_ (USAFLS)

From: Roy Black « =
Sent: Wednesday, February 11, 2015 8:50 AM
To: (USAFLS)
Subject: RE: Your phone call

Great. Speak to you then,

----- Or

iginal Message-----
rror: R (15 ([

Sent: Wednesday, February 11, 2015 8:49 AM
To: Roy Black
Subject: Re: Your phone call

Hi Roy. Thanks for your message. Dexter wants to participate in the call so it is helpful to have a roadmap of the
discussion points, We will call your office at 2:00. If there is a better number to call, just shoot me an email.

Talk to you soon.

Assistant U.S, Attorney
Southern District of Florida
500 5. Australian Ave, Ste 400
West Palm Beach, FL 33401

On Feb 10, 2015, at 7:35 PM, "Roy Black" <[ | | | N G- -

Marie | was not calling you about the correspondence so don't worry about that. | called you to discuss the plaintiff's
replies filed as dockets 310 and 311. We think there are serious misstatements by them in these pleadings. So | just
wanted to let you know what our suggested responses are. | have decided to summarize them here because it is easier
than going through it on the phone and | assume you need to discuss this with dexter, 10 3 is willing to sign any affidavit
put before her and it is hard to stomach. Whenewver they have a problem they just have her file a new affidavit. | admit |
am steamed and biased about this because of the trashing of alan's reputation. This makes me sick, | don't mind
defending almost any accusation but gratuitously destroying a man like alan is going beyond any ethical boundaries.
How about if | call you at 2 tomorrow?

1. The CVRA case is a Complaint about whether certain statutory rights were violated by the Govt. The Govt not JE is
the defendant. Whether JD 3 or JD 4 are or are not victims is not the test of whether they are proper petitioners: they
also must allege a basis for the allegations that their rights to consultation and notification were violated. JD 4 was not
even known to the Govt: by definition how could she have been notified or consulted? 1D 3 informed the Gowt in 2007
that she did not want to be contacted or "bothered" again, DKT 304-1. The FBI case agent participated in the
conversation. The FBI provided JD 3 with their contact information. She did not contact the FBl or USAQ again seeking
to assert her rights as a crime victim until 4 years later. Again, by definition, she rejected rights to consultation and
notification in this conversation with the Government and in her subsequent decision to avoid any involvement with the
FBI until she was again interviewed in 2011;
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2. JD 3 was not a minor during the critical time periods, She was 23 when interviewed by the FBl in 2007, She was 25
when she received a specific notification in September of 2008 [Dkt 290-1) that the federal investigation of JE had
concluded with a state plea and sentence (this was only 2 months after the sentence and the beginning of state
incarceration). Rather than contesting the resolution that the USAQ reached with JE in a timely manner, she exploited it
by suing JE as Jane Doe 102 and reaching a favorable financial settlement by taking advantage of the attorney
representative and the waiver of liability provisions of the NPA. By the time of her lawsuit in early 2009, the NPA had
been unsealed, was in the possession of her counsel, was mentioned in her lawsuit, and yet she did nothing for 5 years
{other than receiving a monetary settlement) to pursue her alleged grievances in court;

3. The Complaint by JD 3 {then Jane Doe 102 as stipulated to by her counsel in Dkt 311 at 4) made all of the same
factual allegations as she makes in 2014 and, impaortantly, in par 32, states that following an investigation by the FBl and
USAD JE pled guilty to state offenses. . She had all the information available to her in early 2009 that she needed to
contest the NPA and pleas of guilty if she so chose;

4. Judge Marra himself said "there is no logical reason to treat a 'non-prosecution agreement' which the government
employs to dispose of contemplated federal charges any different from a 'plea agreement’ employed to dispose of
charged offenses in interpreting remedies available under the CVRA. Where the statute expressly contemplates that a
'plea’ may be set aside if entered in violation of CVRA conferral rights, it necessary contemplates that a 'non-
prosecution’ agreement may be set aside if entered in violation of the government's conferral obligations”, Dkt 189 at 9.
In short, the law of the case dictates that the test for whether the Motion to loin is timely is the test that would apply to
efforts to rescind a plea and sentence.

5. The proper test of the timing of the Motion to Join (or any later Complaint) is found within 18 USC 3771(d)(5) styled
"Limitation of Relief" where a crime victim may make a motion to re-open a plea or sentence only if "the victim has
asserted the right to be heard before or during the proceeding at issue ..". This provision is enacted to prevent delay
and its concomitant prejudice to a defendant who is serving a sentence that the "victim" wishes to re-open or challenge.
By delaying her attempt to re-open the NPA (which is not only analogous to a "plea and sentence” but expressly
incorporates the imperative of JE pleading guilty in state court) 1D 3 waived her right to contest the NPA;

6. 1D 3 seeks to rescind the NPA (See Dkt 311 at 7). She therefore seeks to rescind the plea and state sentence. These
were fully served during the very time she sought monetary benefits by delaying joining the ongoing CVRA case. Judge
Marra found that the delay in proceeding on an expedited basis as to JD 1 and 2 was attributable to their prioritizing
their monetary lawsuit, DKT 189 at 5 (finding that for 18 months the CVRA stalled as the petitioners pursued their
collateral lawsuits against JE). These delays also contradicted a second statutory mandate - that district courts "decide
any motion asserting a victim's rights forthwith" with a limit on continuances of 5 days and a short period to appeal
adverse decisions, 18 USC 3771(d)(3). The entire statutory scheme is to avoid delay in part to vindicate claimed rights, in
part to prevent a rescission or re-opening after the defendant has suffered the full prejudice of serving his sentence as JE
has here. (See DKT 290 at 2-4)

7. The SOLis not the test for whether the Govt and JE has been prejudiced by delay. SOL are procedural which is why
they can be extended after the date when the alleged offense occurred [if they were substantive, such an extension
would constitute an ex post facto violation of a defendant's rights). If civil procedure is being used for purposes of
broadening discovery (See Dkt 310 at 5}, then the civil SOL should apply. The criminal SOL has nothing to do with the

CVRA. Under the Petitioners theory, Jane Doe 3 could wait until she is 60 or 70 years old to bring the CVRA complaint
(Dkt 311 at 9).
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8. Jane Doe 3's residing in - did not prevent her from joining the CVRA case. The case was widely reported in
the media as was the NPA (DKT 290 at 7 fn 7 where Govt identifies an internet search that would have disclosed the
CVRA as of July of 2008). She herself gave media interviews as early as 2011. She was not too frightened to go on the
offensive with She was never threatened. She could easily have asked to join the CVRA complaint as a
"victim" living ' "but chose not to, {Dkt 311 at 11)

9. lane Doe 3 claims she did not learn the specifics of the CVRA until 2014 (Dkt 311 at 11) but she knew about the NPA
- which was made public and discussed by the media and was the basis of her 2009 lawsuit, she knew by her receipt of a
letter from the USAO dated 9-3-08 that JE had pled guilty and was sentenced and that the USAO had "agreed to defer
federal prosecution in favor of this state plea and sentence”, Dkt 290 at 4, Dkt 290-1, she knew as of 9-3-08 that there
was ongoing litigation involving two other victims (Dkt 290-1, Dkt 311 at 12), and she was making herself publicly
available by giving interviews to the and to Edwards and Scarola in 2011, She was an adult in 2008 {25) and
2011 (28). She has a responsibility to join the lawsuit prior to the completion of JE sentence. Principles of laches should
estop this long delayed effort to rescind the very agreement that she benefited from via her earlier 2255 lawsuit,

usarts) it

Sent: Tuesday, February 10, 2015 3:37 PM
To: Roy Black
Subject: Your phone call

Hi Roy - | have been trying again to get an answer to your question from weeks ago about the correspondence before |
called you back. | still do not have an answer. Why don't we set up a time tomorrow to talk, and hopefully | will have an
answer by then,

| am free any time before 4:30.

Thanks.

Assistant U5, Attorney

500 5. Australian Ave, Suite 400
West Palm Beach, FL 33401
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

Case No, 9:08-80736-Civ-Marra/Johnson

|1

UNITED STATES

ROTECTIVE MOTION PURSUANT TO
RULE 15 TO AMEND THEIR PETITION TO CONFOR EXISTING EVIDENCE
AND TO AD AS PETITIONERS

COME NOW Jane Doe Mo. | and Jane Doe No. 2 (the “current victims™), by and through
undersigned counsel, to file this protective motion pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
|5(a)}(2) to amend the petition that they have filed in this case. The amendment would (1)
conform their petition to the evidence in the case and (2) add Jane Doe Nao. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4
(the “new victims™) as petitioners.

This motion is a “protective™ motion because it may be unnecessary., With regard (o
amending to conform to the evidence, the current victims believe that their existing petition is
broad enough to cover the developing evidence in this case. But the petition was filed on July 7,
2008, before the Government had even disclosed the existence of the non-prosecution agreement
(NPA) in this case. The petition, accordingly. does not specifically discuss the Government's
concealment of the NPA. To conform to that important fact in this case. it appears desirable to
amend the petition to address the NPA.

With regard to amending to add new victims. the Government has argued that Rule 15
{addressing amending pleadings) rather than Rule 21 (addressing joinder of parties) is the

applicable rule. While the victims have contested that view in their concurrently-filed Rule 21
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reply brief, out of an abundance of caution, they explain here why a Rule 15 motion to amend
should be granted. In addition. Rule 15(c)(1) allows an amended pleading to “relate back™ to the
date of an initial pleading, provided that the amendment asserts a claim “‘that arose out of the
conduet, transaction or occurrence set out . . . in the original pleading.” Because the original
petition in this case alleged that the Government violated the rights of all the girls who were
Jeffrey Epstein’s victims, the proposed amendment in this case would relate back to the date the
petition was filed: July 7, 2008. This relation back eliminates any statute of limitations or other
timelessness concerns.
FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On July 7. 2008, Jane Doe No. | filed a petition under the Crime Victims® Rights Act
(CVRA), 18 U.S.C. § 3771. See DE 1. She sought to enforce both her CVRA rights — and the
rights of other victims. As the Court is aware, when Jane Doe No. | filed her initial petition in
this action, it was unclear whether the Government had even reached a plea arrangement with
Jeffrey Epstein and, if so, what crimes were covered. Accordingly, the petition generally alleged
that, “[u]pon information and belief, [Epstein] is engaged in plea negotiations with the Office of
the United States Attorney for the Southern District of Florida concerning federal crimes he is
alleged to have committed against minor children, including Petitioner.” DE | at 1-2 (emphasis
added).' Jane Doe No. 1's petition went on to quite specifically allege that the Government was
violating not only her rights but the rights of other similarly-situated victims: “On information
and belief, roughly the same crimes were committed [by Epstein] against several other young
females. These victims, too, are in danger of losing their right to confer under the CVRA.” DE

I at 7 n.2 (emphasis added).

" Obviously, at that point Jane Doe No. 1 did not know that the Government and Epstein
had secretly concluded a non-prosecution deal some nine months earlier, in about October 2007.

2
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The Government filed a response to the petition, and then Jane Doe No. | filed a reply in
support of her petition, By this time, counsel for Jane Doe No. | had heard about the NPA, but
had not seen the agreement. Once again, Jane Doe No. |'s pleading very directly mentioned
other victims, alleging: “This deferred prosecution agreement was reached without conferral with
[Jane Doe No. 1] — or, indeed, with the many other young victims of [Epstein’s] crimes.” DE 9
at | (emphasis added). The reply went on to explain that the agreement “remarkably allowed the
defendant — a billionaire with extraordinary political connections — 1o escape all federal
prosecutions for dozens of serious federal sex offenses against minors.” Id at 1-2. The reply
explained the relief sought, specifically that “[t]he Court should therefore declare the proposed
non-prosecution agreement an illegal one, since it was reached in violation of the CVRA, and
order the Government to confer with Petitioner and the other victims in this matter before
reaching any disposition in this case.” Jd. at 2 (emphasis added). The reply asked the Court to
“hold that [Jane Doe No. || and the other victims in this case had the right to confer with the
Government before it reached its non-prosecution agreement.,” [d. at 8 (emphasis added); see
also id. (the Government kept Jane Doe No. 1 “and the many other victims of [Epstein’s] federal
sex offenses . . . in the dark about the fact that the Government was planning to reach a deal . . .
) dd. at 10 (the Government did not use “its ‘best efforts’ to protect the rights of [Jane Doe No.
1] (and the other victims) in this case when it failed to confer with her about the non-prosecution
agreement”). Jane Doe No. | asked for the “obvious remedy™ that would involve all the victims
~ i.e., that the court “declare the non-prosecution agreement illegal and direct that the
Government proceed to negotiate a new agreement . . . in a process that respects [Jane Doe No.

1's] fand the other victins ') rights.” Tl at 12 (emphasis added).
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The Court rapidly held a hearing. During that hearing, the Government agreed to add
Jane Doe No. 2 into the case as a second petitioner. Counsel for Jane Doe No. | and No. 2 also
began learning about broad outlines of the NPA the hearing. See DE 15 (tr. July 11, 2008) at 24
(court notes that victims’ counsel “learned today . . . that the agreement was signed . . . in
October™),

As the case proceeded in the following months, the Court ordered the Government to
produce the NPA to the victims (DE 26) and to attempt to reach a stipulated set of facts, Over
the next several years, the Government took conflicting positions on whether it would stipulate
to facts, ultimately refusing to stipulate to anything. See generally DE 225-1 at 2-4. Unable to
obtain any stipulations. Jane Doe No. 1 and Jane Doe No. 2 filed a detailed summary judgment
motion (DE 48). This motion relied in large measure on the Government’s and Epstein’s joint
decision to conceal the NPA from the victims. See, e.g, DE 48 at 10 (noting that “the U.S.
Attorney's Office put itself in a position that conferring with the crime victims (including Jane
Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2) about the non-prosecution agreement would violate the terms of the
agreement™). In addition to discussing the situation of the two petitioners, the motion also raised
very specific allegations about Jane Doe No. 3, i.e., that “Jeffrey Epstein flew at least one
underage girl on his private jet for the purpose of forcing her to have sex with him and others.
Epstein forced this underage girl to be sexually exploited by his adult male peers, including
royalty, politicians, businessmen, and professional and personal acquaintances.,” DE 48 at 4
{citing complaint filed on behalf of Jane Doe No. 3, identified as “Jane Doe No. 1027).

The Court ultimately denied the victims' motion for judgment on the pleadings, but

allowed the case to move forward. DE 99. The victims then filed discovery requests. As the
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Court is aware, discovery issues are currently pending before the Court.  The Government has
not yet fully answered the victims”™ discovery requests,

On December 30, 2014, two new victims filed a motion 1o join this case. pursuant to Fed.
R. Civ. P. 21, DE 280, The Government objected to this motion. DE 290. One of the
arguments that the Government made in its response was that the proper vehicle for adding new
parties into this case is not a motion for joinder, but rather a motion to amend pleadings under
Fed. R. Civ. P. 15. DE 290 at 2. The Government then argued that the Court should deny the
current victims leave to amend. /d.

In a concurrently-filed reply brief regarding the Rule 21 maotion, the victims have replied
to Government, arguing that Rule 21 is the proper vehicle for adding new parties 1o this case.
But because of the Government’s assertion that Rule 15 is the proper vehicle for adding parties,
the current victims have filed this protective motion to amend under Rule 15.°
L. JANE DOE NO. 1 AND JANE DOE NO, 2 SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO AMEND

THEIR CVRA ENFORCEMENT PETITION TO CONFORM TO THE

EVIDENCE IN THIS CASE.

Given the way this case has proceeded, the current petition before the Court does not
conform to the evidence that has developed. Indeed. the current petition does not even mention

the NPA — which is central to this case — for the simple reason that the Government (and Epstein)

had concealed the existence of the NPA at the time the petition was drafted.

* Although he has not yet been allowed to intervene, putative intervenor Alan Dershowitz
also has argued that Rule 15 is appropriate vehicle for the new victims to seek to join the CVRA
case. See DE 282 at 2.

 To be clear, in conformance with Rule 15(a)(2), this motion to amend is technically
filed by the two current victims — Jane Doe No. | and No. 2. However, Jane Doe No. 3 and No.
4 have requested the filing of this motion, In that sense, this motion is brought on behalf of all
four victims. As indicated in their motion for joinder, all four victims (represented by the same
legal counsel) intend to coordinate efforts and avoid duplicative pleadings.

3
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In such circumstances, it is entirely appropriate for Jane Doe No. | and Jane Doe No. 2 to
now seek to amend their petition to conform to the current state of the case. Of course, “the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure are to be liberally construed to effectuate the general purpose
seeing that cases are tried on the merits and to dispense with technical procedural problems.”
Sm:'enl Am. Nat. Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago, 529 F.2d 1257, 1263 (Tth Cir. 1976). Rule
I5(a)(2) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure specifically allows an amendment, providing
that a party may amend its pleading “with the opposing party’s written consent or the court's
leave. 'I‘.he court should freely give leave when justice so requires.” {emphasis added). For
reasons that remain unclear to the current victims, the Government has declined to give its
consent even to a basic amendment of the petition. Accordingly, the current victims seek leave
of court to make such an amendment.

The text of Rule 15 itself reflects a liberal attitude towards amendment, starting with the

clear direction that the court “should freely give leave when justice so requires.” The Supreme
Court has admonished that “[i]f the underlying facts or circumstances relied upon by a plaintiff
may be a proper subject of relief, [she] ought to be afforded an opportunity to test [her] claim on
the merits.” Foman v. Davis, 371 US. 178, 182 (1962). The policy in favor of amendment “is
to be applied with extreme liberality.” C.F. ex rel. Farnan v. Capistrano Unified Sch. Dist., 654
F.3d 975, 985 (9th Cir.2011) (emphasis added).

The Government can have no good reason for opposing a basic amendment. If we
understand the Government’s objection correctly, it does not deny that the proposed amendment
conforms to the evidence that the victims have developed in this case. Instead, the Government

apparently believes that the current victims should have filed a motion sooner. But “delay, by

itself, is insufficient to justify denial of leave to amend.” DCD Programs, Lid. v. Leighton, 833
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I.2d 183, 186 (9th Cir. 1987). And the Government has clearly long been on notice that issues
surrounding the NPA are at the heart of this case.

District courts “should freely allow an amendment when doing so will aid in presenting
the merits and the objecting party fails to satisfy the court that the evidence would prejudice that
party's action or defense on the merits.” Developers Sur. & Indem. Co. v. Bi-Tech Const., Inc.,
979 F. Supp. 2d 1307, 1320 (S.D. Fla. 2013); see, e.g.. Baker v. Firestone Tire & Rubber Co.,
793 F.2d 1196 (11th Cir.1986) (Fed.R.Civ.P. 15(b) instructs district courts to grant leave to
conform the pleadings to the evidence freely. provided no prejudice to the defendant is shown).
The current victims should be allowed to amend their petition to conform to the way the case has
proceeded.

The Government cannot credibly claim that it is unaware that its concealment of the NPA
is at issue here. For example, as long ago as April 8, 2011, the Government filed a pleading in
which it defended its decision to conceal the NPA. See DE 62 at 42 (. . . there also was a
possibility that Epstein would not perform the NPA. A determination was made to cease
notifications . . . ."). And as the Court knows, the parties have briefed at length the issue of
whether rescission of the NPA is a possible remedy in this case. See DE 119, 127, and 147, In
rejecting the Government's argument, the Court said “[t]he petitioners in this action seek to
vacate a ‘non-prosecution agreement’ (‘the agreement’) between the United States Attorney’s
Office for the Southern District of Florida . . . and Jeffrey Epstein, .. .” DE 189 at 1., The Court
went on to rule for the victims on the rescission issue. explaining that “in their petition and
supplemental pleadings, Jane Doe | and 2 have identified a remedy which is likely to redress the
injury complained of — the setting aside of the non-prosecution agreement as a prelude to the full

unfettered exercise of their conferral rights at a time that will enable the victims to exercise those
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rights meaningfully.” /d at 8. Clearly, the Government is not harmed from an amendment
conforming to these rulings. A proposed first amended petition (previously provided to the
Government) is attached to this pleading.’

I1. JANE DOE NO. 1 AND JANE DOE NO, 2 SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO AMEND

THEIR PETITION TO ADD JANE DOE NO. 3 AND JANE DOE NO. 4 INTO

THIS CASE.

The current victims — Jane Doe No. 1 and Jane Doe No. 2 — should also be allowed to
amend their petition to include two new parties as petitioners — Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No.
4. The current victims continue to believe that Rule 21 is the proper vehicle for joining new
parties into the existing CVRA action. To protect their rights, however, Jane Doe No. | and Jane
Doe No. 2 now file this protective motion for leave to amend to add two new parties under Rule
15(a)(2). Leave to amend should be granted because the interests of justice will be served by
allowing these parallel claims of two additional victims to be litigated on the merits in a single
action. There has been no undue delay, and the amendment “relates back™ to the original filing
date. obviating any statute of limitations or other timeliness concern.

A. Leave to Amend to Include New Plaintiffs Should be Freely Given.

As discussed above, courts freely grant leave to amend, because cases should be tried on
their merits rather than the technicalities of pleadings. See, e.g.. Jet, Inc. v. Sewage Aeration
Svs., 165 F.3d 419, 425 (6™ Cir. 1999). This already-liberal policy is applied even more
generously when the proposed amendment simply adds new plaintiffs, because prejudice to the

other party is less likely to result from adding additional plaintiffs than from adding new

* The proposed amended petition contains nine words in it referring to Jane Doe No. 3
and Jane Doe No. 4. As argued in the next section of this pleading, Jane Doe No. | and Jane
Doe No. 2 believe that the two new victims should be added into this case. If the Court disagrees
with this argument. then it should allow the amended pleading without those nine words in it.

8
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defendants or new claims. See Kr'ngl Cessna Aircraft Co., 2010 WL 5253526, at *10 (S.D. Fla.
2010).

Courts have frequently allowed plaintifTs to amend their pleading to add new plaintiffs.
See, ez, Joshlin v. Gannett River States Pub. Corp., 152 F.R.D. 577 (E.D. Ark. 1993)
(amendment to name all purported class members as plaintiffs); Owo v. Milwankee Cnty., No.
07-C-427, 2007 WL 3228118, at *2 (E.D. Wis. Oct. 30, 2007) (additional plaintiffs allowed);
Grand Lodge of Pennsylvania v. Peters, 560 F. Supp. 2d 1270, 1274 (M.D. Fla. 2008) (Eleventh
Circuit Court test satisfied, additional plaintiffs allowed). And the Government appears to
concede that a proper procedure vehicle for the victims to pursue is a motion to amend. See DE
290 at 2.

