neet M Berezovsky and M Patarkatsishvili is
obviously untrue. Do you want to coment on that?

| disagree with your statenent.

JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Can | ask you this question: why did
it matter to you that M Berezovsky was in the | oop
about this transaction? Wat did you need from

M Berezovsky that nade it so inportant that you flew
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back?

A. To ne personally, there was no benefit that accrued to
me personally fromthis. |If he had asked nme to do this,
| had to do this. | usually conplied, if I could, with
his requests. Therefore there was no benefit accruing
to me fromthat nmeeting. But putting an end to that
confrontation, let's put it that way, the confrontation
between Badri, TW5 deg, and so on and so forth, was
sonet hing that was inportant to ne.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER:  Yes, thank you.

MR RABINOW TZ: | thought in earlier evidence you had said
that M Deripaska did not know that M Patarkat si shvi l
was going to be in London.

A.  Deripaska did not know that.

Q So howwas it that his going there was going to provide
an opportunity to put the confrontation with
M Pat ar kat si shvili behind hin®

A. Deripaska did not know about this but | did. And so
when O eg wal ked into that roomin the hotel he was
quite surprised and let's say that he was not very gl ad,
let's put it that way.

Q M Abranovich, | would suggest to you that it is
absolutely plain that both you and M Deri paska and
M Shvidler went to the considerable efforts of flying

to London to this nmeeting at short notice because you
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all recognised that this was an inportant neeting at

whi ch you were going to introduce M Deripaska to the
partners which you had referred to in the prelimnary
agreenent. That is correct, is it not?

This is absolutely not the case and | think | already
commented on the prelimnary agreenent.

Now, in terms of what was di scussed at the Dorchester
Hotel on 13 March, | think it's not in dispute that you
did discuss the nerger with M Berezovsky and

M Pat arkatsishvili as well as with M Deri paska?

It is true that we did tell M Berezovsky about the

mer ger .

And in fact that was the whol e purpose behi nd your
flying to London, having been told by

M Patarkatsishvili that M Berezovsky wanted to hear
about the nerger?

Ber ezovsky wanted to hear about the nmerger fromne, he
did not want to hear this fromd eg or anyone el se, and
| asked the others to tag along. Now, if he had needed
any details then M Shvidler could have provi ded

expl anati ons about that. And the reason behind this
trip was precisely all those things that we have just

di scussed.

Just sticking with your recollection for the nonent, how

clear is your recollection of this neeting on 13 March,
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M Abramovi ch? (Pause)

Sorry, | did not realise it was a question. | thought
you had said, "W will see how clear your recollection
is". Well, | do not recall all the details but | do
remenber some of them

And | take it that there would obviously have been

a di scussion about the fact that the merger was with

M Deripaska and that it was a 50/50 deal. Do you
recall that?

It's very difficult for me to focus. 1|'ve no |onger any

feel for the questions that you're asking.

Possi bly, yes. Possibly. |I'm-- honestly, I'm--
JUSTICE GLOSTER: Right. Well, I'"'mgoing to stop
tonight. 1It's been a |ong day for everybody.

Right. Tonorrow, 10.30, 10.15?

Di scussi on re housekeepi ng

MR RABI NOW TZ: M Lady, whatever you want. W are on

track. According to the tinetable, we will finish -- as
| ong as things keep going -- within the designated tine.
| was going to raise the question with your Ladyship
of Friday sitting or not Friday sitting but |I'm not
suggesting, unless your Ladyship or M Sunption says
that we should do this, that we should not sit tonorrow.

So. ..

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Right. Well, in order to consider the



guestion as to whether | should sit on a Friday, | would
need to have a revised tinetable.

MR RABI NON TZ: We can produce that for you tonorrow.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER If you wish nme to address that
questi on.

MR SUMPTION: M Lady, we have got a revised tinetable which
Ms Davies is digging out, which we can hand up. This
is, like all tinmetables --

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: It's flexible.

MR SUWPTION: This is not intended to be wit in stone, but
it is the result of discussion between the parties and
will tell your Ladyship where we think we are at the
nonent. (Handed)

MR RABINOW TZ: Can | just mention before ny |earned friend

addresses you on this, | think it's generally agreed.
The part which | don't think is agreed, perhaps still to
be discussed, is the suggestion that there will be

cl osi ng subm ssions i medi ately the evidence finishes,
which is what this tinmetable suggests.

MR SUMPTION: M Lady, | understand nmy learned friend's
difficulties about that. |'mnot sure that it's
a matter that we would ask your Ladyship to rule on at
t he nonent .

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER  No.

MR SUMPTION: But it may well be sensible for me to deliver

136



VRS

137

ny cl osing speech on behalf of M Abranovich before the
Chri stmas adj ournnent, even if ny |earned friend does so
afterwards. O course, that would involve Ms Davi es
having a right of reply on unexpected or unantici pated
points and ny | earned friend woul d have to have the | ast
word in any event.