B. There Has Been No *Undue Delay™ In Seeking to Amend.

In their parallel filing under Rule 21, the current victims have provided numerous reasons
why participation by the new victims is desirable in this case. The Government does not appear
to contest these reasons. Instead of dealing with the substance of the issue, the Government
argues the victims have “unduly delayed™ filing their motion to amend. Of course, “undue”
delay requires some reference to some time when the new victims’ claims were, in fact. due. As
discussed in the victims® contemporaneously-filed reply regarding Rule 21. the statute of
limitations for the crimes against minors at issue here has not yet expired. See 18 U.S.C. § 3283,
And Congress has not seen fit to sel a more restrictive time limit for victims to file CVRA
enforcement actions, either in the CVRA itself or in civil statutes of limitations. Assessed under
these congressional decisions, the motion to amend has not been unduly delayed.

Even more important, this Court has not yet set a time limit for adding new parties to this

case. The Court would ordinarily establish such a limit as part of a Rule 16 Scheduling
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Conference. See Local Rule 16.1 (a Joint Proposed Scheduling shall contain “[a] limitation of
the time to join additional parties and to amend the pleadings”™). In this case. Jane Doe No. | and
Jane Doe No. 2 have tried to comply with the civil rules by, for example, providing their initial
disclosures to the Government pursuant to Fed. R. Civ, P. 26(a)(1). The Government, however,
has not even taken that limited step to move the case forward.

The Eleventh Circuit has highlighted the importance of scheduling orders in considering
motions to amend. [t has cautioning against “render[ing] scheduling orders meaningless™ by
granting leave to amend freely afier a scheduling order deadline has passed. See. e.g., Sosa v.
Airprini Sys., Ine., 133 F.3d 1417, 1419 (1 1th Cir, 1998), But the converse must be true as well:
It would likewise render scheduling orders meaningless if a party was denied a chance to freely
add additional parties before a scheduling order deadline has passed — particularly where the
Government has not sought entry of such a scheduling order and has refused to make its initial
disclosures required by the civil rules. In the absence of any court-imposed time limit to add
parties. it is hard to understand how the Government can argue that “undue” delay exists.

In assessing whether delay is or is not “undue,” the Court should also consider the state
to which the case has progressed. Of prime importance is the ability of a party to conduct
necessary discovery. See, e.g., Qlech v. Vill. of Willowbrook, 138 F. Supp. 2d 1036, 1046 (N.D.
11, 2000) (“The addition of a new party plaintiff can cause undue prejudice . . . where the
proposed amendment does not afford defendant adequate time for discovery™). Where there is
no evidence of prejudice due to lack of time for discovery, an amendment adding new parties
should be freely granted. [d. At this juncture, the Government has not vet even produced all of

the discovery that the Court has ordered it to produce. Moreover, the Government can clearly
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pursue whatever discovery it needs to defend its position. (In its pleading, the Government does
not claim that it needs any discovery). The Government suffers no harm from the amendment.

In addition, the new victims have not unduly delayed in seeking to join this action. With
regard to Jane Doe No. 3, the Government's lead argument is the claim that “petitioners’ counsel
have been representing [Jane Doe No. 3] since at least as early as March 2011, yet they have
wailed more than three years to attempt to add her as a party.” DE 290 at 8. This unsupported
allegation is simply false. See AfT, of Jane Doe No. 3 at 7, Exhibit 1 to Victims™ Reply in
Support of Motion for Joinder (hereinafter “Jane Doe No. 3 Aff.”) (responding to Government's
claim of legal representation and attesting “[t]his is completely untrue, and | think the
Government knows it is untrue. 1 was not represented by legal counsel in March 20117).
Undersigned counsel began representing Jane Doe No. 3 (pro bono) in around April 2014 and
then contacted the Government over the summer about possibly adding her into the case. As
recounted at greater length in an earlier pleading, counsel moved to add Jane Doe No. 3 into this
case within seven days of receiving the Government's objection to her maotion for joinder, See
DE 291 at 5-6.

More important. Jane Doe No. 3 had good reason for not seeking to join this case until
this past summer. As discussed in the Rule 21 reply brief, she was _ -
specifically in [ from 2002 w0 2013, Critically, Jane Doe No. 3 was hiding from Epstein.
See Jane Doe No. 3 Aff. at 3, Her decision to live away from family and friends was not
voluntary, fd. And living in - kept her from learning about how this CVRA action
worked. /d. at 5-7. Jane Doe No. 3 did not learn about the specifics of this action — and thus the
ability to enforce her rights — until 2014, see id at 8, and she acted promptly at that point to

obtain legal counsel and join this case.
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With regard to Jane Doe No. 4. she filed her motion to join the case when she felt it was
safe and appropriate to do so. Given the fact that sexual assault victims all have different
reactions to the crimes committed against them. the Court should not conclude that she has
unduly delayed.

In crafting its argument about undue delay, the Government relies heavily on a letter sent
to Jane Dioe No. 3 on September 3, 2008, See DE 290-1. As Jane Doe No. 3 explains in her
affidavit, that letter did not directly say that Epstein’s crimes against her were not going to be
prosecuted. Instead, it said elliptically that “the United States has agreed to defer federal
prosecution in favor of this state plea and sentence.” Jane Doe No. 3 “did not know what that
meant.” Jane Doe No. 3 Aff. at 5. Significantly with regard to this CVRA litigation, the
Covernment did nos tell her (and other victims) that litigation was underway trying to invalidate
the NPA. Instead, the Government misleadingly stated that “[t]here has been litigation between
the United States and two other victims regarding the disclosure of the entire agreement between
the United States and Mr. Epstein.” DE 290-1 at 3 (emphasis added). This description of the
litigation is, in the victims® view, quite deceptive. Of course, the point of the litigation was not
to obtain the NPA's “disclosure™ but rather the NPA’s invalidation. Jane Doe No. 3 attests in
her aftidavit that “[u]nderstanding more about that case now, | realize that the letter did not
explain that the real purpose of that litigation was not to get ‘disclosure of the entire agreement’
but instead to get criminal charges filed against Epstein. | wish that the Government had told me
that was what was really going on.” Jane Doe No. 3 Aff. at 5-6.

Compounding the confusion that the Government created through its letter, in 2011 FBI
agents traveled to - to interview Jane Doe No. 3. During that interview, they discussed her

sexual abuse in Florida, giving the impression that criminal charges could still be brought in
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Florida. The Government does not contend that it made clear to Jane Doe No. 3 during that
interview that the NPA barred prosecutions in Florida. And Jane Doe No. 3 has flatly declared
that 1 was not told even at this point [in 2011] that [Epstein] could not be prosecuted for the
crimes he committed in Florida.” Jane Doe No. 3 Aff. at 7. As a result, she left that meeting
with the entirely reasonable impression that prosecuting Epstein in Florida was a real possibility.
Id.

In light of all these facts, Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 did not unduly delay in
seeking to join this case. But finally, the motion to amend is being filed by Jane Doe No, | and
Jane Doe No. 2. It was difficult for them to work with Jane Doe No. 3 until her recent return to
the United States. They did not unduly delay in filing their amendment by waiting until Jane
Doe No. 3's return to this country,

C. The Amended Pleading is Timely Because It *Relates Back™ to the Filing of
the Initial Pleading in 2008,

The Government’'s main objection to any amended pleading containing new parties
appears to be that it would be “futile.” The Government argues that such an amendment is
barred by the six-year statute of limitations governing tort claims against the Government, See
DE 290 at B (citing 28 U.S.C. § 2401(a)). In their contemporaneously-filed pleading on joinder.
the victims have explained that the Government is simply wrong to assert that the limitation
found in § 2401(a) applies to this case — specifically because this is not a “civil action™ against

the Government and (with regard to Jane Doe No. 3) the _ tolling provision

stppliv.:s.‘q But even if the limitation did apply, that would hardly make the victims' proposed

5 — : : . .
" The victims specifically adopt and incorporate by reference all their arguments against
applying § 2401(a) to this case into this pleading as well.
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amendment futile. The amendment here would “relate back™ to the original petition, filed six-
and-a-half years earlier, thereby satistying any applicable statute of limitations.

Relation back is a concept specifically adopted in Fed. R. Civ. P. 15(c)(1)(B). Under that
rule. an amended pleading “relates back to the date of the original pleading when . . . the
amendment asserts a claim or defense that arose out of the conduct, transaction, or occurrence set
out — or attempted to be set out - in the original pleading . . . ." Relation back typically refers to
adding new defendants to a case; nevertheless, the 1966 Amendment to Rule 15(¢) confirms that
relation back also “extends by analogy to amendments changing plaintiffs.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 15,
Adv. Comm. Notes, 1966 Amend. According to the Advisory Committee, the new version of
Rule 15(c) did not include express language about adding plaintiffs because that “problem is
generally easier” than adding defendants. Fed. R. Civ. P. 15,

Circuit Courts have applied varying tests for articulating how to determine when an
amendment relates back to the filing of the original pleading. In the Eleventh Circuit, the test for
relation back has been generally understood as requiring the court to consider “(1) whether the
amended claim arose out of the same conduct. transaction, or occurrence as the original pleading;
(2) whether the amendment will unduly prejudice the defendant: and (3) whether the original
|pleading] provided adequate notice of the new plaintiff.” See King v. Cessna Aireraft Co., 2010
WL 5253526, at *10 (S.D. Fla. 2010) (magistrate judge recommendation), adopted in relevant
part, 2010 WL 5173152 (S.D. Fla. 201 0): Grand Lodge of Pennsvivania, 560 F. Supp. 2d 1270,
1274 (M.D. Fla. 2008). This victims® motion to amend satisfies all three requirements of the

Eleventh Circuit’s test for relation back.,
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1. The Proposed Amendment Arises Out of the Same Conduct as the
Original Petition.

First, the claims of Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 arise out of the same operative
facts as the original plaintiffs. In particular, both Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 challenge
the same secret agreement - i.e.. the NPA that the Government executed with Epstein and then
concealed from the victims, This is made clear by the proposed amendment itself, in which all
four victims simply allege the same general facts.

2. The Government Is Not Unduly Prejudiced by the Amendment.

Second, allowing the addition of two plaintiffs from the originally alleged victim class
will not unduly prejudice the Government. Various district courts define prejudice with regards
to relation back in terms of lost evidence due to the passage of time or inadequate time for
discovery. See Onto v. Milwaukee Cnry.. 2007 WL 3228118, at *2 (E.D. Wis. 2007) (no
evidence of prejudice: additional plaintiffs allowed). In fact, some jurisdictions require the
opposing party to bear the burden of proving prejudice. See, e.g., Padilla v. Sears. Roebuck &
Co., 2012 WL 5505071, at *1 (N.D, Cal. 2012). In other jurisdictions, a defendant fails to prove
prejudice unless it provides substantiated prool of harm. See Green v. Wolf Corp., 30 F.R.D. 220,
224 (S.D.NLY. 1970). These cases proceed from the premise that the concept of relation back
would be undermined if defendants were allowed to bar plaintiffs from joining a case simply by
proffering an unsupported protest of prejudice. Jd.

Here, the Government advances such an unsupported claim of prejudice.  The
Government seems to be treating this case as no-holds-barred, adversary litigation. In its effort
to keep the new victims out of this case. the Government remarkably appears to have forgotten
its statutory obligations to profect the victims. Congress has directed that federal prosecutors

“shall make their best efforts to see that crime victims are . . . accorded the rights described in

I3
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[the CVRA]L™ 18 U.S.C. § 3771(c)(1). In order for the Government to show “prejudice,” it must
demonstrate “[d]amage or detriment to one’s legal rights or claims.” Blacks's Law Dictionary
I218 (8th ed. 2004). Because the Government has a legal obligation to make its “best efforts”™ to
protect the CVRA rights of victims, it does not suffer any undue prejudice from the addition of
two new victims seeking to protect their rights — rights that the Government must also protect.

Turning to the specifics of the Government's position. the only argument that the
Government advances with respect to Jane Doe No. 3 is that her CVRA claim is “specious.” DE
290 at 12. This is, of course. an argument not about prejudice to the Government but rather
about the merits of Jane Doe No. 3's claims. But in considering a motion for joinder, the Court
must assume as true all relevant factual allegations made by the party seeking to join, See Lewis
I World Boxing Council, 914 F. Supp. 1121, 1123 (D.N.J. 1996). Here, Jane Doe No. 3 has
alleged — both in her initial affidavit and in her supplemental affidavit filed along with this
pleading — that the Government did not properly confer with her or otherwise afford her rights
under the CVRA. See, e.g, DE 291-1 at 13 (alleging failure to confer on the NPA); Jane Doe
No. 3 Aff. at 5 (] was never offered a chance to meaningfully confer with the prosecutor for the
Government, and | was never notified of any hearing that could affect me or my rights as a crime
victim to ever bring charges™). And the proposed amendment would allege that the Government
did not extend to her the rights promised in the CVRA. See Exhibit | at 1-2.

In contending that it will ultimately be able to prevail on such issues, the Government
claims that Jane Doe No. 3 told “agents of the Government™ not to bother her about the Epstein
investigation. DE 290 at 12. The facts surrounding this alleged exchange are highly disputed.
To begin with, it appears that the agent did not write any report surrounding this contact, see DE

304-1 at 1-3 (general affidavit that does not reference any specific dates) — a possible deviation
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from standard procedure that raises questions about what exactly happened. More important.
Jane Doe No. 3 strongly disputes that this brief contact was proper notification of her rights. As
she explains at length in her affidavit, she had grave doubts about whether a person calling her
out of the blue over the telephone and asking her about sex with Epstein was truly a law
enforcement investigator. See Jane Doe No. 3 Aff. at 4-5. The fact that Epstein and his lawyer
called her immediately after this contact only added 10 her suspicion. [ at 5.

In such circumstances, it is hard to see how a brief telephone call from an FBI agent
complies with the CVRA’s command that crime victims be reasonably “notified” of their CVRA
rights, 18 U.S.C. § 3771(c)(1), as well as actually afforded their rights — such as the right to
confer with the prosecutor. Nor would it have been inconsistent with respect for the victims’
“dignity and privacy.” 18 U.S.C. § 3771(a)(8), for the Government to have followed its standard
procedure of sending written notification of rights to Jane Doe No. 3. To be sure, federal
prosecutors have “prosecutorial discretion™ about which criminal charges to ultimately file. See
18 U.S.C. § 3771(d)(6). But that discretion is not a license for the Government to simply decide
not to provide proper notification to a victim of serious federal crimes — particularly when that
victim was clearly afraid of a dangerous criminal and hiding to escape his wrath. At the very
least, the Government can simply deny Jane Doe No. 3 an opportunity to join this case through
mere allegation that it complied with the CVRA. The Court should allow an amendment now

and make a final determination on CVRA compliance based on an appropriate record.’

® Much later, on September 3, 2008, the Government sent notification to Jane Doe No, 3,
at her address in of a possible civil remedy to be pursued. DE 290-1. But it never sent
its standard victim notification letter to Jane Doe No. 3 — in contrast to what it did earlier for
other victims.

" The Court will have to make such determination even if it denies the motion to amend.
Jane Doe No. | and Jane Doe No. 2 have already stated that they will call Jane Doe No. 3 as a
witness at any trial to prove part of a common plan and scheme to deprive the victims of their

17
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The Government will likewise not be prejudiced if Jane Doe No. 4 is added into the case.
The initial petition alleged that the Government had no made adequate efforts to notify “victims"”
about the non-prosecution agreement. Jane Doe No. 4 was in the victim class. The Government
churlishly contends that adding her into this case would require “a separate trial over whether or
not Jane Doe #4 is a "victim® who would have been entitled to any rights.” DE 290 at 10. Of
course, the Government never denies that Jane Doe No. 4 is a victim in this case, presumably
because it now possesses ample evidence that Epstein sexually abused her. Undersigned legal
counsel has already provided ample information to the Government supporting this fact. The
Government has an obligation to use its “best efforts™ to protect the rights of victims. Simply
demanding a “trial” when it knows what the real facts are is inconsistent with that obligation.
The Government also makes other arguments about the merits of Jane Doe No, 4°s ¢laims. but
those can be handled in due course in this litigation.

3. The Government Is On Notice About Claims from Other Victims.

The third and final requirement of the Eleventh Circuit’s relation back test is adequate
notice in the original complaint of the potential to add new plaintiffs. The Eleventh Circuit has
said “the critical issue [regarding relation back] is whether the original complaint gave notice to
the defendant of the claim now being asserted.” Bloom v. Alvereze, 498 F. App'x 867, 883 (I 1th
Cir. 2012). In Bloom, the Eleventh Circuit found that the motion to amend to add Mrs. Bloom to
Mr. Bloom’s claim did not satisfy the relation back test because Mrs. Bloom was only mentioned
in the original pleading vaguely in one instance as Mr. Bloom’s wife. ld. In contrast, as
recounted in the Factual Background section above, the original petition and reply in this case

clearly alleged that many victims - including Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 — were harmed

rights. See DE 291 at 25-26 (citing Fed. R. Evid. 404(b)).
I8
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by the Government. For example, the petition alleged “[o]n information and belief, roughly the
same crimes were committed [by Epstein] against several other young females. These victims,
too, are in danger of losing their right 1o confer under the CVRA” DE | at 7 n.2 (emphasis
added). And the reply supporting the petition asked the Court to “hold that [Jane Doe No. || and
the other victims in this case had the right to confer with the Government before it reached its
non-prosecution agreement.” DE 9 at 8 (emphasis added). The reply went on to explain relief
sought, specifically that “[t]he Court should therefore declare the proposed non-prosecution
agreement an illegal one, since it was reached in violation of the CVRA, and order the
Government to confer with Petitioner and the other victims in this matter before reaching any
disposition in this case.” Jd. at 2 (emphasis added). Building on all these allegations, at the first
hearing in this case, the Court allowed an additional victim — Jane Doe No. 2 — to join the action.
See DE 115 (tr. July 11, 2008) at 14. The current motion for an amended pleading simply builds
on that elaboration, naming two additional victims who were in the victim class alleged at the
outset of this case. The courts have readily allowed relation back in such circumstances, See,
e.g., Paskuly v. Marshall Field & Co., 646 F.2d 1210, 1211 (7th Cir. 1981) (where “the original
complaint alleged that defendant engaged in practices that discriminated against women because
of their sex; the defendant was thereby on notice that it might be required to defend its
employment practices from charges of class-based discrimination™).

Clearly the proposed amendment asserts a claim “that arouse out of the conduct.
transaction or occurrence set oul — or attempted to be set out — in the original pleading.” Fed. R.
Civ. P 15(c)1)B). 'I;hc adding of new “parties afier the applicable statute of limitations may

have run is not significant when the change is merely formal and in no way alters the known
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facts and issues on which the action is based.” Siaren v. Am. Nat. Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago,
529 F.2d 1257, 1263 (7th Cir. 1976). The Court should accordingly allow an amended pleading.

CONCLUSION

Jane Doe No. | and Jane Doe No. 2 should be allowed to amend their initial petition,
pursuant to Rule 15 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure to conform to the evidence in this
case and to add Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 as petitioners. A proposed first amended
petition is attached to this pleading.

DATED: February 6, 2015

Respecttully Submitted,

/s/ Bradley J. Edwards

Bradley J. Edwards

FARMER, JAFFE. WEISSING,
EDWARDS, FISTOS & LEHRMAN, P.L.,

itnd

Paul G. Cassell
Pro Hac Vice

5.J. Quinney College of Law at the
University of Utah’

Attorneys for Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2

This daytime business address is provided for identification and correspondence
purposes only and is not intended to imply institutional endorsement by the University of Utah
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| certify that the foregoing document was served on February 6. 2015, on the following

using the Court’s CM/ECF system:

5005, Australian Ave., Suite 400
West Palm Beach, FL 33401

Attorneys for the Government

s/ Bradley J. Edwards
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

CASE NO. 9:08-cv-80736-KAM

JANE DOE NO. 1 and JANE DOE NO. 2,
Petitioners,

VS,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondent.

/

VICTIMS FIRST AMENDED PETITION FOR ENFORCEMENT
OF THE CRIME VICTIMS' RIGHTS ACT

COME NOW Jane Doe No. | and Jane Doe 2, to file this first amended petition
for enforcement of rights under the Crime Victims™ Rights Act (CVRA), 18 U.S.C. §
3771,

I. Petitioners Jane Doe No. 1. Jane Doe No. 2, Jane Doe, No. 3, and Jane Doe
MNo. 4 (hereinafter collectively referred to as “the petitioners™), now adults, were as minor
girls the victims of federal sex crimes commitied by Jleffrey Epstein (hereinafter
“Defendant™) and by other co-conspirators between about 1998 and 2006. These crimes
included sex trafficking of children (in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1591), use of a means of
interstate commerce entice a minor 10 commit prostitution (in violation of 18 US.C. §
2422), travel with intent to engage in illicit sexual conduct (in violation of 18 U.S.C §
2423), wire fraud (in violation of I8 U.S.C. § 1343), and conspiracy to commit such
crimes (in violation of 18 U.5.C. § 371). The Defendant and others committed these

crimes within the jurisdiction of the Southern District of Florida in Palm Beach County,
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Florida, as well as in other jurisdictions inside and owside the United States.  The
Defendant and his co-conspirators committed similar crimes against dozens of other
victims.

2. Upon information and belief, in and around 2005 to 2007, the Defendant and
others were the subject of a federal criminal investigation conducted by the United States
Attorney’s Office for the Southern District of Florida (hereafter “the U.S. Attorney's
Office™) for crimes committed against the petitioners and other similarly situated victims,
In around September 2007, the Defendant and the U.S. Attormey’s Office entered a non-
prosecution agreement (“NPA™), under which the Defendant and other potential co-
conspirators would not be prosecuted for their federal crimes against petitioners and other
similarly-situated victims, in exchange for the Defendant’s guilty plea to two state
offenses, including solicitation of a minor for prostitution. On June 30, 2008, in the
Circuit Court for Palm Beach, the Defendant entered his guilty plea to the State offenses
and, pursuant to the previous agreement, was sentenced to 18 months in jail.

3. Upon information and belief, around and after September 2007, the Defendant
and the U.S. Attorney’s Office conspired together to make the NPA confidential and
thereafter conceal its existence from the petitioners and other similarly sitvated victims
for as long as possible. This conspiracy was designed to prevent the outcry that would
have resulted from awareness by the petitioners, other victims, and members of the public
that a wealthy. politically-connected defendant was receiving only a short county jail
sentence for hundreds of federal sex i:rimles committed against minor girls. Among the
means used by the conspiracy to conceal the existence of the non-prosecution agreement

were false statements directed by the Office that the case was “still under investigation™
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and the Office was considering whether to file charges, when in fact the Office had
already entered into the NPA,

4. Under the Crime Victims Rights Act (CVRA), 18 U.S.C. & 3771, when the
investigation had focused on the Defendant — and at all times thereafter — the petitioners
and other similarly-situated crime victims had the rights (among others) to notice of their
rights under the CVRA, to reasonably confer with the prosecutors, to notice of court
hearings involving them, and to be treated with fairess.

5. By cooperating together to conceal the NPA’s existence until after it has
become fully effective — and by taking other improper steps to prevent the investigation
and prosecution of the Defendant and his co-conspirators — the U.S. Attorney’s Office
and the Defendant denied and continues to deny petitioners and other similarly-situated
victims their rights (among others) to reasonably confer with prosecutors about the NPA
and other aspects of the case, to notice that the June 30, 2008, hearing related to crimes
committed against them, to restitution, and to be treated with fairness.

WHEREFORE, the petitioners respectfully request this Court grant them
appropriate remedies to fully enforce their rights, including (1) a declaration that the NPA
is illegal and was entered into in violation of their rights, (2) a declaration that if after
consultation with the victims the U.S. Attorney’s Office determines that prosecution of
Epstein and of others is appropriate then prosecution is permitted, (3) a declaration that
the Office shall reasonably confer with the petitioners and other similarly-situated victims
about whelhe-r to prosecute Epstein and his co-conspirators, (4) a release of all

information surrounding the circumstances of the Office’s initial decision not to pursue
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criminal prosecution, and (5) all other appropriate remedies that the Court deems just and

proper.

The petitioners request appropriate discovery and an evidentiary hearing to prove

their allegations and secure the relief requested above.

DATED: February 6, 2015

Respectfully Submitted,

/s/ Bradley J. Edwards

Bradley J. Edwards

FARMER. JAFFE, WEISSING,
EDWARDS, FISTOS &
LEHRMAN, P.L.

and

Paul G, Cassell
Pro Hac Vice

S.). Quinney College of Law at the
University of Utah’

Attorneys for Victims

L " . . " " i n " - g -
This daytime business address is provided for identification and correspondence purposes only
and is not intended to imply institutional endorsement by the University of Utah
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I certify that the foregoing document was served on February 6, 2015, on the

following using the Court’s CM/ECF system:

SO0 S, Australian Ave., Suite 400
West Palm Beach, FL 33401

Attorneys for the Government

/s/ Bradlev J. Edwards
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

Case No, %:08-cv-80736-KAM

JANE DOE #1 and JANE DOE #2 ’
|
UNITED STATES
/

JANE DOE NO. 3 AND JANE DOE NO. 4’S REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION
PURSUANT TO RULE 21 FOR JOINDER IN ACTION

COME NOW Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 (also referred to as “the new victims™).
by and through undersigned counsel. to file this reply in support of their motion pursuant to
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 21 to join this action (DE 280), on the condition that they not re-
litigate any issues already litigated by Jane Doe No. 1 and Jane Doe No. 2 (also referred to as
“the current victims™). The Government's response (DE 290) fails to contest the new victims’
specific argument that good cause exists for allowing them to join. Instead, the Government
raises technical arguments about allegedly applicable statutes of limitations found in the CVRA
orin 28 U.S.C. § 2401(a). But the CVRA does not contain the time limit that the Government
reads into the Act. And § 2401(a) does not bar the action here. The Court should accordingly
allow joinder of the new victims,'

I THE GOVERNMENT HAS NOT CONTESTED THE VICTIMS' POSITION

THAT GOOD CAUSE EXISTS FOR ALLOWING THEM TO JOIN THIS
ACTION UNDER RULE 21.

' To be clear, this motion is brought on behalf of all four victims — Jane Does No. |, 2. 3
and 4. As indicated throughout their pleadings, the victims do not seek to duplicate eflort but
rather (represented through the same legal counsel) to pursue a single, consolidated approach.

I
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In their motion for joinder, the new victims advanced several specific reasons why
joinder was appropriate under Fed. R. Civ. P. 21, including the facts that their participation
would prove a consistent pattern of failing to notify victims, reinforce the relevancy of several
document production requests currently pending before the Court, and elucidate the interface
between the Government and the victims. DE 280 at 8-10. In a later pleading (responding 1o
arguments from putative intervenor Alan Dershowitz), the new victims also advanced eight
specific reasons why their allegations related specifically to current issues in the case, including
issues of motive, the scope of any remedy that might be awarded, and the crime/fraud exception
to the attorney-client privilege. DE 291 at 17-26.

Tellingly, the Government does not directly contest amy of these assertions. Instead, the
Government raises several technical objections as to why joinder is not possible. The victims
respond to each and every objection in the pages that follow. But to the extent the question
before the Court is one calling for an exercise of discretion, the Court should act against a
backdrop of uncontested reasons demonstrating that joinder of the new victims would be useful.

Il. THE CVRA DOES NOT CONTAIN A TIME LIMIT APPLICABLE TO THIS
ENFORCMENT ACTION.

Rather than contest the reasons for allowing two new crime victims to join this CVRA
action, the Government attempts to manufacture a time limit out of the CVRA itself. The
Government contends that the new victims’ motion for joinder is “barred” by 18 US.C. §
377 1{d)}5), which provides:

A victim may make a motion to re-open « plea or semtence only if—

(A) the victim has asserted the right to be heard before or during the

proceeding at issue and such right was denied;

2
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(B) the victim petitions the court of appeals for a writ of mandamus within
14 days; and

(C) in the case of a plea, the accused has not pled to the highest offense
charged.

This paragraph does not affect the victim's right to restitution as provided in title

18, United States Code,

The Government's argument fails for the simple reason that the time limit applies only to a
motion to “re-open a plea or sentence.” The victims are seeking (among other things) rescission
of an illegal non-prosecution agreement. not reopening of a “plea or sentence™ — two different
things. The Court has previously ruled to this effect. specifically discussing § 3771(d)(5). The
Court held that “[a]lthough this particular statutory enforcement provision expressly refers to the
re-opening of a “plea’ or “sentence’ - events falling in the post-charge stage of criminal
proceedings — the court concludes that the statute is properly interpreted impliedly to authorize a
‘re-opening’ or setting aside of pre-charge prosecutorial agreements made in derogations of the
government’s CRA conferral obligations as well.” See DE 189 at 8.

Moreover, on the facts of this case, the Government’s construction leads to an absurd
result. As the Court is aware, the Government arranged for Epstein to execute his NPA on about
September 24, 2007 — in secret. At that time, the victims could not “assert[] the right to be heard
before or during the proceeding,” 18 US.C. § 3771(d)(5) (emphasis added), because no
“proceeding” was held and the Government concealed what it was doing from the victims. And,
of course, the victims could not have then filed for mandamus appellate review “within 14 days™
because the Government did not reveal the NPA until almost a year later, and only then after

being compelled to do so. Section 3771(d)(5) should not be construed to demand the impossible

of crime victims.,
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The CVRA's legislative history makes clear Congress did not intend for courts to
construe § 377 1{d)35) in the perverse fashion advocated by the Government. Senator Kyl, one of
the two co-sponsors of the Act, explained that *[t]his provision [§ 3771(d)5)] is not intended o
prevent courfs from vacating decisions in non-trial proceedings, such as proceedings involving
release, delay, plea, or sentencing, in which victims® rights were not protected, and ordering
those proceedings to be redone.” 150 CONG. REC. 22954 (Oct. 9, 2004) (statement of Sen. Kyl)
(emphasis added). He went on to emphasize that “[i]t is important for victims® rights to be
asserted and protected throughout the criminal justice process, and for courts to have the
authority to redo proceedings such as release, delay, pleas, and sentencings, where victims’
rights are abridged.” Id.*

The Government also half-heartedly refers to various time limits in 18 U.S.C. §
FTTHAN3). See DE 290 at 3. But the only time limits applicable to the victims in that provision
concern appellate relief affer a district court has denied relief. Of course, proceedings before this
Court are still continuing — no denial of relief has occurred to trigger any obligation by the

victims.’ Simply put, nothing in the CVRA contains any limit that bars Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane

* Section 377 [{d)(5) also does not bar all of the new victims® claims. By its plain terms.
the provision is inapplicable to a request for restitution. The current victims have sought
restitution. among other forms of relief, see DE 127 at 15, and the new victims seek to simply
Join in that claim.

* The Government also argues that victims® counsel did not request “*forthwith™ action at
the July 11, 2008, hearing in this case. DE 290 at 2 (¢iting DE 15 (tr. July |1, 2008) at 25-27).
Of course, at that time the action had been pending for just four days. The Government had not
provided the NPA to victims® counsel, and victims® counsel was only learning about broad
outlines of the agreement during the hearing. See DE 15 (tr. July 11, 2008) at 24 (court notes
that victims™ counsel “learned today . . . that the agreement was signed . . . in October™). In such
circumstances, victims' counsel’s decision to seek release of the NPA’s text instead of
precipitously committing his clients to invalidating an agreement he had not even read yet was

4
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Doe Mo. 4°s motion for joinder in this case. And reading any such limitation into the Act would
clearly contravene the obvious congressional purpose of giving victims the “right to participate
in the system.” 150 ConG, RiEC, 54263 (Apr. 22, 2004) (statement of Sen. Feinstein),

II.  THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS FOUND IN 28 U.S.C. § 2401(A) DOES NOT
APPLY TO THIS CVRA ENFORCEMENT ACTION.

The Government next resorts to a civil statute of limitation as a barrier to the new victims
protecting their rights. This effort, too, is unavailing.

A. A CVRA Enforcement Action is not a “Civil Action™ Against the United States.

The Government contends that the six-year statute of limitations contained in 28 U.S.C. §
2401(a) bars the new victims’ entry into this case. The statute covers “civil actions,” providing:

[E]very civil action commenced against the United States shall be barred unless

the complaint is filed within six years after the right of action first accrues, The
action of any person under legal disability nrﬂ at the time the claim

accrues may be commenced within three years after the disability ceases.

This provision does not apply to this CVRA enforcement proceeding because it is not a “civil
action™ against the Government. To be sure. this Court has determined that convenience dictates
that the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure “govern the general course of this proceeding.” See
DE 257 at 3. But that procedural determination does not alter the substance of this case. Indeed.
the Government itself takes the position that this CVRA enforcement action is mof a civil action,

but rather is an “ancillary criminal proceeding[].” DE 290 at 2.' The victims all agree. Given

entirely reasonable, Indeed. any other course would have been foolhardy.

* The Government's concession readily distinguishes Center for Biological Diversity v.
Hamilton, 453 F.3d 1331 (11th Cir. 2006), which is clearly not an “ancillary criminal
proceeding,” but rather a civil enforcement action of the Endangered Species Acl.

3
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the agreement of both sides that this case is a “criminal™ proceeding. it is hard to understand how
there can even be any argument that § 2401(a)’s limitation for “civil actions™ is applicable.

Confirming this conclusion is the standard definition of a “civil action,” which is
commonly defined as “a noncriminal litigation.” Black's Law Dictionary 34 (9th ed. 2009)
(emphasis added). Indeed, as the case law interpreting § 2401(a) makes clear, the phrase *“*civil
action” as used in § 2401(a) is a term of art judicially and statutorily defined as one *commenced
by filing a complaint with (a) court.”™ Oppenheim l Campbell, 571 F.2d 660, 663 (D.C. Cir.
1978) (quoting Fed. R. Civ. P. 3). In this case, the victims never filed a “complaint.” Instead.
they filed a *Petition for Enforcement of Crime Victim’s Rights ,f-\ct.," DE 1 — as language in the
CVRA itself suggests was the proper procedure. See |8 U.S.C. § 3771(d)3) (providing that
crime victims® rights “shall be asserted in the district court™ and referring to a “motion™ to
protect rights).

The federal courts — including the Eleventh Circuit — have been unwilling to stretch the
meaning of the phrase “civil action™ so far as to cover proceedings ancillary to a criminal case.
See, e.g., In re Grand Jury Proceedings. 832 F.2d 554, 557 (1 1th Cir. 1987) (“Just in terms of
the plain meaning of words, it seems self-evident that an order denying a motion to quash a
subpoena issued by a grand jury investigating possible criminal violations is not part of a “civil
action.”™); Bﬂ'm'r-ﬁey' Quick, 151 F.3d 1036, 1039 (D.C. Cir.) (D.C. Cir. 1998) (“the courts
have uniformly concluded that habeas corpus proceedings — and their cousins, section 22535
proceedings — are not ‘civil actions™); United .‘i'.fmfe.'rl Soueiti, 154 F3d 1018, 1019 (9th Cir.)
(finding deportation proceeding conducted as part of a criminal sentencing not a “civil action™
because *“one definition that is always correct is that civil actions are those that are not

6
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criminal™); In re Apr. 1977 Grand Jury Subpoenas, 584 F.2d 1366, 1368 (6th Cir. 1978) (“From
a simple reading of the statute itself, it seems self-evident that a grand jury investigation of
possible criminal tax violations should not be characterized as a “civil action™); United Smfe-‘rl.
Wade, 93 F. Supp. 2d 19, 21 (D.D.C. 2000), aff'd. 255 F.3d 833 (D.C. Cir. 2001) (third party
intervention in eriminal proceeding to oppose abalement order was not a “civil action™ because
“as the statute’s plain language excludes criminal cases, the Court will not parse criminal cases
into criminal and *civil-like' proceedings™); Quinn v. Book Named *“Sixtv Erotic Drawings From
Juliett,” 316 F. Supp. 289, 292 (D. Mass. 1970) (where a proceeding to determine whether book
is obscene is ancillary to a criminal prosecution and serves to aid in the enforcement of eriminal
law, such a proceeding does not come within the term “civil action™).

A crime victim’s petition to enforce CVRA rights looks nothing like a conventional civil
action against the Government. A CVRA enforcement proceeding does not grant any monetary
relief to a victim. The CVRA directly bars a victim from “pursuing a damages action against the
government for violation of the [CVRA], and there is no implied private right of action under the
[CVRA)™ 3B Wright & Miller, Fed. Prac. & Proc. Crim. § 932 (4th ed, 2014); see 18 U.S.C. §
A771{d)6) (“Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to authorize a cause of action for
damages or to create, to enlarge, or to imply any duty or obligation to any victim or other person
for the breach of which the United States . . . could be held liable in damages.”); Cunningham v.
ULS. Dept. of Justice, 961 F. Supp. 2d. 226 (D.D.C. 2013) (*[The] CVRA expressly disallows a
suit for damages against the federal government or its officials . . . and Mr. Cunningham has
failed to carry his *heavy burden” of demonstrating the requisite congressional intent necessary
to establish an implied private right of action.”™); 200,000 Towers Invesiors Restitution Victims v.

7

EFTA00188648



Case 9:08-cv-80736-KAM Document 310 Entered on FLSD Docket 02/06/2015 Page 8 of 20

LS ex rel. US. Prob. Office New York City Staff Breach of Crime Vietims Act, 2013 WL
6673612, at *2 (S5.D.N.Y. 2013) (*This petition is brought pursuant to the CVRA, which does
not provide for a private right of action.”). Rather, the CVRA provides crime victims certain
rights that are related to the prosecution of the accused and sentencing of the guilty. These rights
are not civil, but criminal in nature, See In re McNulty, 597 F.3d 344, 352 n.8 (6th Cir. 2010)
(*“The CVRA was not enacted to short circuit civil litigation to those with valid civil remedies
available.”).

Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 are seeking to enforce their rights as crime victims
under the CVRA — rights that the Government should have provided to them during its criminal
investigation. They are not seeking monetary damages from the government for the violation of
their CVRA rights, but rather invalidation of an illegal non-prosecution agreement that bars
criminal prosecution of Epstein and his potential co-conspirators. The victims' rights are
ultimately enforceable in, and inseparable from, a criminal proceeding. Their action is simply
not the type of action covered by § 2401(a)’s six-year statute of limitations for “civil actions™
against the Government.

The Government complains that the victims” position means that no statute of limitations
applies to CVRA cases. DE 290 at 506. Not true. The applicable statute of limitations in this
“ancillary criminal proceeding” is to be found (appropriately enough) in the criminal code - i.e.,
Title 18 — not in the judicial code — Title 28, as the Government's position would have it. Of
course, the CVRA itself is found in Title 18. And for most crimes, the applicable statute of
limitations will be the general five-year statute for filing criminal actions, 18 US.C. § 3282 -
shorter than the six-year civil tort statute the Government points to. This case, however, involves

8
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sexual offenses against children, and the Court should therefore look to the specific statute of
limitations covering such crimes. See Edwards v. Shalala, 64 F.3d 601, 605 (11th Cir. 1995)
(“[1]t appears contrary to the Supreme Court's directives . . . to apply a statute [ol limitations] of
general applicability when there are other more relevant statutory provisions.™). In 18 US.C. §
3283, Congress has decreed that “[n]o statute of limitations that would otherwise preclude
prosecution of an offense involving the sexual or physical abuse . . . of a child under the age of
I8 shall preclude such prosecution during the life of the child, or for ten years afier the offense,
whichever is Inngcr."" This statute of limitations governs the underlying ¢riminal prosecution
and thus this related CVRA case. Because this limitation period has not expired, Jane Doe No, 3
and 4’s motion to join is timely. Indeed, the Government’s position would create an absurd
result — i.e., that even though the statute of limitations for prosecuting crimes against Jane Doe
Nao. 3 and No. 4 has not yet expired, their ability to protect their CVRA rights in the investigative
process of those crimes has somehow expired! Surely Congress did not intend such a bizarre

result that would limit the CYVRAs effectiveness.

% In 1994, this statute allowed prosecution of an offense against a child up until the child
reached the age of 25, See 18 U.S.C. § 3283 (1994). In 2003, Congress passed the Prosecutorial
Remedies and Tools Against the Exploitation of Children Today Act (the “PROTECT Act™),
which further extended the statute of limitations for offenses involving the sexual or physical
abuse of a child from when the child reaches the age of 25 years to “during the life of the child.”
Pub. L. 108-21, Title 11, § 202, 117 Stat. 660 (Apr. 30, 2003). See Joint Explanatory Statement
of the Committee of Conference, 149 Cong. Rec. H2950-01 (2003) (Conf. Rep.). 2003 WL
1832092 (while the 25-year age limit “is better than a flat five-year rule, it remains inadequate in
many cases”).

Because the crimes against Jane Doe No. 3 were committed while she was a minor
between around 1999 to 2001 (see DE 291-1 at 1-12), the statute of limitations had not yet
expired as to crimes against her in 2003 and therefore the PROTECT Act’s extension of the
statute of limitations applies in this case. See United Stares § Vickers, 2014 WL 1838255, at *9
(W.D.NY. 2014).
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B. Because Jane Doe No. 3 Was ‘_' When Her Action First
Accrued, She Has Timely Filed Her Motion.

Even if 28 U.5.C. § 2401(a) applies to the new victims’ claims, Jane Doe No, 3's claim is
still timely. Congress has written an express tolling provision into the statute: *“The action of any
person . . . bevond the seas at the time the claim accrues may be commenced within three years
after the disability ceases.” 28 U.S.C. § 2401(a) (2012) (emphasis added). In this case, Jane Doe
No. 3 was hiding from Jeffrey Epstein and his co-conspirators in - from the time her
claim acerued until October 2013, when she returned to the United States. See Ex. | at 3 (] was
in Australia from late 2002 to October 2013. To be clear, | was never in the United States during
these years, not even for a short trip to visit my mother.”). The Court can take judicial notice
that the distance from West Palm Beach, Florida, tn- Australia, is 9.364 miles — and that
travel between the two points would involve passing over the Pacific Ocean. Therefore, Jane
Doe 3 was plainly "beyond the seas™ when the events giving rise to her claim occurred, and the
running of the limitations period, if applicable, did not begin until she returned to Florida about
|6 months ago, in October 2013, Jane Doe 3 has therefore filed her action within the three-year
time period specified by § 2401(a) for persons returning to this country from beyond the seas.

Confirming the commonsense conclusion that Jane Doe No. 3 was beyond the seas.
Black’s Law Dictionary (9" ed. 2009) defines “beyond [the] seas™ as: “(Of a person)

Being absent from a jurisdiction or nation; out of the country, esp. across the ocean.™
Moreover, Congress first crafted the “beyond the seas™ language in 1911, when it plainly

referred to persons living outside the United States. The original tolling provision provided:

® Black's Dictionary gives the above-quoted definition for the phrase “beyond seas,” but

10
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Provided, That the claims of married women, first accrued during marriage. of

persons under the age of twenty-one years, first accrued during minority, and of

idiots, lunatics, insane persons. and persons beyond the seas at the time the claim

accrued, entitled to the claim, shall not be barred if the suit be brought with three

years after the disability has ceased. . . .
Act of Mar. 3, 1911, ch. 231, § 24, para. 20, 36 Stat. 1093 (emphasis added). The decisive
question when construing a statute is what did the words mean “at the time of the statute’s
enactment.” Taniguchi I Kan Pac. Saipan, Ltd,, 132 8, Ct, 1997, 2003 (2012). In 1911, the
phrase “beyond the seas™ clearly embraced persons who were outside the United States, as
previous court decisions had held. See, e.g., Murray's Lessee v. Baker, 16 U.S, 541, 545 (1818)
(concluding that “the words ‘beyond [the] seas’ must be held to the equivalent to ‘without the
limits of the state™).

In 1948, Congress saw [it to re-codily this provision into Title 28 of the United States
Code and replaced the statutory references to minors and mentally disabled persons with the
consolidated term “under a legal disability.” See Act of June 25, 1948, Pub. L. No., 80-773, 62
Stat. 971 (codified as amended at 28 1U.S.C § 2401(a)). But Congress chose to leave the words
“beyond the seas™ unaltered — with the result that they continue to have the same meaning as
they had in 1911, See 1A SUTHERLAND STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION § 22:33 (Tth ed.)
(“Provisions of the original act or section which are repeated in the body of an amendment,
either in the same or equivalent words, are a continuation of the original law™).