JUSTICE GLOSTER: Well, M Rabinowitz, if M Sunption's
proposal were to be adopted, with the result that you
woul dn't be maki ng your closing subm ssions before

Christnmas, that might or mght not free up Fridays.

MR RABINOW TZ: In response to M Sunption's proposal that

| don't make cl osing subnissions before Christmas, | can
tell your Ladyship that | wasn't planning to, and if
that nmeans that Fridays are freed up then | would

respectfully submt that that would be a good thing.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER. Wl |, why don't the two of you talk
about it with the other counsel as to whether, if the
def endant' s cl osi ng submi ssions were to be presented
before Christmas, that would enable a tinetable to be
formul ated that didn't involve sitting on a Friday. But
"1l rule on it if necessary.

MR RABINOWTZ: | hope we will be able to agree --

MR SUMPTION:. My Lady, I'msure that M Rabinowitz and | can

sort sonething out that suits the court and all the

parti es.
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MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER  Very well. | nean, it may be that we

sit some Fridays and not others.

MR RABI NON TZ: | ndeed.

MR SUMPTION:. M Lady, there's one other small matter of
housekeepi ng which Ms Davies would like to raise
concerning Latvian Trade Bank.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Yes, very well. | signed some consent
order the other day which should have worked its way
back to you.

Ms DAVIES: M Lady, that's the Chukotka one. Yes, we've
got that. There's a further consent order but | need to
explain it to ny Lady because it's slightly --

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER Wl |, | signed anot her one.

M5 DAVIES: No, that was to do with valuation evidence, ny
Lady, I'mtold.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: No, and yet anot her one.

M5 DAVIES: I'mrelatively confident that this one hasn't --

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: M Abranovich, are you all right?
Wul d you like to go back to your seat? You don't need
to sit there unless you wish to. You' re coughing,
that's all. If you would rather go back to your seat,
you may do so.

Ms DAVIES: I'mrelatively confident that this one has not
come to nmy Lady because we only managed to agree its

terns yesterday. So this is a new matter, if | can put
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it that way.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER R ght, okay. Well, pass it up

Ms DAVIES: M Gllis has been given it. | just need to
explain how it arises because it's slightly unusual.

My Lady may recall the Latvian Trade Bank is the
bank that was used by various conpani es connected to
M Abranovi ch, in particular Pex Trade Corporation,
Espat, Madi son, Pal ntex and Runi com

In the course of the recent weeks it's become
apparent that the Latvian Trade Bank may well retain
docunents relating to those conpani es but because the
conpani es no | onger exist, they cannot accept a request
fromus to provide the docunents to them But they have
indicated in the correspondence, certainly so far as Pex
and Espat are concerned, they have indicated in the
correspondence which is attached to this clip that if an
English court order were nade, they would provide the
docunent s.

That's their letter of 18 October, which is the
second letter in the clip. They first of all explain --
it's slightly lengthy and I will just explain to ny
Lady -- that they can't do it on the basis of a request
but then on the second page, in the passage in bold,
they said they would be willing to provide the docunents

relating to Espat and Pex if there was an English court
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or der.

W then sent this correspondence to ny |earned
friend and they asked for the order to be expanded --
that's covered by the first paragraph of the draft
order -- to cover records relating to Madi son and
Pal mt ex and Runi com which were other conpani es that had
banki ng arrangements with the Latvian Trade Bank, and
that's paragraph 2, but that is not covered by the
letter fromthe Latvian Trade Bank because that's
a request fromny learned friend. W are happy for that
to be acconmpdated in the order but | just needed to
draw to nmy Lady's attention that it's not covered by the
letter.

What's slightly unusual about this, ny Lady, is that
there is no office in this jurisdiction on which an
application can be served, which is why there is no
application notice being issued, but the Latvian Trade
Bank have indicated through their letter that they're
happy to comply with an English court order if it's nade
nonet hel ess.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER  So they're agreeing to submt to the
jurisdiction for the purposes --
Ms DAVIES: O this order, yes.
Now, my Lady, | wasn't necessarily asking ny Lady to

nake it today because we've, as it were, just raised it.



If my Lady wants to take it away and read it, then we
can address any questions that are arising.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Yes, the letter is a bit opaque, isn't
it, so |l had better take it away and read it. 1'Il read
that overni ght.

Ms DAVIES: |'mgrateful, ny Lady.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: No, the other order | signed rel ated
to, | think, sonme Curtis docunents.

M5 DAVIES: Ch, yes. That may well be correct, yes.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Yes, M Gllis.