Congress knows how to write statutes of limitations that do not toll the limitations period

for persons “beyond the seas.” Cf 18 U.S.C. 2255(b) (containing a tolling provision lor crime

victims “under a legal disability,” but not containing a tolling provision any other persons).

notes that the phrase “beyond the seas™ is an equivalent. ldf
I
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Where Congress has deliberately chosen to toll the running of the limitations period while a
claimant is “beyond the seas,” as in 28 U.S.C. 2401(a), a court lacks the power to narrow the
scope of the plain meaning of that phrase. See CBS Ine. v. PrimeTime 24 Joint Venture, 245
F.3d 1217, 1228 (11th Cir. 2001) (cautioning against allowing “clearly expressed legislative
decisions. . . [to] be subject to the policy predilections of judges.™).

The Government may try to argue that, in its view. this tolling provision is now somehow
outdated, given the arrival of technology permitting less expensive international telephone calls
and the like. But the Government's opinion aboul whether this tolling provision remains sound
public policy is beside the point. Courts do not exist to “update™ statutes in light of the latest
technological developments. See Mvers v. TooJay's Mgmt. Corp., 640 F.3d 1278, 1286 (11th
Cir. 2011) (courts “are not licensed to practice statutory remodeling™); Wright v. Sec'v for Dep't
af Corrs., 278 F.3d 1245, 1255 (11th Cir.2002) {.“'Dur function is to apply statutes, to carry out
the expression of the legislative will that is embodied in them, not to ‘improve’ statutes by
altering them.”); see also Lyes v. City of Riviera Beach, Fla., 166 F.3d 1332, 1351-52 (11th Cir.
1999) (Edmonson, J.. dissenting) (it is the qualities of the text when it was written — and not our
response to it as modern readers — that must be our guide. . . . [W]hat we personally might like
this statute to mean . . . in the light of current circumstances . . . has no rightful place in our work

). Whether to modernize a statute is Congress’ decision. See City of Greenwood, Miss. v,
Peacock, 384 U.S. 808, 834 (1966) (“[1]f changes are to be made in the long-settled
interpretation of the provisions of this century-old . , . statute, it is for Congress and not for this

Court to make them.”). Put simply, while Jane Doe No. 3 was living in - she was

12
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“beyond the seas™ — i.e., outside of the borders of the United States — and section 2401(a)’s
statute of limitations was tolled.”

C. Because Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 Were Unaware of Their Ability
to File a CVRA Action Until Recently, They Timely Filed Their Motions.

[n arguing that the statute of limitation has lapsed in this case for Jane Doe No. 3, the
Government apparently starts the six-year clock running on September 3, 2008, when the U.S.
Attorney’s Office sent a letter to her in Australia. See DE 290 at 3 (citing letter attached as DE
290-1)." But that letter did not clearly communicate that a CVRA cause of action existed. To
the contrary, the letter was quite misleading about what was happening. The Government told
Jane Doe No. 3 only that “there has been litigation between the United States and two other
victims regarding the disclosure of the entire agreement between the United States and M,
Epstein.” DE 290-1 at 3 (emphasis added). But the litigation did not involve disclosing the
agreement; rather the goal was invalidating the agreement. The Government’s intentionally
deceptive description confused Jane Doe No. 3, who states that “[u]nderstanding more about that
[CVRA] case now, | realize that the letter did not explain that the real purpose of that litigation
was not to get “disclosure of the entire agreement’ but instead to get criminal charges filed

against Epstein and to uphold the rights of Epstein’s victims. [ wish that the Government had

" This case does not present any occasion for the Court to consider how § 2401(a)’s
statute of limitations applies when a person is voluntarily absent from the United States. As Jane
Doe No. 3 attests in her affidavit, she was involuntarily outside of the United States because she
was concealing herself from Epstein. See Ex. | at 3 ("my absence from the United States was
not voluntary — | was hiding from Epstein out of fear of what he would do to me if | returned to
the United States.™).

¥ The Government also refers briefly to earlier events in the case. See DE 290 at 6-7. But
clearly those earlier events did disclose to Jane Doe No. 3 the existence of a secret non-
prosecution agreement. She first became aware of the existence of such an agreement through
the Government’s letter on September 3. 2008,

13
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told me that was what was really going on.” Ex. [ at 3-6. Given this deception, the Court should
not conclude — on the basis of mere pleadings — that Jane Doe No. 3's obligation to file began on
September 3, 2008. Finally, the September letter informed Doe 3 to call an attorney in Miami
who was assigned her representation by the Government through the NPA. That firm had to
work within the confines of that Government assignment and direction and therefore could not,
and did not, inform Jane Doe No. 3 of a right to participate in this CVRA case which was aimed
at invalidating the very agreement through which this law firm was mandated to operate.

The Government’s position regarding Jane Doe No. 4 is also mystifying. The
Government asserts that she had legal representation “as early as 2012." DE 290 at 9. Of
course, that date falls well inside the six-year period of limitations, so her claim would not be
time barred in any event.

IV. THE GOVERNMENT PROVIDES NO PERSUASIVE ARGUMENT AGAINST
RULE 21 JOINDER.

For the reasons just explained, neither the CVRA nor 28 U.S.C. § 2401(a) provides any
barrier to Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 joining this case. As a result, the path would seem
to be clear for the Court to simply grant the current victims® motion for joining the new victims
under Fed. R, Civ. P. 21. The Government, however, has several other arguments that it throws
out. None of them is persuasive.

Perhaps recognizing that Rule 21 broadly allows for the addition of new parties, the
Government contends that the Rules of Civil Procedure do not even govern this action.

Proceeding from the premise that this case is an “ancillary criminal proceeding™ (DE 290 at 2),
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the Government points out that the Rules of Criminal Procedure lack a provision for adding new
partics. Thus, the Government concludes, that no parties can be added here. Id

The Government's hyper-lechnical argument suffers from two clear flaws. First, the
Court has already ruled that, as to procedural matters in this case, the civil rules govern, See DE
257 at 3 ("As this Court has previously indicated, see DE 190, the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure govern the general course of this proceeding.”); see afso Local Rule 88.9 (motions in
criminal cases governed by Local Rule 7.1, which parallels Fed. R. Civ. P. 7). Second and more
fundamentally, the Government’s crabbed interpretation of the CVRA would mean that a new
victim should never be allowed to join a previously-filed CVRA action. This position is belied
not only by the clear intent of Congress to create enforceable rights for crime victims, but also by
the Government’s own action in previously agreeing to Jane Doe No. 2's motion to join the case.
See DE 15 (tr. July 11, 2008) at 14 (Court: “[D]o you have any objection to Jane Doe 2 being
added as a petitioner in this case? Government counsel: “No, | don’t.”). Clearly, as the
Government’s own previous agreement demonstrates. some procedural device should allow a
new victim to be added to a previously-filed CVRA case, as otherwise the court’s docket could
be unnecessarily cluttered with separate actions.

As a fallback, the Government advances the claim that the rule of civil procedure
controlling the pending motion is not Rule 21 (regarding joinder of parties), but rather Rule 15
(regarding amendments to pleadings). See DE 290 at 2. The Government's argument does not
square with the plain language of the two provisions. While Rule 15 deals with amending
pleadings, Rule 21 specifically indicates that. upon motion, the Court has power w “add . . . a
party.”  Of course, since the current motion involves an effort to add new parties, it is

15
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appropriate for the Court to resolve the issue under Rule 21. As one court has explained, “Any
conflict or ambiguity which results from a comparison of [Rule 15(a) and Rule 21] ... must be
resolved in favor of the specific and against the general. Thus, when a proposed amendment to a
complaint seeks to effect a change in the parties to the action, Rule 21 ... controls and, to that
extent, limits Rule |5(a).” .f-m‘! Broth, of Teamsters l AFL-CIO, 32 F.R.D. 441, 442 (E.D.
Mich. 1963). While the Government cites three cases allowing the addition of new parties
through Rule 15 (DE 290 at 102). none of these cases address the issue of whether Rule 15 or
Rule 21 is the proper vehicle to do so. Most cases that have discussed directly which of the two
rules applies have concluded that Rule 21 is the appropriate vehicle for adding a party. See, e.g..
South Dakota ex rel. 5. Dakota R.R. Auth. I Burlington N. & Santa Fe Ry. Co., 280 F. Supp. 2d
919, 924 (D.5.D. 2003) (*Pleadings and Motions are dealt with under Part 111 of the Rules [i.e.,
Rules 8 to 16]. Parties are dealt with under Part IV of the Rules [i.e., Rules 17-25]. If a plaintiff
could simply add a party by amending the complaint, there would be no purpose for Rule 19 . ..
SV Joseph v, House, 353 F, Supp. 367, 371 (E.D. Va.), aff'd sub nom. Joseph v. Blair, 482 F.2d
575 (4th Cir. 1973) (“Bule 21 . . . provides that parties to an action may be added by order of the
Court at any stage of the proceedings. This rule precludes the plaintiffs from being able to file
their amended complaint as of right. which they seek to do. The plaintiffs would ordinarily be
able to do so under Rule 15(a)."").

Because the Government has refused to stipulate to Jane Doe No. 3's and Jane Doe No.
4's entry into the case. the victims are contemporaneously filing with this reply a protective
motion for amendment under Rule 15 to add the new victims. But the new victims continue to

rely on Rule 217s plain language as their primary argument to join this case.
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The Court should apply Rule 21 and allow Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 to be
added to this case at this time. It is well-settled that *[u]nder the Rules, the impulse is toward
entertaining the broadest possible scope of action consistent with [aimess 1o the parties; joinder
of claims. parties and remedies is strongly encouraged.” United Mine Workers of Am. I Gibbs,
383 LS. 715, 724 (1966). As discussed in Part 1, above, the Government had not contested the
reasons that support joining the new victims into this case. Instead, the Government’s only
arguments pertain to the timing of the motion. But Rule 21 itself makes clear that new parties
can be added “at any time.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 21. And the cases clearly demonstrate the joinder is
appropriate, even at very late stages of a proceeding, if justice will be served. See, e.g., Dara
General Corp. v. Grumman Sys. Support Corp., 825 F. Supp. 340, 344 (D. Mass. 1993) (where
common question of fact existed about plaintiff student suing under the Civil Rights and two
other students who were not parties to the suit, it was appropriate for the court to join the two
other students at the conclusion of the trial when a portion of the relief request was granted).

OF course, this case is not at a late stage, but is still in a discovery phase.

The Government's arguments about undue delay and prejudice are meritless, as the
victims discuss in their concurrently-filed motion for amendment under Rule 15" But for
purposes of this Rule 21 motion, one point is decisive. If the Court does not allow the new
victims to join this CVRA enforcement action, then they intend to file their own, separate
enforcement actions. Because there is no statute of limitations for doing so. the separate actions

would be proper. But the separate actions would produce entirely duplicative litigation over the

’ The victims specifically adopt and incorporate by reference here the arguments against
undue delay and prejudice that they make in their Rule 15 pleading.
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same set of facts. This reality should be the decisive factor in favor of allowing joinder here.
See Hawkins v. Fulton Cniy., 95 F.R.D. 88, 91 (N.D. Ga. 1982) (allowing new parties to be
added under Rule 21 because denying motion “would only result in the filing of a second.
possibly duplicative suit. This Court is duty bound to prevent that sort of duplication of effort
which is a waste of judicial resources.”), Indeed, allowing joinder will clearly reduce litigation
burdens — on both the Court and the Government. The motion seeks to have the new victims
added into this action, conditioned on the requirement that they not re-litigate any issues
previously litigated. Of course. if Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 were to file new lawsuits,
they would not be subject to any such restriction.

Allowing joinder in this action is clearly consistent with the Crime Victims® Rights Act.
The CVRA - the most specific directive to this Court = commands that the Court “shall ensure
that the crime victim is afforded the rights described [in the CVRA]L™ 18 U.S.C. § 3771(b)1)
(emphasis added). Congress intended that “the courts of this country . . . will be responsible for
enforcing”™ victims’ rights provided in the CVRA. 150 CONG. REC. 22953 (Oct. 9, 2004)
(statement of Sen. Kyl). The best way the Court can “ensure” that Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe
No. 4's rights are afforded is by allowing them to join this enforcement action. The Court should
accordingly allow them to join.

CONCLUSION

Jane Doe MNo. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 should be allowed to join Jane Doe No. | and Jane
Doe No. 2 in this action, pursuant to Rule 21 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. The
Jjoinder should be conditioned on the requirement that Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 not re-

litigate any issues previously litigated by Jane Doe No. | and Jane Doe No. 2.
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DATED: February 6, 2015

Respectfully Submitted,

/s/ Bradley J. Edwards

Bradley J. Edwards

FARMER, JAFFE, WEISSING.
EDWARDS. FISTOS & LEHRMAN, P.L.

andd

Paul G, Cassell
Pro Hac Vice

5.J. Quinney College of Law at the
University of Utah’

Attorneyvs for the victims

This daytime business address is provided for identification and correspondence
purposes only and is not intended to imply institutional endorsement by the Universily of Utah
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
| certify that the foregoing document was served on February 6, 2015, on the following

using the Court’s CM/ECF system:

5008, Australian Ave., Suite 400
West Palm Beach. FL 33401
(561) 820-8711

Fax: (561) 820-8777

Attorneys for the Government

Thomas Scott

COLE, SCOTT & KISSANE. P.A.

1
=
=N

kendall Coffey

Ciabriel Groisman

Benjamin H. Brodsky

COFFEY BURLINGTON, P.L.

Attornevs for Alan Dershowitz

s/ Bradley J. Edwards

20

EFTA00188661



Case 9:08-cv-80736-KAM Document 310-1 Entered on FLSD Docket 02/06/2015 Page 1 of 28

EXHIBIT 1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

CASE NO. 08-80736-CIV-MARRA
JANE DOE #1 and JANE DOE #2,
Petitioners,
Vs,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondent.
/

DECLARATION OF| JANE DOE 3 |

1. The Court is familiar with me from my previous declaration in this case. [ am currently
31 years old and want to become a part of the case to enforce my rights and possibly allow
criminal prosecution of Jeffrey Epstein and others who abused underage girls.

2. I have seen a Government filing saying that I waited too long before trying to become a
part of this case. Idon't think that the Government's position tells the full story about me. In
fact, I believe the Government is hiding some of the things that it knows about me and about
other powerful people involved in this case. 1 am filing this declaration so that the Court will
have more facts to make the decision about whether to let me come into the case.

i In its latest filing, the Government seems to be questioning why [ was afraid and did not
come forward to speak more quickly. To understand my reasons, it is important that I share at
least some additional information about why I was so fearful after my abuse by Epstein and
others.

4. The Court can best understand my situation by looking at my previous declaration and
then understanding why I was afraid of Epstein, how I eventually escaped from him, and how 1
was forced to hide from him and others.

5. I first met Epstein when I was 15 years old. T have told the Court about some of my
sexual and physical abuse in my earlier declaration,

6. As a result of that abuse and my considerable interactions with Epstein and his friends, I
knew that Epstein was connected to some of the most powerful people in the world, including a
member of the British Royal family, a former President of the United States, and other very
powerful lawyers, politicians and businessmen. [ was afraid of what would happen if I tried to
escape from Epstein or report him to law enforcement.
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7. I also knew what Epstein and Maxwell had been doing the years that [ was with them. In
addition to constantly finding underage girls to satisfy their personal sexual desires, Epstein and
Maxwell also got girls for Epstein’s powerful friends and acquaintances. Epstein specifically
told me that the reason for him doing this was so that they would “owe him,” they would “be in
his pocket,” and he would “have something on them.” Epstein used to brag a lot to me about the
important people that owed him favors.

8. Epstein said that he knew people that were very powerful and who were politically
involved, and that consequently he was someone you didn’t want to mess with, | also knew this
to be true from my personal observations with him,

9, Epstein also apparently paid to get protection from authorities. For example, Epstein told
me that he paid a substantial “donation™ to the Palm Beach police every year to “keep their
mouths shut™ about his activitics. T do not know if his claim is true, but it certainly added to my
fear.

10. Epstein arranged for many politically powerful, older men to have sex with underage
girls — including me. Because these were crimes — and because some of these men were married
— this gave Epstein the ability to blackmail these men and obtain political and other favors. 1
believe that Epstein’s connections and his ability to blackmail these other powerful people could
have helped Epstein seck a plea bargain from the authorities that kept him out of prison, T also
believe that these connections most likely have prevented him from being arrested in the other
locations where he has commitied similar offenses.

1. I also knew that Epstein maintained videos in some rooms where | had sex with other
powerful people, and 1 believe that those videos could be used as further blackmail.

12, I have listed a few of the powerful people that Epstein forced me to have sex with in my
carlier declaration. There were others, though, who T continue to refrain from naming publicly
out of fear for physical repercussions.

13, Part of my fear comes from physical abuse that | suffered when Epstein forced me to
have sex with other people. Without going into the details of the sexual activities | was forced to
endure, there were times when I was physically abused to the point that 1 remember fearfully
thinking that I didn’t know whether I was going to survive,

14, Jeffrey Epstein knew about this physical and sexual abuse because 1 would detail it for
him as part of my debriefing. Epstein didn't care. Epstein said things like, “You get that
sometimes.” I told him how much I hated having to be with some people, but Epstein still sent
me back. 1 had no choice.

15. I give the Court this information so that it can better understand why I was so afraid of
Epstein and what he could do to me. I could provide more details to the Court, if the Court needs
more details on this issue. I also wanted to provide this information to the Court because 1 have
been accused of being a “serial prostitute.” [ don't think that is a fair way to describe my
situation, given that I was so young and so many powerful people were forcibly abusing me.
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6. Epstein let me know one of his good friends was former President Bill Clinton. While 1
did not have sex with former President Clinton, Epstein clearly had access to this extremely
powerful man. Epstein also made me sexually service other very powerful people, which made
me more fearful and feeling like 1 had nobody to report to without putting myself in more
danger. 1don't think it is fair for the Government to talk about why I didn’t try to join this case
sooner without talking about these kinds of facts — facts that 1 believe it has been able to confirm.

17. After years of abuse and being lent out, 1 began to look for a way to escape. 1 had been
first forced into all this because 1 wanted to be a massage therapist. Epstein had taken me into
his clutches through promises and talk. But once he had me under his control, 1 felt trapped.

I8. I kept asking Epstein for my promised training and education. Epstein finally got me a
plane ticket to Thailand to go to Chaing Mai to learn Thai massage. This sounded like my
chance lo escape. In September 2002, I packed my bags for good. I knew this would be my only
opportunity to break away from Epstein.

19. On September 27, 2002, I flew from JFK in New York to Chaing Mai, Thailand. 1
arrived around September 29 for my training. But Epstein was going to get something out of this
as well. I'was supposed to interview a girl to bring back to the United States for Epstein.

20. Exhibit | 15 a list of room charges in Thailand, with the charges going to Epstein's
account. This exhibit shows Epstein’s telephone numbers and is evidence that he paid for my
hotel in Thailand.

21, Exhibit 2 is a set of documents showing my itinerary and flight plans for me going to
Thailand, paid for by Epstein.

22, 1did the massage training in Chiang Mai. I met a truly great and special guy and told him
honestly what | was being forced to do. He told me I should get out of it. 1 told him that the
people I was working for were very powerful and that 1 could not disobey them without risking
my life. He told me he would protect me, and I had confidence in him. I saw my opportunity to

escape and to be with someone who truly loved me and would protect me. To make a long story
short, I married himand flew to i

23, Icalled Epstein and told him | was not coming back., He asked why? | said “I've fallen
in love,” And Epstein basically just said “good luck and have a good life.,” T could tell he was
not happy. 1 was very afraid of what he was going to do to me. 1 thought Epstein or one of his
powerful friends might send someone to have me killed.

24.  Istayed in [ from that point on, with mv husband and away from the life 1 had
been forced to live as Epstein’s sex slave. | was in ‘ from late 2002 to October 2013. To

be clear, | was never in the United States during these years, not even for a short trip to visit my
mother. And my absence from the United States was not voluntary — I was hiding from Epstein
out of fear of what he would do to me if I returned to the United States.
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25.  Inaround 2007, after not hearing from anyone for years, out of the blue I was contacted
by someone who identified himself with a plain sounding name and claimed he was with the
FBI. 1t seemed very odd for someone doing an official criminal investigation to just call up on
the phone like that, | hadn't heard Epstein’s name for years. 1 didn't know who this person was
and what it was really about. 1 wasn't sure what was going on.

26.  This man said he was looking into Jeffrey Epstein. The man asked if I had been involved
with Epstein. My first instinct was to say nothing; because [ wasn’t sure he was really with the
FBI or any authorities. [ did answer a few basic questions, telling him that 1 knew Jeffrey
Epstein and met him at a young age. The whole conversation didn't feel like it was right. This
man never offered to come and meet with me in person. He instcad asked me right off the bat
about Epstein’s sexual practices. I thought it would be strange for a real law enforcement officer
1o behave that way. [ became increasingly uncomfortable and suspicious about who was actually
calling me.

27. The way the conversation was going made me doubt whether 1 was really talking to an
FBI agent. It did not seem very official. 1 became very uncomfortable, so | told him nothing
more about Epstein. The conversation probably didn’t even last three minutes. The conversation
immediately triggered all of the fears of Epstein and his powerful friends that had caused me to
escape the first ime. If the call accomplished anything, it only put me back in fear and told me
that I could be found quite easily and had nobody official protecting me.

28. I suspected that the man who called me was working for Epstein or one of Epstein's
powerful friends. If the man who called me was really an FBI agent and was interested in what |
knew about Epstein, I thought he would have made some effort to see me personally. | believed
that if this was really an agent who was investigating Epstein, then he knew who | was and how |
fit into Epstein’s sexual crimes in many different places. Such an agent would send someone to
meet me in person (who could provide potential protection from Epstein). He never did.

29, Getting a call from this supposed FBI Agent made me very scared. 1 had left that old life
behind me and started a new life in a new couniry in hopes that the powerful people whose
illegal activities | knew all about would never find me. And now I had been tracked down by
someone and was frightened.

30. Shortly after this purported FBI call, 1 was contacted by somecone who was clearly
working for Epstein. This person discussed an investigation into Epstein, and said that some of
the girls were saying Epstein had sexual contact with them. After they made those allegations,
they were being discredited as drug addicts and prostitutes. But, on the other hand, if | were to
keep quiet, 1 would “be looked after.” The fact that this call came in right afier the FBI call
reinforced my concern that the man T had talked to earlier was not really working for the FBI, but
was really working for Epstein. I didn’t think that the FBI and Epstein would both be working
together and would both get my phone number at almost exactly the same time. 1 played along
and told this person that [ had gotten a call from the “FBI” but that I didn’t tell them anything.
The person was pleased with that.
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31. A short time later, one of Epstein lawyers (not Alan Dershowitz) called me, and then got
Epstein on the line at the same time. Epsteinand his lawyer basically asked again if I was going
to say anything. The clear implication was that I should not say anything. The way they were
approaching me, | was afraid of what would happen if [ didn’t keep quiet. My thought was that if
Ididn't say the right things, [ might get hurt.

32 Ipromised Epsteinand his lawyer that | would keep quiet. They seemed happy with that
and that seemed to me the way to most likely keep me and my family safe. And 1 did what
Epstein and his lawyer told me — I kept quiet.

33. I now understand that Epstein reached a non-prosecution agreement with the federal
government in 2007 and pled guilty to two state crimes in June 2008. No one told me anything
about those events until much later. In fact, nobody called or came to see me to explain what a
non-prosecution agreement was, what crimes Epstein could have been charged with, why he was
not being charged with the crimes he committed, or anything whatsoever about the case. 1 was
never offered a chance to meaningfully confer with the prosecutor for the Government, and I was
never notified of any hearing that could affect me or my rights as a crime victim to ever bring
charges.

34, On September 3, 2008, the FBI sent a victim notification letter to me. This was the first
written communication I had received from the FBI The letter was attached as Exhibit | to my
carlier statement. This kind of written communication, on official FBI stationary, is the way that
I thought the FBI really communicated with people that they wanted to talk to. The fact that | got
this official letter from them made me wonder even more whether that the call T had received
earlier was really from the FBL. The letter that I got did not mention that anyone from the FBI
had ever called me before,

35, The letter started off with the sentence: "By virtue of this letter, the United States
Attorney’s Office for the Southern Disirict of Florida provides you with the following notice
because you are an identified victim of a federal offense.” That sentence (among others) made it
seem like this was the first time the FBI was officially contacting me. That was the first time |
was told about my rights as a crime victim,

36. I did not know what was happening about any criminal prosecution of Epstein at this
time. | wanted him prosecuted. And given his constant illegal sexual behavior, I thought it was
obvious that he should be prosecuted. But after reading the letter, | was confused. The letter did
not explain what was actually happening or what role, if any, that I could play. In fact, the letter
thanked me for my assistance during the investigations, yet it wasn't clear what that was
referring to.

37.  Also, the letter did not directly say that Epstein’s crimes against me were not going to be
prosecuted. It just said that “the United States has agreed to defer federal prosecution in favor of
this state plea and sentence . . .." 1 did not know what that meant. The letter did not inform me
how it applied to me. The letter also said that there was “litigation between the United States
and two other victims regarding the disclosure of the entire agreement between the United States
and Mr. Epstein.” Understanding more about that case now, I realize that the letter did not
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cxplain that the real purpose of that litigation was not to get “disclosure of the entire agreement”
but instead to get criminal charges filed against Epstein and to uphold the rights of Epstein’s
victims, Twish that the Government had told me that was what was really going on,

38. I saw on the letter that I could call a lawyer. The letter also mentioned Jack Goldberger,
who | knew to be Epstein’s attorney, which scared me. 1 first got in touch with the attorneys at
the Podhurst Orseck firm. My lawyers filed a lawsuit against Epstein for me, which mentioned
that I was abused by Epstein and other powerful people. [ was hoping that the information |
gave as part of my lawsuit might help to put Epstein away in prison -- where he belongs. But the
lawsuit ended up just being about money, which Epstein paid to setle.

39, I continued living in_ and, in 2011, was contacted by a journalist, who told me
she was working for a British newspaper. She asked me if I had information about Prince
Andrew. When | said that I did, she came out to to meet with me.

40. At this point, since nothing else seemed to be working to get Epstein and his associates
held accountable, | wanted to try by myself to get a message out to the public about what terrible
things Epstein and his friends had done to me and other girls. | was very disturbed about how no
onc was prosccuting Epstein for these crimes. 1 was also very scared. It scemed that law
enforcement was not doing anything with the information they knew about me, which left me
and my family more vulnerable and scared.

41.  The journalist printed an article using some of the information I told her. Shortly after
the article was published, 1 talked on the phone to Marie Villafaia, a federal prosecutor from
Florida. I had seen her name on the official letter from the FBI, so she seemed legitimate.
Villafafia seemed very interested in my case and seemed like she really wanted to do something.
42, Within a few weeks of the newspaper article being published, two FBI agents also called
me in and then came to meet me. In around March 2011, they met me at the U.S.
Consulate 1n . They seemed 1o be very professional and hard working. 1 thought to myself
that I had finally gotten the attention of the people that 1 wanted to and that these people would
do the right things against Epstein and the other criminals. 1 also thought that they could protect
me.

43, When I met with the agents, they mainly focused on Epstein. But while there, [ provided
them some information about some of the others who were involved inillegal acts as well. Twas
aware that a false statement to these law enforcement officers was a crime and 1 told the truth —
giving them the information that T could recall at the time about the individuals they inquired
about.

44, The agents were clearly prepared to meet me and already knew a lot about Epstein's
crimes. The agents appeared to be very good at investigating and scemed like they really knew
how to piece together the whole story. But at the same time, they seemed like they were being
blocked from doing what they wanted to do — which T thought was to arrest Epsiein and his
powerful friends for all of their illegal sexual crimes.
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45, During my interview with the real FBI agents, | told them about my contact from the
purported FBl agent. They did not tell me that it had been a legitimate call from the FBI.

46.  The interview I did with these FBI agents was very stressful for me. My meeting lasted
for several hours. [t was not casy to talk about all these difficult things, but I went through it. 1
was crying at points in the interview. The interview also placed stress on my marriage, because
my husband had to listen to all the terrible things that happened to me. It was difficult for me to

have to discuss being passed around as a sex object among powerful people. It was very hard for
both of us.

47.  The agents had come from Florida to meet with me in - and took my information
which gave me reason to believe that Epstein could still be prosecuted for the crimes he
commitied against me. 1 was not told even at that point that he could not be prosecuted for the
crimes he committed in Florida. T was not told about the CVRA case or that there was any other
option for me to enforce my rights. In fact, by the agents meeting with me I believed I was doing
exactly what I needed to do to enforce my rights and assist in the prosecution.

48. I have seen the Government's recent brief trying to keep me from joining this case. In
that brief, the Government says about me “the Government is aware that petitioners’ counsel
have been representing her [that is, me] since at least as early as March 2011.” This is
completely untrue, and I think the Government knows it is untrue. I was not represented by legal
counsel in March 2011. The Government has to know idn’t have an attorney then,
because I didn't have an attorney when I met the agents in M I don’t understand why the
Government is giving false facts to the court.

49, In around 2011, I spoke to attorney Brad Edwards. He told me he hadbeen sued by
Jeffrey Epstein and wanted to know what T knew about Epstein and his associates’ involvement
with sexually abusing underage girls. [ told him about my abuse and trafficking by Epstein. |
also told him at that time that | had been sexually abused by Prince Andrew, Ghislaine Maxwell,
Jean Luc Brunel, Alan Dershowitz, and other powerful people.

50. In around April 2011, as a follow-up to my earlier call with Brad Edwards, 1 got a
telephone call from him and another attorney, Jack Scarola. They just wanted general
information about whether various people had information relevant to the lawsuit. They told me
that they were taping the conversation, and 1 had no problem with that. 1 cooperated with them
and gave them information about which people had information relevant about Epstein’s crimes.
Because it was over the phone and we did not know each other very well, they were very polite
and did not ask me a lot of details about specifically who 1 had sex with and what sexual
activities | was forced to participate in. It was a general, background interview.

31. As the months following the FBI meeting in-pusscd, I was trying to be patient but
I began wondering what was going on about prosecuting Epstein. 1 continued to be very
confused about what was happening. | was hoping that some kind of prosecution would come
out of it. But when nothing came of it, | got very upset. | wanted to do something to stop
Epstein and the other people he associates with from sexually abusing girls. Law enforcement
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had taken my detailed statemenis, but nothing seemed to be happening, 1 wasn’t sure what to do.
While I wanted to do all that I could to get justice for what had happened to me, it was very hard
for me to figure out how to get something done in the United States while 1 was living in a
foreign country; especially after I had already gave information to the FBI that I believed they
were using to investigate and eventually arrest Epstein.

52, In October 2013, I returned to the United States for the first time since 1 had left for
Thailand.

53.  In April 2014, I decided to get back in touch with the FBI, In the FBI had
scemed like they wanted to be helpful to me, and | have great respect for the FBI agents who met
me. It appeared to me they wanted to do the right thing in this case. But my feeling was once
the agents collected information about erimes committed against cone else stepped in
and blocked them from getting charges filed. | also thought that really wanted
1o do the right thing and hold Epstein accountable for the horrible crimes he committed. But, it
scemed like the hands l:-f— and the FBI were always tied by someone else with more
authority.

54. | have never been able to figure out who was (and still is) stopping a prosccution. [ also
haven't been able to figure out who is trying to stop me from being able to participate in a court
case to a have a judge determine whether my rights have been violated. It doesn’t seem fair to
me that the Government can argue that 1 don’t even get the opportunity for a judge review the
issue. To me, this is further verification of Epstein’s power, which continues to make me very
scared.

55. I have asked the FBI to show me the video surveillance and other pictures of me that |
believe they have in their possession. They said that [ would have to go to the prosecutors fo get
them. But the prosecutors will not share anything with me. I believe that the prosecutors have
lots of information that will support what | have been saying about Epstein and his associates.

56.  Based on my knowledge of Epstein and his organization, as well as discussions with the
FBI, itis my belief that federal prosecutors likely possess videotapes and photographic images of
me as an underage girl having sex with Epstein and some of his powerful friends. [ don’t
understand why they aren’t moving forward with what the FBI has given to them. [ also don't
understand why these pictures haven’t been given to me nor why law enforcement officers from
any other jurisdictions have never contacted me.

57. It was not until 2014 that 1 first understood about the way in which Jane Doe No. | and
Jane Doe Mo. 2 were trying to invalidate the non-prosecution agreement to allow prosecution of
Epstein for erimes he committed against them, and me. | had never really heard anything
significant about this case while I was in and it was hard to get information about what
was happening in Florida while 1 was overscas. Once I heard about the case, 1 quickly wanted to
become a part of it

58, In light of the way everything has played out, | believe that my rights as a crime victim
have been violated. It was never my choice to become the victim of crimes by Epstein and the
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pcople he forced me to have sex with. Epstein dragged me into his web when | was very young
and, after that, it was hard for me to escape. After I ranaway to it appears that Epstein
reached an agreement in 2007 with the federal prosecutors in Florida blocking him from being
prosecuted for the crimes he committed against me,

59, When Epstein pled guilty to two low level crimes in 2008 as part of his agreement, no
one told me what was happening or that this plea had anything to do with preventing prosecution
of crimes against me or the hundreds of other girls he abused. Nobody told me that I could speak
to the Judge or that a hearing was even taking place.

60, Based on all the facts | have described here, 1 believe some kind of major cover-up is
going on to protect Epstein. As | look back on what Epstein and his friends have done, | see a lot
of powerful people who knew what they were doing to me and other girls was wrong. But they
also seemed to think that they were above the law and they had nothing to worry about.  From
what | can see, that turned out to be true. There are less powerful people -- like the FBI agents
and Marie Villafaiia — that seem like they are trying to get the right thing done. But nothing
happens.

61.  Because nothing is being done, it makes me think that Epstein was right when he told me
he had so many people in his pocket. Maybe those people are still helping him escape being
prosecuted for what he did against me. The justice system doesn’t seem to respond to the
victims in this case. It scems to favor those who have the most money and power and influence.

62, I am also worried that this is a very dangerous circuil. By standing up for what is right,
I'm worried that Epstein, or others named here, will come after me. | wonder where this is going
to go if the United States government is not on my side. | am intent on seeing this through so
that Epstein isn’t allowed to hurt other young girls. 1 can’t stop abuse everywhere in the world.
But if 1 help one victim then I have made a positive difference.

63, In April 2014, 1 asked two good attorneys — Brad Edwards and Paul Cassell — to see if
they could help me bring Epstein and his friends to justice, They agreed to add me to the
existing case. They explained to me that the lawsuit was not asking to get money from Epstein
or others. I understand and have always understood that the goal of the case is to simply enforce
my rights as a crime victim — rights that were wrongly taken from me.

64, [ want Epstein and the others who committed crimes against me to be punished fairly —
the way other less powerful would be. Talso want to be added to the suit filed by the two girls,
Jane Doe Number 1 and Jane Doe Number 2, and 1 want to have rights the way a victim of a less
wealthy and powerful criminal would have.

65.  Epsteinand his friends sexvally and physically abused many other girls. They did this in
many places around the world. 1 personally observed this. There are also many people who
could confirm what I am saying. I hope that these people will come forward and tell the truth. 1
hope that they will call my attorney in Fort Lauderdale, Florida - Brad Edwards — so that all
ofthe information can be presented to the court about what has happened to me and others.
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66.  Because of how often Epstein and others were having sex with young girls, and how
much it was a centerpiece of their lives, 1 doubt they have just stopped. It also seems to me that,
when I knew them, they believed that they were above the law — too powerful to be prosecuted.
That feeling has no doubt been reinforced by the fact Epstein has escaped real punishment with
his plea bargain, and the others with whom he traveled have completely escaped. 1 hope that |
can join this case and try to bring them to justice.

67.  ldeclare under penalty of perjury that the forepoing is true and correct.

Executed this S""day of February, 2015. (Location of signature left undisclosed for
security reasons)

JANE DOE 3

10
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pES10 seiwvice charge 105 270,00
O 0af10 Gowvernment: Tas 207 .90
0B/10O Frovincial Tax { Fm) 21.60
a0 Reom Charges 2700, 00
0a/10 Service charge 10% T
D 09710 Govermment Tax 207 .90
ou /10 Provincisl lax {Rm) ¢#1.60
a9410 Room Service BfF 8923 + CHECK #0985 I76.64
o 0us10 Minibar 923 120.00
095110 Long Oistance §923 85,00
Daflo Uverseas 923 3E0., 00
D Gusla Owarseas 1923 L7 .00
02/10G Owverseas 1923 1#7.00
o Laf10 ftaam Chairges 2700.,00
]Ellllrll_{:l Service chay e Q0% 270,00
1 /10 Governmenlt Tax 207 .90
O 10 /10 Frovineial Tax (Em) 21.60
Lofin Roam Secvice B/F #9223 & CHECK Habge 129,47
10/10 Local Call pozs_ . 10,00
1o/10 Overseas 1923 177,00
. 10/10 Uvrpraens H923 118.00
11410 Kaoam Charges 270000
o 1110 Service charge 10% 2F0. 00
11,000 Government Tas 207,90
1110 Frovineial Tax (Rm) Z1.60
0 11 /14 Long Distance pa73 . 15.00
i1/1n Long Distance K923 15,00
117100 Laong Distance #9p3 15.00
g 11710 Long Dictance $923 15.00
11410 Uverseas #1923 dEE .00
il I 11 /10 Overseas f9p3 . 59,00
11 f1o Lavndry MMalet 01699 pia 1912.70
12510 Raem Charges 2700,00
L2f10 Service charge 10% 270.00
Lefin Gowernment Tax 20F .40

Gues's signature

Daie

EFTA00188674
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-

® | @
]
i
ROYAL PRINCESS
Caan Alsr
0 111 Chang Klas Hosd, T.Chaeg Klan, A Mearg, Chiang S 50100, Thal
Taks (053] T0-003 Fan: 4053) 2H8-044
uidn odndTuea AR (uiinu)
J.EPFSTEIN ' mmlawrededivine syl
@ — v S _— . P — HiE efuenn pfusmy pafes o0 [T
Royal Princese, Chiang Hai, 18f10/02 12:51 Tra: (0533 281531 Tnamma: 0535 241 -00a
1AR7RE rrifaundunafl a0 14 02597
€ Room o . -k Page Ma. 1 7 sdhehfigidendam 2 10 1 81170 ¢
Arr. Pate @ pajoafoz leplt Date : 19710/ 02
Liresl O | Cashi e : 31 CHFGAGHTIOS
@ill Guest Mame DOE 3
171 USh
: %A

[

DATE ODESCRIPTION CHARGE LREDI

S— —_ —— - - - _— S _— - — -

@

Z1.60
a0 00
913,00
30.00

12/10 Provineial Tax (fm)
12710 Long Distance p9r:

E.:} I -1‘4'.' LG Dvarses
12710 Dvarse

s H923

Haes

12/L0 Overzeas §l923 B9, 00
E%' 13710 Room Charges 700,00
137100 service charge 10% 000
13710 Governmant Tax #07 .90
& 13/10 Provincial Tax (Rm) .60
1510 floom Service BSF (9234 . oo b 117 1553.0%

45,00
30.00
15 .00
30,00
A0 .00
BBD .M

L4110 Long Distance #9223
O L3710 Long Distance §923
137146 Leng Distance 192
13/10 Overseas Fo9zad
Ia 13710 Mercens 923
13 /10 Overceas Rue3

13710 Owerseas Po23 30,00
@ 13/10 Dverseas ||92: 30.00
13/10 Overseas 923 59,00
13710 verceas 923 FEA.00
W 13710 Overcess 923 Ba .00
tafin Room Char ges 200,00
1410 Service charge 10% 276.00

© i4/10 Govermmenlt Tas 207,60
19410 Provineial Tax {Rm) 21,60
14410 Room Service B/F paos t CHECE h 129 294,25
D 1a/10 Minibar #923 . 290 .00
18710 Mverseas 1923 59.00
La/fi0 Overczeas §#923 59. 040
o 1a/10 Overseas #9253 59.00

]‘:,"IH:I Owvarseas 923 - 30,00
15/10 Room Charges EI00, 00
! g

] L5140 Service charge 10% 270.00
15710 Government Tax 207 .50
LS/ 10 Provineial Tax { Rifi } 71 .60

-ﬂ L& /10 Minibar Ko . 130, 00

Ciuest's signalure

[iate

EFTA00188675
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1.EPSTEIH
floyal Princess,
188785

Chiang

Document 310-1
28

P Mai, ]Ei,ﬂll':lfl:-." 12:5%])

0 Roomn Mo, 923 Fage Ho. @ 3
Ari. Date : 29/08f02 Dept Dale : 19/10/62
Guest HE! Canliiei : 11 CHFGAGNTDR
& Luest Mame NOFE 3
Ush
0 UsSh
LW TE DESCRIPTION
e 15/10 Ovarseas B923
L5410 Overcpas §192
154140 Ouerseas 0923
G G610 Foom Chargee
1ES10 seiwvice charge 0%
1h710 Oorverpmant Tax
L 1G/10 Provineial Tax (i)
16/10 Poolside p.m. RO923 ¢ CHECK B 631
L5610 Rooin Serwvice BAF #1923 ¢ CHECK & L3
o 16710 Room Service BSF G993 CHECE & 147
16/14 Minibar 923
o i6/10 Local Call g9z
1610 Oversess #4923 '
16710 verseas #4923
@ 1410 Overseas #9223
16/10 Overseas pazi
1GfLO Oweranas B923
& 1610 Ovierceas §923
LG /10 Overseas $923
l6/10 Dverseas Faz3
@ LIj10 Room Charges
1310 service charge 100%
177140 Gowernment Tax
‘ 17710 Provincial Tax [ Firm)
Y] Room Service BSF #9231 ; CHECE 7160
17710 Room ferviee BAF pays CHECE B 163
) 17710 Room Service B/fF 923 CHECK 4 182
17410 Minlbar g925
L7 a0 Uverseas #9723
G 17 /10 verseas 973
17710 Dvarseas #4923
kl | Lf10 Uwerzeas RO923
1# 10 warseas 923
17/10 Overseas 923
L fLo Rouwin |::|I..-':r'l_'|""'
16/10 Service charge 10%

®? 9 @ ® ¢&-

Gusrsl's signalurg

Dale

Entered on FLSD Docket 02/06/2015 Page 15 of

@

ROYAL PRINCESS
Ui Ala

112 Chang klay Rord, 1,Ching Kisa, AMuseg, Chlerg Al 5000, Tham
Tl (0533 Jﬂl-l'!-.l:l Fan: J053) 781 -0M4
uivn sadoutuies e (nivnmu)
mim lansedadfuime Joilu
112 nfumnu sduemy sl odslvl seies
b: (053 2AE-033 Tami: (0833 2up - 044
H'-I'ﬂu'urm-T'uat“ BE L4 25T
stz dwiafifomBmng 2 00 1 81710 3

CHARGE CREDLT

—

796,00
1ie
354
2700
280,00
207 .90
21.60
FOLAnd

Ll
]

«

0y
P
s
L0
.0
i}
i 1H]
i TH]
RTE
I
.00
30
50

.00
. 00
2500, 00
70,00
207 .90

N
[

LB
306,02
aa.1e
4 .16
LG, 0w
0, 00
Faa, o0
20.00
L9 .00
471.00
B4, 00
700, 00

SR 00

EFTA00188676
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@

LOYAL PRINCESS
Curasn Mag
V12 Chang Klan Basd, T.Ching Klan, A Suang, Chlang Skl SHD0, Thet
Felo DAY 200 -033 Fas: (0535 281 044

uivn wndmfwea dabe (emreuy

2)

J.EPSTELN nm[mu:uﬁ’.dhm il

- Vo § o s Y - — 112 pfennm nfime el willadnd seyng
Royal Princéss, Chiang Mai, 1871007 17181 Tne: (0533 200033 Twaeess: (083} 281- 64
laayes ﬂhﬂmﬂil_m 50 14 02577
Roam Na, : 923 Page No. ;4 il i Anm@nm 3 10 1 81790 2
Are. Date @ 29/09/02 Dept Oate : L9f10f07
Guest HE Cashler ¢ 11 CHFGAGNTOS

2 © @ o

Guesl Mame 1 [DOE 3

flf! Y
0 Lsa
OATE DESCHIFY IOMN CHARGE CRENTY
G 18710 Government Tax 207 .90
18f10 Frovincial Tax (Rm) #1.60
. 168/10 Rooin Servioce BSF RO @ CHECK S 294 , 25
1810 Room Service BFSF 923 : CHECL § 172 JEE, 52
Lafio Overseas #4923 207 .00
G 18/i0 Cash PHET Acibhbs L A%
Total dFRET . 45 dEhBEF 0%
G bzl apurae [V TE I P IY
Tolal ine Luding WaT JHEIAY, 86 Bahr
Tobal without VAT A37 .60 Babtb
Folio amaunt net dGA240.39 Baht
In T 7.00% FI63.07 Haht (Aaza9, 8%)

TAX 10D MO, 310161 7702
RO MO, BO1aw) ooy
TAY  IHVOICE MO, L3449

TAY  IRVIICE (ABS)

® o & o o

(@)

Guesl's signalure
[rafe

EFTA00188677
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@

28

DOE 3

Guest's signatura
Date

ROYAL PRINCES&S
Crning bfag

112 Charg Rlan Baad, T.Chang Klaa, &Muang, hling Mal S0H00, Vi
Tl (057) 281001 Faw (053) 00-044
uidh todmlfuinn dade (i)
mnilwsnadalfuee @edlnl
102 nabunnw adusng ol vl soien
Twa: fosa) 280-033 Tnamm: (053) 280 =044
reilumndussd so 14 ozegr
smnhedwfillurnilom 3 1001 60770 2

EFTA00188678
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® ¢ © @ ® © © 0 & ® o o

® & ® © o @ o @9 o

28

DOE 3

Guesl's signature

Dale

ROYAL FRINCESRS
s Afu

112 Chang Klin Bpad, [.Chang Klan, A Masng, Chismg M g, Ti
Tel: {053} 281-033 Fac (241) 281 -044
iy sadnidfinn dafa [avmuy
wimhaurnrodomfuen @eilng
12 ndwanv mdinnn Bil6d s8uilwl soros
Tws: gosa) #ai-033 Thyem: (BA) 281 -4y
weillwunsadfursf 8o 14 2527
vz filenilaws 3 101 81770 3

EFTA00188679
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. _ e @ i

Case 9:08-cv-80736-KAM

. ROYAL PRINCESS
) ) e b
. V17 Chang Klan Read, TChang Klas, AMuang, Chilang Mal 0009, T) 4o s

Tal: §053) 287 -003 Fan (53] 300044

uivn sadadfuien difa {urmu )
| wi lsnadodfuen @ualnd

17 ndvney adanen o0 widslud bo)ea
Twr: (0637 0m1 -03 Trvama: (D53) BA1-044

vedvunvidwned 50 14 pase7
mnthedddifendanm 1 10 | 81770 2

DOE 3

4‘.'!@:*

Guast's signatire R
Date

EFTA00188680
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L1 ]

1T.EFSTEIH
Firinoes

floyal

Faom Ma.