MR G LLIS: M Lady, mght | just raise one matter and hand
up a statenent froma M Lugovoi which was provided to
the various parties this norning and then if | could
just explain the situation. (Handed)

Your Ladyship may recall that in connection wth
M Abramovi ch's application in March this year for
further information in relation to the provenance of the
Le Bourget transcript, both M Berezovsky and M Cotlick
undertook to the court to notify the defendants in the
event that they becane aware of the possibility of
further tape recordings of conversations.

Just for the record, ny Lady, M Berezovsky's
statenent is at bundle J6/1, tab 20 at page 330
J6/ 1. 20/ 330 and the rel evant paragraph is paragraph 7,

and M Cotlick's statenent is at J6/1, tab 21 at
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page 331 J6/1.21/331, and again the rel evant paragraph
i s paragraph 7.

Just to put this statenent in context, ny Lady may
know that in 2010 M Berezovsky was successful in |ibel
proceedings in front of M Justice Eady agai nst
Vi adimr Terluk and that was in connection with
al l egations that M Berezovsky was involved in the death
of M Litvinenko. M Terluk's appeal against that
judgnent is being heard this week and in that context
yesterday this statenent from M Lugovoi was referred to
in open court and it refers both to the circunstances in
which the Le Bourget recording was nade and it refers to
the possibility of further recordings.

My Lady, pursuant to M Berezovsky's and
M Cotlick's obligations, we've provided a copy of this
statenment to the defendants in respect of that. MW
Lady, | think if I could just sumari se the position
very briefly and take your Ladyship to the rel evant
par agr aphs because there are only a few paragraphs that
are rel evant.

M Lugovoi was the head of security at ORT and the
rel evant sections in the statement are paragraphs 77
through to 87 of M Lugovoi's statenent, and if | could
take your Ladyship to that just very briefly.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER:  Yes.



MR G LLIS: WMaybe | could just ask your Ladyship to read
par agraphs 77 to 87.
MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER:  Yes. (Pause)
What's the date this was sworn?
MR G LLIS: This was sworn on 26 October 2011
MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER  Yes.
MR G LLIS: So, as ny Lady can see --
MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER | haven't got a signature. |'ve seen

the date at the top of the first page but as | have no

signature --
MR GLLIS: M Lady, neither doI. | was just taking the
date fromthe front page. 1'Il see if there is a sworn

copy which we can produce to your Ladyship.

As your Ladyship will see, those paragraphs really
deal with three matters. At paragraph 77 to 81
M Lugovoi is suggesting that neetings and conversations
were routinely recorded. And then at paragraphs 82 to
87 he then describes how his deputy, M M khail Sazonov,
arranged the renote recording at Le Bourget and |I'm
informed in Skadden's letter of 4 August 2011 -- and
that's bundl e L(2011)13/185 -- that M Abranovich has
been in touch with M Sazonov.

Then, ny Lady, of nobst direct relevance to the
undertaki ngs that were given in respect of further

recordi ngs, at paragraph 87 your Ladyship can see that
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M Lugovoi explains that, follow ng orders from

M Patarkatsishvili in 2006, he ordered M Sazonov to
transfer part of the recording archive to Georgia and
that in Georgia M Patarkatsishvili is reported to have
sorted the recordings into three categories of Sibneft,
Rusal and ORT and he al so asked M Sazonov to make

a copy of the ORT recording which was kept by

M Lugovoi --

MR SUMPTION: O the Le Bourget recording.

MR GLLIS: I'msorry, yes, of the Le Bourget recording,
whi ch was kept by M Lugovoi in Mscow.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER  Ri ght.

MR G LLIS: So, ny Lady, no indication that M Berezovsky
has access to any of these possible further recordings,
but that's the further information that is avail able as
regards the possibility of there being further
recor di ngs.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Right. So are you nmaki ng any
application?

MR GLLIS: No, I'mjust bringing it to the court's --

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER  Conplying with the terns of the
under t aki ng.

MR G LLIS: Exactly so.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER: Right, thank you.

M Sunption, do you want to say anything about this?
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MR SUMPTION: M Lady, what it appears to indicate is that

the Le Bourget transcript, its survival appears to have
been a matter of conscious selection on the part of
M Pat arkatsishvili, given that there seemto have been
a |l arge nunber of other recordings at one stage that may
well throw sone light on the history of events. But I'm
not going to make subm ssions on that at the noment.

MRS JUSTI CE GLOSTER  Very wel .

MR SUMPTION: My Lady, your Ladyship didn't actually
determ ne at what tinme we should sit tonorrow.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: No, | didn't. 10.30 tonorrow?

MR RABI NOW TZ:  Yes.

MRS JUSTICE GLOSTER: Very well. 10.30 tonorrow.

(4.27 pm

(The hearing adjourned until

Fri day, 4 Novenber 2011 at 10.30 am
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