TR

livneast

biles

DATE

LSl
LES10
13710
T6/10
L&S1o
Lesf16
EYAY

19710
1a/Ln

923

fatoafor

t. Chiang wWal, 1ufi0/00

Page Huo.
Dheeput
Cazhier

28

13:07

L
rafinfor
11

CHFGMAMT O3

DOE 3

LsA

DESCRIETLION

Room Servicea ”-,-'IF a2
Kowom Service f'i..“

slance #9253

Long i

Long Diztance §aed

hreraeas fl9ed

Owereean §
Veraeas #9,

Room Service

Mirnklaay

Motal including vat
Folic amawnl net

f 700
i ! 1 0 ]
HEY B 0 & 19
I i Lalrfin DCE | ABB )

taz3

CHECKE It 171

; I”i | ‘ P75

[HE

Guas!'s signature

Dale

@

ROYAL PRINCESS

Cimakal Alul

V1 Chang Blen Boad, T.Chang Kles, & Musng, Chisag M 50000 Thalls

Tek (0530 281030 Fac (253) 281 -044
widn andedTwnn dufu (uwiEu)
mrerlrsninradud fumn vilmalwad

112 oufuAevy nahensie oder va8ulad 50100

Tms: (o83) 2A1-p33 Tsmane: {053) B8 -044

nesfuuniunni 50 14 D252

iasthsiialiondens 3 10 | s1To 2

CHARGE

2an,

25

188, 37

L,
[
207
K
233,
00,

cal,

(hd
[

a0

iy
1
i

i

1y L

Lieshil

EFTA00188681
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LDOC-EBE [ZOE) = wwd

LLLIERE (202) » T

T T R
WOLLL WS Py MY MOvesp, OLOL

e L et T FERER T Py
Lo Ry LR IO Soeeg
SEDE-LE=-00% E=ud Ty
QOES=-1BZ (TEi) W) 435w wapy
LEER-BLE [TIE] - wvy
OOER-BLL [TIT] » Wy
BLOCL AN "Wy seap
(D01 Mg S ...._.Iu- EDE

t 40d
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[

a AF
Pt Checriul dacirenty et i Fosivs P, Cafl 0 oy heve oy gessorn.
w-mmi—hmmhmmnh InipTaion fgfe b § feun

mmmmmnimm-m:uq-mmmnqunm
ekl b mmhdﬂhﬂﬁﬂmmrmuwm
by el T rcwmay
lmwuthmmmmmmlmnnmmhqum
gy b,
m-h—huuﬂtuuumhm"m”wwmu
b pald B irel i b receved o e iy e bl o e i rgmac] meevie (hae.

-WWW‘"'"__

HOTELS v oty ool o i
Poisis| by A PO ksl ferm
VLR e

AECDAITA i e o aenireing i < B by ke dorslt bl T3 o b levesional, Falurs e .Iﬂmuwmlnﬁhtun“mh“mmmﬂm“
U By PR T T ol g vl e Ry Tl o bl e o resievnion od o s ret bt W i Chsh e Bchart, aa b g
b mandsiory In Canaca, Maks, eyl gl o eretoen deswations Euulﬂhmhmmmﬂummﬂnu ek Ty Fum
Mmmwhhn—d—mﬂlﬁummumm“ ..,.:L]:w. ettt ¢ LI
Hmﬂ““ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂmuﬂlhhﬂﬂﬂmhﬁhﬂwl&l—hﬁuluuph Wﬂﬂl!Huuuﬁ-numw;-mh....n-_."w..—,,..hh“.
mmﬂﬂmmﬂlhlnm:ll“m“bhm :‘muhm:_‘;_-hmmmﬁ-“wh
Triwmd Mgty Jicch aa Enifage. + o Y ety o,

' m.m.lmmm.%ﬂﬂhmumum.m

mp-—q_l-lpﬂ-#rmhl-rﬂrm
B el ooy peysenl Pusori Fosin ey feuiw 17 hous

SH

RAVEL

e

PN
SHOPPERS!IT

OPPERS TRAVEL, INC.

AGENT RS/RS BOOMING REF Z¥LLO7

203 STH AVENUE
MEW YORK

NY10014&

DOE 3

J EPSTEIN
457 MADISON AVE
4TH LOOR
NEWYORE NY 10027

RECORD

FERIOM

L]
AIRLINE DATE

EATE:

SEP 27 2002

AIRCRAFTt BOEING. F47-400

BoLlle DM
il

SINGAPORE AIRLINES 27SEP NEW YORK Ny SINGAPDRE PASE &350
SR 25 Q FRI JOHN F KENNEDY CHANGI oocER
NON SHMOKING TERMIMAL 1 TERMINAL =
MEAL 1 sTOP
RESERVATION CONFIRMED 20050 'DURAT TON
MEW YORK FRANKFURT
FRAMSFURT SINGRAPORE

29SEP séﬂémns % BANGICOK

SINGAFORE AIRLINES 8504 10104
SR 62 [~ SUN  /[CHANGI ' BANGKOK INTL
NON SMOKKING TERMINAL 2  TERMINAL 2
AL, 'JEF NON STOP
- SERVATION CONFI 2820 DURATION
AIRCRAFTs {BOEING 747-4000 Ej
Ei ey o A i E'.r' "-r.": E<--:‘.“_ &
THAT AIRWAYS INTL EOMBKDK,. q‘.‘ﬁ MG 1215r 125P
TG 110 Y s . INTER
NON SMOKING SR
AT NON €TOP
RMED 1810 DURATION
AIRCRAFT& P ! E A300-400/800C
HOTEL 29$ER ROWAL PRINCESS (IR

TEAME: PAYMENT DUE LIPON PRESENTATION

EFTA00188684
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)

SHOPPERS ITRAVEL
403 STH AVENLUE

NEW YORK
J EPSTEIN
4537 MADISON AVE
ATH FLOOR
NEWYORK NY 10027

ATRLINE DATE

SEP 27 2002

DATE!

AIRCRAFTH

1 Entered on FLSD Docket 02/06/2015 Page 24 of
28

SHOPPERS TRAVEL, INC.

AGENT RS/RS BOOKING REF

DOE 3

ZXLLOT

TERMS: PAYMENT DUE UPON PRESENTATION

RECORD

SINGAPORE AIRLINES 27SEP NEW YORK NY SINGAPORE ISP HIASA
S0 2% 0 FRI  JOHN F KENNEDY CHANGI 2PSEF
NOM SMOKING TERMINAL 1 TERMINAL 2
MEAL 1 sTOP
RESERVATION CONFTRMED 20150 DURATION
NEW YORK FRANKFURT
FRANKFURT SINGAPORE
AIRCRAFTY BOEING 747400
SINGAPORE AIRLINES 295EP SINGAPORE BANGIKOK A50A LO10A
80 62 a SUN  CHANGI BANGKOK INTL
MON SMOIKING TERMINAL 2 TERMINAL =
MEAL NON STOP

RESERVATION CONFIRMED 2:20 DURATION

BOEING 747-400 )
THAI AIRWAYS INTL 295EP BANGKOK ‘ CHIANG MAI 1215F 125F
TG 110 Y sln BAMNGKDOE INTL INTERMATTONAL
MON SMOKING TERMINAL - DOM
; NON STOP
RESERVATION CONFIRMED 110 DURATION
ATRCRAFTL! ATRBUS INDUSTRIE A300-400/400C
HOTEL 295EP ROYAL PRINCESS
7007
TELEXt NONE
i CONFIRMATIONEZ 102520345
_ REFERENCE: AO03A00
' SINGLE ROOM TWIN BED
RATE! COR THE ZV00.00 FER NIGHT
GUARANTEE GIVEN
FﬁNCEHaniDH FOL LGN &
BY 1600 22SEP2002 LOCAL PROPERTY TIME
WISIT QUR SITE HTTR/fwwwihoppersiravel.com * E-Mail: Info@shoppersiravel.com
303 FIFTH A : 007 « Y, 10014
TEL .
4 m  — ey

THANK YOU

PLEASE RECONFIRM FLIGHTS AND TMES IH CASE OF SCHEDULE l}lMEE'
= 24 HOUR PRIOA FOR DOMESTIC TRAVEL — 72 HOURS PRIOA FOR INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL

EFTA00188685
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SHOPFERS I TRAVEL AGENT RS/RS BDDKIND REF zxLLa?
303 5TH AVENUE
MEW YORK MY10 DOE 3
Lh 779 8800 —

J EPSTEIN g

457 MADISON AVE - TERMS: ;

4TH FLOOR . EAMS: PAYRMENT DUE UPON PRESEMNTATION

NEWYORK NY 10027 RECORD \

AIRLING FROM

DATE: SEFP 27 2002

ey
1 Wl

THAI AIRWAYS INTL 1920CT CHIANG MAI BANGIKOK a1spP 475pP
TG 113 ¥ SAT INTERMATIONAL  BANGKOK INTL
NON SHMOKTNG TERMINAL DOM
"y e NQN STOP
- RESERVATION CONFIRMED 1110 DURATION
AIRCRAFT: AIRBUS INDUSTRIE AZO0-400/400C
SINGAPORE AIRLINES 190CT BANGKOK : SINGAFORE HIOP IS5
S0 AT o] SAT  BAMGKOK INTL . CHANGI
NON SMOKING TERMINAL 2 TERMINAL 2
/MEAL i NOW STOP
'RESERVATION CONFIRMED 2125 NURATION
AIRCRAFT: BOEING 747-400,
STNGAPORE AIRLINES 190CT SINGAPORE " NEW YORK NY 1150pP 10408
an 26 Q SAT- . CHANGI JOHN F KENNEDY 200CT
NON SHOK TNG TERMINAL 2 TERMINAL 2
ﬂEnL 1 sTOR
ESERVATION CONFIRMED 22150 DURATION
SINGAPORE FHANKFURT
FRAMKFLURT NEW YORK
ATRCRAFTY BOEING 747-400
| AMERICAN AIRLINES 200CT NEW YORK MY HMIAMI FL 250pF L06P
| an 1701 -N SUN - JOHN F HENNEB? ﬂxﬁn; INTL
; "NON SMOKING .x'TEHHIHHL E
‘ NON STOP
HESEH#HTIDN LDHFIHHED F114 DURATION

AIRCRAFT! POEING 757-200/300

MISCELLANEOLIS 27JUL CHIANG MAI
SUN SHOPFERS TRAVEL

RESERVATION MUMBER(S) AA/DFNEAZ SQ/JCSMU4  TG/LZAHIA

THIS TICKET IS MONREFUNDABLE/#NONCHANGEABLE
PENALTY MAY APPLY FOR ANY CHANGE/C NEEH-I:!"F!:TFII:IN
CHECKIN 2 -HOURS BEFORE SCHEEH;JI.HED D-F"HHTURE

RECONF IRM F"I!E']J :

WE SUGGEST W R%&ﬁ'

INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL Y1 ﬂ 8397

IT 1S ¥OUR: RESPONSIBILITY Mﬂﬁ#{lﬁﬂl 300 . J

PLEASE RECOH HEDULE
THANK Y OU - 21000 50 O 0OUESTC TV — 72 LIS PIOR F0R RTERRAIONA, TAEL

fﬁ%qﬁgpurs!mvul com

EFTA00188686
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“r. ] ” IZE
Y SHOPPERS TRAVEL, INC.

SHOPPERS I TRAVEL AGENT RE/RS BODKING REF ZXLLO7
303 STH AVENUE

NEW YORK N‘l"lﬂﬂ_ DOE 3

1 EPSTEIN

457 MADISON AVE

4TH FLOOR

NENVDRK N*r’ 10027 A

TEAMS: PAYMENT DUE UPON PRESENTATION

RECORD \

FROM

|| 1L INE

DATE: SEF 27 2002
|

CONSULATE ABOUT YOUR VISA TO THE COUNTRIES YOU

ARE TRAVELLING/TRANSITTING

| SHOPPERS TRAVEL, INC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR TICKETS

LOST, OR DELAYED IN THE MAIL

##uPLEASE CARRY A uann PHOTE IE*#*;
THANE You.WE KNOW THAT You HAVE A CHOICE aND
HE APPRECIATE YOU CHODSIMG SHOPPERS TRAVEL, INC
VISIT OUR WEBR SITE AT WWW.SHOPPERSTRAVEL.COM
HAVE A NICE TRIP

WISIT QLR SITE HTTP. .-"."www.ihuppersrruva| com * E-Mail. 1nFn@s11ﬂ arsfn:hra| com

' 303 FIFTH A v 10012
. TEL o -
L (732 . » r~J

THANK YOU PLEASE RECONFIRM FLIGHTS AND TMES IN CASE OF SCHEDULE CHANGES.

= 24 HOUR PRIOA FOR DOMESTIC TRAVEL — 72 HOURS PRIOA FOR MNTERMATIONAL TRAVEL

EFTA00188687
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FPlenso ook youy dociimanés whan you recolve tham. Galluail you

fupe any quostions

CHECK-IN — Msvimum chack-in tima lor domestic Highls s 60
s nwod lor nternational flights, 2 hours.

AECONMFIRBATION - - Raconlirm (he uae aod ime of Bighls sl least
74 hours Tor demasiic and 72 hours o mternatiznal, Reconlimasbon
1 fandalory In Fiorda, Canada, Maxieo, Hawill gnd pél injsmations)
dastinabions Fafure o use any raservalions may resti (o osmaic
enncallalion ol @l continuing and reluin fesoralons

EXCLASION AND PROMOTIONAL FARES « Mostdecounifhirps
imeolve conlain resirecions. A change Incamiad sy, ligli{s). teejs) or
rogding(e] cuntd rosl inon camier damanding & lull fare Ulsain

ageney of alrline aseisianco bolon: makung any changes

1 your plans change enrmale, apply the value of your bekels sy
o reissuind ona. K s nol necessary to puschase a naw bckat i a
resfungd B dubis, oslsin o recept rom iha difino

Thesa timaa, fights and fares ars bosed on currenl tnlls thal are

subjoct io changs without nolice

TICKETS - Cancolled ar unused lickols must be returned fos propear
cridil 1o your aceouim L ost, slolen o destioyed lickats mus) b gad
lod il relund is recerved iom the sswng camer, aebject o an
wirle Iimposed service ciaigie

HOTELS ara usuaky confirmad an o guaraniesd payiment basis 0
your cancel of change plans, please nobily your Bolul{s] vallin (he
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

Case No, 08-80736-Civ-Marra/Johnson
JANE DOE #1 and JANE DOE #2
V.

UNITED STATES

JANE DOE #3 AND JANE DOE #4'S MOTION PURSUANT TO RULE 21 FOR
JOINDER IN ACTION

COME NOW Jane Doe #3 and Jane Doe #4 (also referred to as “the new victims™), by and
through undersigned counsel, to file this motion pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 21
to join this action, on the condition that they not re-litigate any issues already litigated by Jane
Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2 (also referred to as “the current victims™). The new victims have
suffered the same violations of their rights under the Crime Victims® Rights Act (CVRA) as the
current victims. Accordingly, they desire to join in this action to vindicate their rights as well,
Because the new victims will not re-litigate any issues previously litigated by the current victims
(and because they are represented by the same legal counsel as the current victims), the
Government will not be prejudiced if the Court grants the motion. The Court may “at any time”
add new parties to the action, Fed. R. Civ. P. 21. Accordingly, the Court should grant the

motion.'

' As minor victims of sexual offenses, Jane Doe #3 and Jane Doe #4 desire to proceed by
way of pseudonym for the same reasons that Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2 proceeded in this
1
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FACTUAL BACKGROUND

As the Court is aware, more than six years ago, Jane Doe #1 filed the present action
against the Government, alleging a violation of her rights under the CVRA, 18 U.S.C. § 3771.
DEl. She alleged that Jeftfrey Epstein had sexually abused her and that the United States had
entered into a secret non-prosecution agreement (NPA) regarding those crimes in violation of her
rights. At the first court hearing on the case, the Court allowed Jane Doe #2 to also join the
action. Both Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2 specifically argued that the government had failed to
protect their CVRA rights (inter alia) to confer, to reasonable notice, and to be treated with
fairness. In response, the Government argued that the CVRA rights did not apply to Jane Doe #1
and Jane Doe #2 because no federal charges had ever been filed against Jeffrey Epstein.

The Court has firmly rejected the United States’ position. In a detailed ruling, the Court
concluded that the CVRA extended rights to Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2 even though federal
charges were never filed. DE 189. The Court explained that because the NPA barred
prosecution of crimes commitied against them by Epstein, they had “standing” to assert
violations of the CVRA rights. Id The Court deferred ruling on whether the two victims would
be entitled to relief, pending development of a fuller evidentiary record. Id,

Two other victims, who are in many respects similarly situated to the current victims,
now wish to join this action. The new victims joining at this stage will not cause any delay and
their joinder in this case is the most expeditious manner in which to pursue their rights. Because
the background regarding their abuse is relevant to the Court’s assessment of whether to allow

them to join. their circumstances are recounted here briefly.

fashion. Counsel for the new victims have made their true identities known Lo the Government.
2
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Jane Doe #3's Circumstances

As with Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2, Jane Doe #3 was repeatedly sexually abused by
Epstein. The Government then concealed from Jane Doe #3 the existence of its NPA from Jane
Doe #3, in violation of her rights under the CVRA. If allowed to join this action, Jane Doe #3
would prove the following:

In 1999, Jane Doe #3 was approached by Ghislaine Maxwell, one of the main women
whom Epstein used to procure under-aged girls for sexual activities and a primary co-conspirator
in his sexual abuse and sex trafficking scheme. In fact, it became known to the government that
Maxwell herself regularly participated in Epstein’s sexual exploitation of minors, including Jane
Doe #3. Maxwell persuaded Jane Doe #3 (who was then fifteen years old) to come to Epstein’s
mansion in a fashion very similar to the manner in which Epstein and his other co-conspirators
coerced dozens of other children (including Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2). When Jane Doe #3
began giving Epstein a “massage,” Epstein and Maxwell turned it into a sexual encounter, as
they had done with many other victims. Epstein then became enamored with Jane Doe #3, and
with the assistance ofMakwe]l converted her into what is commonly referred to as a “sex slave.”
Epstein kept Jane Doe #3 as his sex slave from about 1999 through 2002, when she managed to
escape to a foreign country and hide out from Epstein and his co-conspirators for years. From
1999 through 2002, Epstein frequently sexually abused Jane Doe #3, not only in West Palm
Beach, but also in New York, New Mexico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, in international airspace on
his Epstein’s private planes, and elsewhere.

Epstein also sexually trafficked the then-minor Jane Doe, making her available for sex to
politically-connected and financially-powerful people. Epstein’s purposes in “lending” Jane Doe

3
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(along with other young girls) to such powerful people were to ingratiate himself with them for
business, personal, political, and financial gain, as well as to obtain potential blackmail
information.

One such powerful individual that Epstein forced then-minor Jane Doe #3 to have sexual
relations with was former Harvard Law Professor Alan Dershowitz, a close friend of Epstein’s
and well-known criminal defense attorney. Epstein required Jane Doe #3 to have sexual
relations with Dershowitz on numerous occasions while she was a minor, not only in Florida but
also on private planes, in New York, New Mexico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands. In addition to
being a participant in the abuse of Jane Doe #3 and other minors, Deshowitz was an eye-witness
to the sexual abuse of many other minors by Epstein and several of Epstein’s co-conspirators.
Dershowitz would later play a significant role in negotiating the NPA on Epstein's behalf.
Indeed, Dershowitz helped negotiate an agreement that provided immunity from federal
prosecution in the Southern District of Florida not only to Epstein, but also to “any potential co-

L1]

conspirators of Epstein.” NPA at 5. Thus, Dershowitz helped negotiate an agreement with a
provision that provided protection for himself against criminal prosecution in Florida for
sexually abusing Jane Doe #3, Because this broad immunity would have been controversial if
disclosed, Dershowitz (along with other members of Epstein’s defense team) and the
Government tried to keep the immunity provision secret from all of Epstein’s victims and the
general public, even though such secrecy violated the Crime Victims' Rights Act.

Ghislaine Maxwell was another person in Epstein’s inner circle and a co-conspirator in
Epstein’s sexual abuse. She was someone who consequently also appreciated the immunity

granted by the NPA for the crimes she committed in Florida. In addition to participating in the

4
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sexual abuse of Jane Doe #3 and others, Maxwell also took numerous sexually explicit pictures
of underage girls involved in sexual activities, including Jane Doe #3. She shared these
photographs (which constituted child pornography under applicable federal laws) with Epstein,
The Government is apparently aware of, and in certain instances possesses some of these
photographs.

Perhaps even more important to her role in Epstein’s sexual abuse ring, Maxwell had
direct connections to other powerful individuals with whom she could connect Epstein. For
instance, one such powerful individual Epstein forced Jane Doe #3 to have sexual relations with
was a member of the British Royal Family, Prince Andrew (a/k/a Duke of York). Jane Doe #3
was forced to have sexual relations with this Prince when she was a minor in three separate
geographical locations: in London (at Ghislaine Maxwell’s apartment), in New York, and on
Epstein’s private island in the U.S. Virgin Islands (in an orgy with numerous other under-aged
girls). Epstein instructed Jane Doe #3 that she was to give the Prince whatever he demanded and
required Jane Doe #3 to report back to him on the details of the sexual abuse. Maxwell
facilitated Prince Andrew’s acts of sexual abuse by acting as a “madame” for Epstein, thereby
assisting in il!tﬂrnatiﬂnélly trafficking Jane Doe #3 (and numerous other young girls) for sexual
purposes.

Another person in Epstein’s inner circle of friends (who becomes apparent with almost
no investigative effort) is Jean Luc Brunel. Epstein sexually trafficked Jane Doe #3 to Jean Luc
Brunel many times. Brunel was another of Epstein’s closest friends and a regular traveling
companion, who had many contacts with young girls throughout the world. Brunel has been a

model scout for various modeling agencies for many years and apparently was able to get U.S.

5
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passports for young girls to “work™ as models. He would bring young girls (ranging to ages as
young as twelve) to the United States for sexual purposes and farm them out to his friends,
especially Epstein. Brunel would offer the girls “modeling™ jobs. Many of the girls came from
poor countries or impoverished backgrounds, and he lured them in with a promise of making
good money. Epstein forced Jane Doe #3 to observe him, Brunel and Maxwell engage in illegal
sexual acts with dozens of underage girls. Epstein also forced Jane Doe #3 to have sex with
Brunel on numerous occasions, at places including Epstein’s mansion in West Palm Beach, Little
St. James Island in the U.S. Virgin Islands (many including orgies that were comprised of other
underage girls), New York City, New Mexico, Paris, the south of France, and California.

Epstein also trafficked Jane Doe #3 for sexual purposes to many other powerful men,
including numerous prominent American politicians, powerful business executives, foreign
presidents, a well-known Prime Minister, and other world leaders. Epstein required Jane Doe #3
to describe the events that she had with these men so that he could potentially blackmail them.

The Government was well aware of Jane Doe #3 when it was negotiating the NPA, as it
listed her as a victim in the attachment to the NPA. Moreover, even a rudimentary investigation
of Jane Doe #3's relationship to Epstein would have revealed the fact that she had been
trafficked throughout the United States and internationally for sexual purposes. Nonetheless, the
Government secretly negotiated a non-prosecution agreement with Epstein precluding any
Federal prosecution in the Southern District of Florida of Epstein and his co-conspirators. As
with Jane Doe #1, and Jane Doe #2, the Government concealed the non-prosecution agreement
from Jane Doe #3 — all in violation of her rights under the CYRA ~ to avoid Jane Doe #3 from

raising powerful objections to the NPA that would have shed tremendous public light on Epstein

6

EFTA00188700



EFTA00188701



Case 9:08-cv-80736-KAM Document 279 Entered on FLSD Docket 12/30/2014 Page 7 of 13

and other powerful individuals and that would likely have been prevented it from being
concluded in the secretive manner in which it was.

Jane Doe #4's Circumstances

If permitted to join this action, Jane Doe #4 would allege, and could prove at trial, that
she has CVRA claims similar to those advanced by Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2, based on the
following:

As with the other Jane Does, Jane Doe #4 was repeatedly sexually abused by Epstein. In
or around the summer of 2002, Jane Doe #4, an economically poor and vulnerable sixteen-year-
old child, was told by another one of Epstein’s underage minor sex abuse victims, that she could
make $300 cash by giving an old man a massage on Palm Beach. An acquaintance of Jane Doe
#4 (also a minor sexual abuse victim of Epstein) telephoned Epstein and scheduled Jane Doe #4
to go to Ep.stein's house to give him a massage. During that call, Epstein himself got on the
phone (a means of interstate communication) with Jane Doe #4, asking her personally to come to
his mansion in Palm Beach.

Jane Doe #4 then went to Epstein’s mansion and was escorted upstairs to Epstein’s large
bathroom by one of Epstein’s assistants. Shortly thereafter Jeffrey Epstein emerged and lay face
down on the table and told Jane Doe #4 to start massaging him. Epstein asked Jane Doe #3 her
age and she told him she had recently turned sixteen, Epstein subsequently commitied illegal
sexual acts against Jane Doe #4 on many occasions.

Epstein used a means of interstate communication (i.e., a cell phone) to arrange for these
sexual encounters. Epstein also frequently travelled in interstate commerce (i.e., on his personal

jet) for purposes of illegally sexually abusing Jane Doe #4.

7
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The acts Epstein committed against Jane Doe #4, constituted numerous federal sex
offenses. some of which do not carry a statute of limitations and thus are not time-barred. See 18
U.S.C. § 3283, And these offenses were the kinds of offenses that the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI) and U.S. Attorney’s OfTice for the Southern District of Florida were pursuing
in 2007. So far as Jane Doe #4 is aware, the U.S, Attorney’s Office made no serious effort to
locate her. Instead, after identifying approximately forty separate underage sexually abused
victims, and apparently preparing a 53-page federal indictment and with full awareness of the
existence of many victims like Jane Doe #4 — unidentified and not interviewed — it entered into a
non-prosecution agreement barring prosecution of Epstein’s federal crimes against these victims.
This is contrary to the Government’s normal approach in prosecuting federal sex offenses. It
also violated Jane Doe #4's rights under the CVRA, including the fact that she had a
“reasonable™ right to confer with the US. Attorney's Office before they entered into an
agreement with a sex offender barring prosecution of him for the crimes he committed against
her. 18 U.S.C. § 3771(a)(5).

MOTION FOR JOINDER

Jane Doe #3 and Jane Doe #4 now both move to join this action filed by Jane Doe #1 and
Jane Doe #2, pursuant to Rule 21 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Rule 21 provides that
“[o]n motion or on its own, the court may at any time, on just terms, add . . . a party.” Rule 21
“grants the court broad discretion to permit a change in the parties at any stage of a litigation.”
Fardl. Air Line Pilots Ass'n Int'l, 268 F. Supp. 2d 271, 295 (E.D.N.Y. 2003) (internal quotation
omitted). The new victims should be allowed to join the current victims in this action under Rule

21.
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The new victims will establish at trial that the Government violated their CVRA rights in
the same way as it violated the rights of the other victims. The new victims’ participation in this
case is important because it appears that the Government intends to raise a factual defense that
somehow it did keep Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2 properly informed of what was happening in
the criminal prosecution. Of course, if four victims all testify consistently that they were not
properly informed by the Government (as we believe they will), that provides a stronger case for
a CVRA violation.

In addition, Jane Doe #3 and Jane Doe #4’s participation is relevant to a defense the
Court has allowed the Government to raise. The Court has previously ruled that the victims®
request for rescission of the NPA “implicates a fact-sensitive equitable defense which must be
considered in the historical factual context of the entire interface between Epstein, the relevant
prosecutorial authorities and the federal offense victims — including an assessment of the
allegation of a deliberate conspiracy between Epstein and federal prosecutors to keep the victims
in the dark on the pendency of negotiations between Epstein and federal authorities until well
after the fact and presentation of the non-prosecution agreement to them as a fait accompli.”” DE
189 at 12 n.6 (emphasis added). Jane Doe #3's and Jane Doe #4°s participation in this case will
help to show what the “entire interface™ was between the Government and the victims and thus
to respond to the Government’s estoppel arguments as well as other defenses that it appears to be
preparing to raise. See, e.g., DE 62 (52-page response from the Government to the victim's
summary judgment motion, raising numerous factually-based and other arguments against the

victim’s position).

EFTA00188706



EFTA00188707



Case 9:08-cv-80736-KAM Document 279 Entered on FLSD Docket 12/30/2014 Page 10 of 13

Jane Doe #3's and Jane Doe #4's participation is also directly relevant to the discovery
disputes currently pending in this case. The Government has raised various relevancy objections
to the documents that Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2 are attempting to obtain. The current
victims have responded by explaining how these documents are relevant, inciud'l-ng explaining
how these documents might bear on the way in which Epstein used his powerful political and
social connections to secure a favorable plea deal, as well as provide proof of the Government's
motive to deliberately fail to hwéstigate certain aspects of the victims® claims in an effort to
maintain the secrecy of the facts and resolve the case without the victims’ knowledge. See, e.g.,
DE 266 at 6-10. Jane Doe #3 and Jane Doe #4’s participation will help prove the relevancy of
these requests, as well as the need for those requests.

One clear example is Request for Production No. 8, which seeks documents regarding
Epstein’s lobbying efforts to persuade the Government to give him a more favorable plea
arrangement and/or non-prosecution agreement, including efforts on his behalf by Prince
Andrew and former Harvard Law Professor Alan Dershowitz. Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2
have alleged these materials are needed to prove their allegations that, after Epstein signed the
non-prosecution agreement, his performance was delayed while he used his significant social and
political connections to lobby the Justice Department to obtain a more favorable plea deal. See,
e.g.. DE 225 at 7-8 (discussing DE 48 at 16-18). Jane Doe #3 has directly person knowledge of
Epstein’s connection with some of these powerful people and thus how Epstein might have used
them to secure favorable treatment.

Adding two new victims to this case will not delay any of the proceedings. They will
simply join in motions that the current victims were going to file in any event. For example, the

10
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new victims will simply join in a single summary judgment motion that the current victims
anticipate filing after discovery has been completed.

MNor will adding the new victims prejudice the United States. As the court is aware, this
Court is still in its initial discovery stage. The Court is currently considering whether to reject
the Government's assertion of privilege over documents regarding the case. See DE 265
(victims’ reassertion of objections to the Government privilege claims). The new victims do not
seek any additional discovery beyond that previously sought by the current victims.’
Accordingly, the United States will not be prejudiced or burdened by adding them to this case,

The CVRA does not contain any statute of limitations for filing an action to enforce
rights under the statute. Accordingly, were the Court to deny this motion, the result might be
that the new victims would then be forced to file a separate suit raising their claims, which would
then possibly proceed on a separate litigation track. Rather than require duplicative litigation,
the Court should simply grant their motion to join.

Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2 support the joinder motion. Counsel for the victims have
discussed this motion with the Government at length in an effort to avoid any need to file a
substantive pleading on the issue. Counsel for the victims asked the Government during the
summer for its position on joinder. The Government, however, took the matter under
advisement for months.  Ultimately, after several inquiries from victims counsel, the
Government indicated without explanation that it opposes this motion. Counsel for the victims

has requested a meeting with the Government on this issue, which will hopefully occur in

? Jane Doe #3 and Jane Doe #4 have asked the Government to provide them with the
record of their statements that they provided to the FBI. These FBI 302"s should be only a few
pages long.

B
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January. In the meantime, however, counsel for the victims believe that it is no longer
appropriate to delay filing this motion and accordingly file it at this time. Because the
Government is apparently opposing this motion, Jane Doe #3 and Jane Doe #4 have described
the circumstances surrounding their claims so that the Court has appropriate information to rule
on the motion,

Jane Doe #3 and Jane Doe #4 should be allowed to join this action, pursuant to Rule 21
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Their joinder should be conditioned on the requirement
that they not re-litigate any issues previously litigated by Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2. A
proposed order to that effect is attached to this pleading.

DATED: December 30, 2014

Respectfully Submitted,

{s/ Bradley J. Edwards

Bradley J. Edwards
FARMER, JAFFE, WEISSING,
|

-DWARDS, FISTOS & LEHRMAN, P.L.

And

Paul G. Cassell

Pro Hac Vice

S.J. Quinney College of Law at the
Invivmres "1 I

)
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Attorneys for Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
| certify that the foregoing document was served on December 30, 2014, on the following

using the Court’s CM/ECF system:

500 8, Australian Ave., Suite 400

West Palm Beach, FL 33401

Attorneys for the Governmenit

{5/ Bradley J. Edwards
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

Case No. 08-80736-Civ-Marra/Johnson
JANE DOE #1 and JANE DOE #2

UNITED STATES
/

ORDER GRANTING JANE DOE #3 AND JANE DOE #4's MOTION PURSUANT TO
RULE 21 FOR JOINDER IN ACTION

This matter is before the Court on JANE DOE #3 AND JANE DOE #4 MOTION
PURSUANT TO RULE 21 FOR JOINDER IN ACTION. Having carefully considered the
same and finding good cause show, it is

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Jane Doe #3 and Jane Doe #4 are allowed to join this
action, pursuant to Rule 21 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. They are ordered not to re-

litigate any issues previously litigated by Jane Doe #] and Jane Doe #2 in this action.

DONE AND ORDERED in Chambers at West Palm Beach, Florida, this day of

, 201

KENNETH A. MARRA
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

oo All counsel
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

Case No. 08-80736-CIV-MARRA/JJOHNSON
JANE DOE #1 AND JANE DOE #2,
Plaintiffs,
Vs,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Defendant.
/

MOTION FOR LIMITED INTERVENTION BY ALAN M. DERSHOWITZ

Alan M. Dershowitz (herein, “Prof. Dershowitz™), a nonparty to this litigation, is the
victim of scurrilous allegations made in Jane Doe #3 and Jane Doe #4°s Motion Pursuant to Rule
21 for Joinder in the Action (the “Joinder Motion™), filed as of record at DE 279. Having no
remedy in this proceeding for the harm to his reputational interest, Prof. Dershowitz hereby seeks
to intervene in this action, both as of right under Fed. R. Civ. P. 24(a) and permissively under
Fed. R. Civ. P. 24(b), for the limited purposes of moving to strike the outrageous and impertinent
allegations made against him and requesting a show cause order to the attorneys that have made
them.

With respect to the legal framework for intervention, Prof. Dershowitz agrees with the
general principles stated by this Court in its earlier Order on intervention dated September 26,
2011 (DE 99), including the broad discretion afforded district courts concerning intervention.
However, as is summarized in the paragraphs that follow, this motion for intervention stands
upon dramatically different circumstances than the prior motion, which was denied. The

proposed Plaintiffs’ and their counsel's defamatory falsehoods about Prof. Dershowitz are of an
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entirely different order of magnitude, and they have spread around the world.

What makes them doubly troubling is their irrelevancy: although categorically false, the
allegations against Prof. Dershowitz have absolutely nothing to do with whether the United
States government violated its duty to confer with the Plaintiffs prior to entering into the non-
prosecution agreement with Jeffrey Epstein, and, if so, what remedies might apply. Because
those are the issues to be adjudicated by the Court in the underlying lawsuit, it is apparent that
the broadside against Prof. Dershowitz was ginned up for reasons having nothing to do with the
merits of this case. Prof. Dershowitz must be given the opportunity to defend himself through
intervention in this action,

L. The Joinder Motion is nothing more than a vehicle to impugn the reputation of
Prof. Dershowitz, filed with the certain result of stirring up media interest,

The Joinder Motion purports to seek to add two new plaintiffs as parties to this litigation,
but does not even attach a proposed amended complaint in violation of the local rules. See S.D.
Fla. L.R. 15.1 (requiring a party who moves to amend a pleading to attach the original of the
amendment to the motion). Instead, the paper simply proffers various salacious allegations as
quotable tabloid fodder. Specifically naming Prof. Dershowitz, and identifying him as Mr.
Epstein’s counsel, Plaintiffs’ counsel allege that Jane Doe #3 was “required” to have sexual
relations with Prof. Dershowitz “on numerous occasions while she was a minor,” and, in
addition, that Prof. Dershowitz was “an eyewitness to the sexual abuse of many other minors.”
(DE 279 at 4.) The Motion goes on to state that Prof. Dershowitz was involved in the
negotiation of the non-prosecution agreement for Jeffrey Epstein which “provided protection for

[Prof. Dershowitz] against criminal prosecution in Florida for sexually abusing Jane Doe #3.”

(Id.)
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To the great detriment of Prof. Dershowitz, and as Plaintiffs’ counsel surely anticipated,
the contemptible allegations against Prof. Dershowitz and others have created a media firestorm.
Over the weekend of January 3 and 4, 2015, major media outlets—including the Miami Herald,
the Washington Post, the Wall Street Journal, the New York Times, and the Jerusalem Post—
picked up the story and highlighted the most libelous allegations against Prof. Dershowitz.

Yet, as stated above, the allegations against Prof. Dershowitz are completely irrelevant to
this case. The issue to be determined on the Plaintiffs' Petition is whether, in violation of the
Crime Victims' Rights Act, the United States Attorney’s Office breached its obligations to meet
and confer with the Plaintiffs—including proposed plaintiff Jane Doe # 3, who has made the
accusations against Prof. Dershowitz—oprior to entering into a non-prosecution agreement with
Jeffrey Epstein on September 24, 2007. That issue turns on the government’s knowledge of
Jane Doe # 3's allegation at the time of the agreement, including, for example, whether she was
designated as a witness by the government. What has been levelled against Prof. Dershowitz
simply has nothing to do with any relevant issues in this case. In short, there was no legitimate
purpose for including these extremely harmful allegations in the Joinder Motion.

11 The allegations made against Prof, Dershowitz are outrageously false,

Besides being wholly irrelevant, the allegations made in the Joinder Motion with respect
to Prof. Dershowitz are categorically false. See Declaration of Alan Dershowitz, attached hereto
as Exhibit A.

In fact, they are absolutely outrageous. Prof, Dershowitz is married and has three children
and two grandchildren. He is the Felix Frankfurter Professor of Law, Emeritus, at Harvard Law
School. Prof. Dershowitz, a graduate of Brooklyn College and Yale Law School, joined the
Harvard Law School faculty at age 25 after clerking for Judge David Bazelon and Justice Arthur

3
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Goldberg. Prof. Dershowitz is, among other things, a civil liberties attorney. During his long and
distinguished career, he has published more than one thousand articles in newspapers, journals
and magazines on a variety of topics. He has published fiction and non-fiction works and law
review articles about criminal and constitutional law. He has received awards from many
institutions and organizations for his work, including the Anti-Defamation League. In his private
legal practice he represents individuals and corporations, and even provides counsel to various
world leaders. Prof, Dershowitz's reputation, which is sterling, is at the core of his remarkable
career.

1.  Prof. Dershowitz should be allowed to intervene under these circumstances.

It is to protect his reputation for which Prof. Dershowitz seeks to intervene in this action.
He is entitled to do so under these circumstances, both as of right and with the permission of the
Court.

Intervention as of right is governed by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(a)(2). Rule
24(a)(2) requires the Court to allow anyone to intervene who claims an interest relating to the
property or transaction that is the subject of the action, and is so situated that disposing of the
action may as a practical matter impair or impede the movant's ability to protect its interest,
unless existing parties adequately represent that interest. Among the interests that satisfy these
criteria are injury to reputation. Sackman v. Liggett Grp., Inc., 167 F.R.D, 6, 20-21 (E.D.N.Y.
1996) (citing Penthouse Int'l, Ltd. v. Playboy Enterprises, Inc., 663 F.2d 371, 373, 392 (2d Cir.
1981)). The burden of demonstrating an interest relating to the subject of the action that cannot
be adequately represented by others is minimal. Georgia v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 302
F.3d 1242, 1255 (1 1th Cir. 2002).

Clearly, Plaintiffs’ and Plaintiffs’ counsel’s accusations of sex with minors and

4
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conspiracy to violate the law are injurious to Prof. Dershowitz's reputation—indeed, they
constitute libel per se—such that he has an interest relating to the subject matter of this action. It
is far from certain, however, that the defendant in this action, United States of America, has the
same interest as Prof. Dershowitz in disproving the preposterous allegations that have been made
against him. For example, in defending the suit that Plaintiffs have brought, the United States of
America will not necessarily need to defend against or seek to disprove the allegations that Prof.
Dershowitz had sex with minors in concert with Mr. Epstein. Only Prof. Dershowitz is situated
to protect his reputational interest here.

This Court’s recently-published and fully-considered reasoning in Krmu'erl Evolution
Holdings, Inc., 975 F.Supp. 2d 1247 (S.D. Fla. 2013) (finding inventor had standing to challenge
a patent application which denied his contribution, based on inventor’s reputational interest)
supports this notion: “The common law recognized that a man’s reputation was possibly his
most valuable asset, that vindicating that reputation in the face of one who sought to defame it
was of paramount importance, and that such vindication need not unnecessarily punish the
defamer because a judgment in favor of the plaintiff that simply established the falsity of the
defamation—and nothing more—was vindication enough.” Id. at 1260. That is essentially what
Prof. Dershowitz seeks here.

Furthermore, permissive intervention unda..a]- Rule 24(b) is also appropriate. See Walker v.
Jim Dandy Co., 747 F.2d 1360, 1365 (11th Cir. 1984).

IV.  These facts are distinguishable from those presented by the earlier intervenor
motion filed by Bruce Reinhart,

Prof. Dershowitz acknowledges that this Court earlier denied a motion to intervene by

former Assistant United States Attorney Bruce E. Reinhart in 2011. (See DE 99 at 12-13.) Back
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then, Plaintiffs alleged that Mr. Reinhart gave “at least the improper appearance” of having made
a decision in Mr. Eptsein’s favor in his own self-interest, specifically to obtain “favorable
employment™ from Mr. Epstein in the future as an attorney in private practice. Mr. Reinhart
moved to intervene for purposes of seeking sanctions against Plaintiff for this accusation. (See
DE 79.)  This Court held that intervention for purposes of filing a motion for sanctions was
denied, finding that it “cannot permit anyone slighted by allegations in court pleadings to
intervene and conduct mini-trials to vindicate their reputation. Absent some other concrete
interest in these proceedings, the Court does mnot believe that the allegations here are
sufficiently harmful to justify permissive intervention.” (DE 99 at 13 (emphasis added).)

Apparently, counsel for Plaintiffs have taken this Court’s order denying intervention as to
Mr. Reinhart to mean that defamatory and unsupportable allegations can be made in court papers
in this action with complete impunity. Counsel for Plaintiffs have scandalously and improperly
published falsehoods, abusing the litigation privilege, as well as this Court’s rulings. But the
docket sheets and courtrooms of the United States District Court for the Southern District of
Florida should not be used as a bulletin board to which irrelevant, baseless, and ill-willed
reputational attacks can be tacked up without consequence.

Moreover, contrary to what Plaintiffs and their counsel appear to think, this situation is
fundamentally distinguishable from that presented by the Reinhart motion, simply by virtue of
the harmfulness of the allegations made. Few accusations, if any, can launch such an immediate
sensation as well as an enduring taint, notwithstanding their utter falsity and the impeccable
reputation of the accused. And, in contrast to the Reinhart motion, which presented a potential
intervenor who had previously had the opportunity to defend his reputation “in this docket™ and

before this Court, no such opportunity has yet been afforded Prof. Dershowitz.

6
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Additionally, unlike Mr. Reinhart, who sought to add the fact-driven dynamics of Rule 11
to this case, Prof. Dershowitz seeks simply to end the potential license for character assassination
created by the continued dwelling of those allegations in this Court’s filings. If allowed to
intervene, Prof. Dershowitz would seek to strike the outrageous allegations based on this Court’s
authority to strike material that is “scandalous, immaterial or redundant.” Asay v. Hallmark
Cards, Inc., 594 F.2d 692, 697 n.2 (8th Cir. 1978) (citing Skolnick v. Hallett, 350 F.2d 861 (7th
Cir. 1975). In fact, the Court has the authority to strike such material on its own, Fed. R. Civ. P.
12(f)(1). Alternatively, if intervention were granted, he would request that the Court grant
intervention for purposes of submitting a request for a show cause order to Plaintiffs’ counsel
with respect to their investigation of and justification for including the allegations against Prof.
Dershowitz in the Joinder Motion. In sum, Prof. Dershowitz submits that the remedy to be
afforded a leading public figure deeply maligned by the under-handed techniques employed by
Plaintiffs’ counsel in this case should not be limited to wounded resignation and public denials.
Intervention is due here,

WHEREFORE Alan M. Dershowitz respectfully requests that the Court enter an order
granting his limited motion to intervene for such purposes as may be appropriate including
submitting a motion to strike the allegations made against him and requesting the issuance of a
show cause order against Plaintiffs’ counsel, and awarding such other relief that the Court deems

just and proper under these unfortunate circumstances.
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Respectfully submitted,

Thomas Scott, Fla. Bar Mo, 149100

COLE, SCOTT & KISSANE, P.A,

-and-

s/ Kendall Coffey
kendall Coffey, Fla. Bar No. 259681

Benjamin H. Brodsky, Fla. Bar Mo, 73748

Counsel for Prof. Alan M. Dershowilz
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CERTIFICATE OF REASONABLE CONFERRAL
WITH COUNSEL FOR THE PARTIES

I hereby certify that counsel for the movant has made reasonable efforts to confer with all
parties who may be affected by the relief sought in the motion—including phone calls and emails
on today's date. Counsel for Plaintiffs have indicated that they do not oppose movant’s
intervention in the case, but that their non-opposition is “limited” and “does not extend to the
merits of any arguments on procedural or substantive issues in the case.” Counsel for Defendant
have not responded to movant’s request for consent to his proposed intervention.

/5/ Kendall Coffey

EFTA00188734



EFTA00188735



Case 9:08-cv-B0O736-KAM Document 282 Entered on FLSD Docket 01/05/2015 Page 10 of 10

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
| hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by Motice of
Electronic Filing generated by CM/ECF, on this 5th day of January, 2015, on all counsel or

parties of record on the Service List below.

i3/ Kendall Coffey

SERVICE LIST

Bradley J. Edwards

FARMER, JAFFE, WEISSING,

EDWARDS. FISTOS & LEHRMAN, P.L. UNITED STATES ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
500 S, Australian Ave., Suite 400

West Palm Beach, FL 33401

and

Attorneys for the Government

Paul G, Cassell
Pro Hac Vice

5.1, Quinney College of Law at the
University of Utah

Atrarneys for Jane Doe #1, 2, 3, and 4

10
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

CASE NO. 08-80736-CIV-MARRA
JANE DOE #1 and JANE DOE #2,

Petitioners,
V&,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondent.
{
DECLARATION OF ALAN M. DERSHOWITZ
I. My name is Alan M. Dershowitz. [ make this declaration on personal knowledge

and pursuant to the provisions of 28 U.S.C. § 1746, and in response to a pleading in which the
lawyers for Jane Doe #3, without benefit of an affidavit, leveled totally false and outrageous
charges against me that have been reported around the world and threaten to damage my
reputation irrevocably.

2, Never under any circumstance have | ever had any sexual contact of any kind,
which includes massages or any physical contact whatsoever, with Jane Doe #3, whose identity
has been referenced by the BBC. (Her identity was disclosed because she “waived her anonymity
in an interview with The Mail on Sunday in 2011.”)

3. Specifically, Jane Doe #3 has alleged that she had sex with me on Mr. Epstein’s
Carribean island. That is a deliberate lie. | was on that island only once in my life. for
approximately one day. | was with my wife and daughter during the entire day. My wife,
daughter and | slept overnight in the same room. We had dinner with Mr. Epstein and a
distinguished professor from the Harvard Business School, his wife, her sister. brother-in-law,

I
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their kids. and an older woman. During our entire stay on the island, we never saw any young
woman that fit the description of Jane Doe #3. Indeed we do not recall seeing any young women
during our entire visit to the island. The older woman showed us around the island. There is no
conceivable possibility that 1 could have had any sexual encounter with Jane Doe #3 during that
period. Her lawyers could have easily learned this by simply calling and asking me for the
specifics. | would have then provided them with the names of unimpeachable witnesses who
would have contradicted Jane Doe #3's false account.

4. Second, Jane Doe #3 has alleged that she had sex with me in Mr. Epstein’s house
in New Mexico. That is a deliberate lie. I was in that house only once while it was under
construction. My wife, daughter and | were driven there by a New Mexico businessman and his
wife, whom we were visiting. Mr. Epstein was not there. Nor were there any young girls visible
at any time. We were shown around the house for about an hour and then drove back with our
friends. Jane Doe #3's lawyers could have easily learned this by simply calling and asking me
for the specifics. | would have then provided them with the names of unimpeachable witnesses
who would have contradicted Jane Doe #3°s false account.

5. Third, Jane Doe #3 has accused me of having sex with her on Jeffrey Epstein’s
plane, That is a deliberate lie. | was on that plane on several occassions as the manifests will
show, but never under circumstances where it would have been possible to have sex with Jane
Doe #3. On a couple of occassions | was on his plane with my wife and daughter. On another
occasion, | was on the plane with my nephew and several older people going to see a launch at
Cape Kennedy. On several other occassions, after the alleged events at issue, | was on the plane

with members of Mr., Epstein’s legal team flying down to perform legal services. Had his
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lawyers called me, 1 would have provided them this information and told them to check the
manifests. There were never any young girls on the plane during any of my trips.

6. As to Mr. Epstein’s homes in New York City and Palm Beach, | categorically
state that [ never had any sexual contact with Jane Doe #3.

7. In a statement issued to the press, Jane Doe #3°s lawyers, Brad Edwards and Paul
Cassell, have falsely stated that “they tried to depose Mr. Dershowitz on these subjects, although
he has avoided those deposition requests.” By using the term “these suhjcct-s“ in a statement
about the sexual abuse charges recently made against me, these lawyers have falsely implied that
they sought to depose me on allegations regarding my own conduct, That is a total and
categorical lie. Several years ago they wrote, asking to depose me on Jeffrey Epstein’s activities
and whether | ever witnessed any of his alleged crimes. | recall responding that | could not testify
as to any privileged information and that I was not a witness to any alleged crimes. They did not
follow up with a subpoena. Any suggestion that | refused to respond to questions about any
allegations regarding my own alleged sexual conduct is totally and categorically false. The
lawyers know this and yet continue to perpetuate the false impression that | was somehow given
an opportunity to respond to these false and salacious charges against me and refused to do so.
The written record will bear out the truth of what 1 am declaring and demonstrate the deliberate
falsity of what they have suggested.

8. Jane Doe #3 knows that the charges she has leveled against me are totally false
and she has alleged them with complete knowledge of their falsity. | believe and allege that her
lawyers, Brad Edwards and Paul Cassell, also knew or could have easily learned, that | could not
have done and did not do any of the heinous things they allege 1 did in the pleading. If they had

done any reasonable investigation of their client’s false allegations, they would have found
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absolute proof that I did not. They claim in a written statement that they “investigate” before
filing. But they did not specifically state that they investigated this claim against me before filing
this false and scurrilous charge. They could not have, because even the most minimal of
investigation would have proven conclusively that | could not have had sex with their client on
Mr. Epstein’s island, in New Mexico or on the airplanes; and that | did not have sex with her in
his New York or Palm Beach homes. They would also have learned, if they did not already
know, that Jane Doe #3 is a serial liar, whose uncorrobrated word should never be credited, She
has claimed to have been with former President Clinton on Mr. Epstein’s island. She has
provided specific and detailed information about Mr. Clinton’s activities on the island. Yet, on
information and belief, | have been advised that Secret Service records would confirm that
President Clinton has never set foot on that island. It has also been reported that she told her
father that she met Queen Elizabeth. On information and belief, a check of the records of
Buckingham Palace would disclose that Jane Doe #3 lied to her father about such a visit. On
information and belief, she has also told lies about many world leaders. Finally, on information
and belief, the State Attorney in Palm Beach County dropped a case that she sought to bring
based on an assessment by the investigating detective regarding the “victim’s lack of credibility.”
A copy of the letter reflecting this decision was forwarded to central records. Her lawyers knew
or should have known about her history of lying and her utter lack of credibility before filing an
allegedly privileged legal statement that asserts false and defamatory information about a fellow
lawyer based on her word alone.

9. | believe and allege that Jane Doe #3's lawyers deliberately inserted this false and
defamatory charge, which they knew or should have known to be false and defamatory, in a legal

pleading that does not seek an evidentiary hearing or provide for any other opportunity for me to
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respond to, rebut or disprove their knowingly false charge. They placed it in a legal proceeding,
in a public filing, in bad faith in an effort to have the media report it, while they attempt to hide
behind claims of litigation and journalistic privilege. | believe and allege that their bad faith
purpose was to have this false charge made public, while attempting to deny me any legal
recourse. There is no realistic possibility that this pre-New Year's filing would have been picked
up by the media had they or someone on their behalf not deliberately alerted the media to its
existence,

1. These lawyers have now repeatedly spoken to the media about their false
allegations against me, asserting that what they alleged against me had a “factual” basis and
providing the BBC with a list of questions they should ask me. I answered all of their questions.
These lawyers have studiously tried to avoid repeating the specific false charges publically, in an
attempt to shield themselves from a defamation claim.

1. Again, let me assert categorically, without reservation and with full s;.uwareness of
the risks of perjury, that | did not ever, under any circumstances, have any sexual contact of any
kind with Jane Doe #3.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this 5th day of January. 2015, in Miami Beach, Florida.

F\]an M. Dershowitz
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

CASE NO. 9:08-cv-80736-KAM
JANE DOE #1 and JANE DOE #2,
Petitioners,
VS,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondent.
/

PLAINTIFFS RESPONSE TO MOTION FOR
LIMITED INTERVENTION BY ALAN M. DERSHOWITZ

COME NOW petitioners Jane Doe No. | and Jane Doe 2, as well as movants Jane Doe
No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 (“the victims™"), to respond in opposition to Mr. Dershowitz's motion
for limited intervention (DE 282). Dershowitz moves to intervene 1o strike a proffer made by
Jane Doe No. 3 of facts that support her pending motion to join this action. The Court should
deny the motion. Dershowitz has not established any direct interest in this Crime Victims'
Rights Act (CVRA} action that would entitle him to intervene as of right under Fed. R. Civ. P.
24(a). Nor has he met Rule 24(b)’s standards for discretionary intervention for four reasons:
First, Dershowitz has another forum in which to litigate and defend his reputational interests — a
pending defamation action regarding this very case: second, Dershowitz (and other persons Jane
Doe No. 3 specifically alleged abused her) have not availed themselves of other opportunities to
defend their reputational interests: third, Dershowitz lacks any basis to strike allegations that are

directly relevant to pending issues in this case; and fourth and finally, Jane Doe No. 3 attests ina

' As promised in their motion to join (DE 280), Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 do not seek to expand
the number of pleadings filed in this case. If allowed to join this action, they would simply support the
pleadings already being filed by Jane Doe No. | and Jane Doe No. 2 — including this opposition.
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sworn affidavit (attached as Exhibit 1) that all her allegations are true — an affidavit consistent
with compelling corroborating evidence.

BACKGROUND AND COURSE OF PROCEEDINGS

Because this case has been proceeding for more than six-and-a-half years, it is useful fo

summarize some of the events pertinent to Dershowitz’s intervention motion and Jane Doe No,
3's related and pending motion for joinder, As the Court is aware, on July 7, 2008, a young
woman identified as Jane Doe No. | filed an emergency petition to enforce her rights under the
Crime Victims® Rights Act (CVRA), 18 U.S.C. § 3771, alleging that the Government had failed
to provide her rights with regard to a plea arrangement it was pursuing with Jeffrey Epstein. The
Court rapidly held a hearing. During that hearing, victim's counsel (having previously made a
proffer of the relevant circumstances to Government counsel) orally moved to have Jane Doe
No. 2 added into the case as another “victim™ under the CVRA. Government counsel had no
objection to adding her to the case, apparently believing that, in light of the sexual abuse
perpetrated against her, she met the “victim™ definition in the statute. DE 15 (Tr. July 11, 2008)
at 14,

The Court then instructed the parties to attempl to reach a stipulated set of facts. Over the
next several years, the Government took conflicting positions on whether it would stipulate to
facts provided by Jane Doe No. | and Jane Do. 2, ultimately refusing to stipulate to any facts.
See generally DE 225-1 at 2-4. Unable to obtain stipulations by the Government, in 2011 the
vietims filed a summary judgment motion alleging 53 proposed undisputed facts (DE 48), along
with a motion to have the Court accept those facts because of the Government's failure to contest
them (DE 49). On September 26, 2011, the Court allowed the case to move forward. DE 99,

The Court, however, declined to accept victims® argument that it should simply accept their facts
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because of the Government’s failure to contest their facts, directing instead that discovery should
proceed. fd. at 11,

Inlight of the Court’s direction, on October 11, 2011, the victims filed discovery requests
with the Government, including requests specifically seeking information about Dershowitz,
Prince Andrew. and others. Further efforts from the Government to avoid any discovery
followed (see generally DE 225-1 at 4-5)," ultimately leading to a further Court ruling in June
2013 that the Government should produce documents, DE 189, The Government then produced
about 1,500 pages of irrelevant materials to the victims (DE 225-1 at §), while simultaneously
submitting 14,825 pages of relevant materials under seal to the Court. The Government claimed
that these pages were “privileged™ for various reasons, attaching an abbreviated privilege log,
Jane Doe No. I and Jane No. 2 objected to those claims of privilege. see generafly DE 225 and
DE 265, and also to the Government’s failure to specify in its privilege log the names of all the
persons involved in the materials (DE 265 at 1-2). These issues remain pending today.’

In the summer of 2014, undersigned counsel for Jane Doe No. 1 and Jane Doe No, 2
contacted Government counsel to request their agreement to add an additional victim to this case:
a young woman Jeffrey Epstein sexual abused when she was under age. On August 20, 2014,
counsel sent a letter to U.S. Attorney Wilfredo Ferrer requesting the Government’s consent to a
stipulated motion to simply add her into the case (as had been done earlier with Jane Doe No. 2).
Counsel attached a draft proposed motion that would have blandly recounted that she was

similarly situated to Jane Doe No. | and Jane Doe No. 2. See Exhibit 2. The proposed motion

¥ Jeffrey Epstein also dnunpmd to block discovery of materials in this case, leading to an Eleventh Circuit
|l.|||115 that the victims® discovery efforts were proper. Drwl Epstein, 749 F.3d 999 (11th Cir. 2014),

chlﬂl'k"‘l.h'j-’. even though the Court directed the Government to begin proclucing discovery in June
2013, the Government has yet to finish that production some 19 months later.
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did not include any of the facts surrounding her abuse, relying instead on a stipulation to secure
the Court’s anticipated approval.

Three months later, having received no response from the Government, victims® counsel
sent an additional letter to Mr. Ferrer, requesting agreement to add an additional victim to the
case — a young woman identified in current pleadings as Jane Doe No, 3%

Dear Mr. Ferrer:

I sent you a letter in August requesting your office’s stipulation to our
adding Jane Doe #[4] in this case. Unfortunately, we did not receive a response
from your office. We are hopeful that your lack of a response was simple
oversight,

In addition to following up on the August letter, we are now requesting
your Stipulation to the adding of Jane Doe #[3] as well. Her true name is
[redacted].... As we expressed in our personal meetings a couple years ago. we
don’t understand the tactical decision to be adversarial to victims of known sexual
abuse on every point in this litigation. Now that many of those issues we
discussed have been resolved in our favor, it seems to make even more sense to
avoid engaging in unnecessary battles that could only serve the purpose of
delaying the victims® rights to have this case resolved on its merits,

As 1 indicated in my August letter requesting your stipulation to the
adding of Jane Doe #[4], adding Jane Doe #]3] will also not delay matters, so long
as we can stipulate to her being added. Without a stipulation, we foresee
litigation over this point, which will produce nothing but additional delay ~ and
further question about your Office’s commitment to full protection of victims’
rights under the Crime Victims Rights Act.

Your office is very familiar with [redacted] and her circumstance. She
was sexually trafficked and abused by Mr. Epstein (and others at the direction of
Mr. Epstein) not only in this jurisdiction but throughout the United States and
beyond. . ..

.+« [E]ven if you were to object and prevail on the motion to add her to
the current litigation. the only consequence would be that Ms, [name redacted]
would then file a separate CVRA lawsuit, something she is entitled to do because
the CVRA contains no time limit. . . .We have, throughout this case, consciously
avoided filing anything that would unnecessarily cast your office in a bad light,
and it is again with that in mind that we request your stipulation here. We need
this stipulation by December 10, 2014 to avoid delaying any other aspects of this
case. We will not file any pleadings on this subject before that date.

! In the letter to Mr. Ferrer, the woman identified in current court pleadings as Jane No. 3 is referred to as
“Jane Doe No. 4. For consistency with the court pleadings. the designations in correspondence have
been madified here - as indicated by brackets - to track the current designation in the plead ings.
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See Exhibit 3. Weeks went by and the Government — once again -- did not respond to counsel’s
request for a stipulation. This prompted a further email from counsel to the AUSA’s handling
this matter to inquire about the status of request:

When we spoke a few months ago, | told you that we represented [Jane

Doe No. 3] and were considering adding her to this suit. At the time of our call

we asked if you would agree to our adding her, and I understood that you would

have to check with others. Consequently, | sent a couple of letters to Mr. Ferrer

that | have attached to this email. | was hoping for a response letting me know

that the Office would not oppose the amendments adding Doe 3 and 4... . I realize

our 11/19 letter asked for a response by the 10th. However, | was hoping you

could give me some indication whether we will get an answer before the 10th

{and perhaps what that answer will be), because if there will not be an agreement

to adding these Plaintiffs then | want to get the Motion prepared.

See Exhibit 4; see also Exhibit 5 (short response regarding trying to get an answer),

On December 10, 2014, despite having had four months to provide a position, the
Government responded by email to counsel that it was seeking more time. indicating that the
Government understood that victims™ counsel might need to file a motion with the court on the
matter immediately: “The U.S. Attorney is on travel and | do not have an answer for you on
whether the government will agree to the addition of two new petitioners. | appreciate you not
filing your motion uniil December [15], 2014, If you need to file the motion. we understand.
Thanks.” See Exhibit 6.

Rather than file a motion immediately, victims’ counsel waited and continued to press the
Government for a stipulation. See Exhibits 7, 8, and 9. Finally, on December 23, 2014 — more
than four months after the initial request for a stipulated joinder into the case — the Government

tersely indicated its objection, without indicating any reason: “Our position is that we oppose

adding new petitioners at this stage of the litigation.” See Exhibit 10.
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Because the Government now contested the joinder motion, undersigned counsel
prepared a more detailed pleading explaining the justification for granting the motion. One week
afler receiving the Government’s objection, on December 30, 2014, Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane
Doe No. 4 filed a motion (and later a corrected motion) seeking to join the case. DE 279 and DE
280." Uncertain as to the basis for the Government's objection, the motion briefly proffered the
circumstances of Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 that would qualify them as “victims™
eligible to assert rights under the CVRA. See 18 US.C. 3771(e) (“For the purposes of this
chapter, the term “crime victim' means a person directly and proximately harmed as a result of
the commission of federal offense . . .."). With regard to Jane Doe No. 3, the motion indicated
that when she was a minor, Jeffrey Epstein had trafficked her to Dershowitz and Prince Andrew
(among others) for sexual purposes. Jane Doe No. 3 stated that she was prepared to prove her
proffer. See DE 280 at 3 ("Il allowed to join this action, Jane Doe No. 3 would prove the
following . ... *). The motion also provided specific reasons why Jane Doe No. 3°s participation
was relevant to the case, including the pending discovery issues regarding Dershowitz and Prince
Andrew. DE 280 at 9-10 (explaining several reasons participation of new victims was relevant
to existing issues).

After the motion was filed. various news organizations published articles about it.
Dershowitz also made numerous media statements about the filing, including calling Jane Doe
No. 3 “a serial liar” who “has lied through her teeth about many world leaders.”

http://www.cnn.com/2015/01/06/us/dershowitz-sex-allegation/.  Dershowitz also repeatedly

* Dershowitz argues that Jane Doe No. 3 violated Local Rule 15.] by failing to attach a proposed
amended complaint. DE 282 at 2. But Jlane Doe Mo. 3 was simply following the same approach that Jane
Doe No. 2 had 1aken earlier, by filing a motion 1o join rather than a proposed amendment to pleadings.
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called undersigned legal counsel for Jane Doe No. 3 “two sleazy, unprofessional, disbarable
lawyers.” fd. On January 5, 2015, Dershowitz filed the pending motion (o intervene. DE 282,
MSCUSSION

Dershowitz’s motion to intervene relies on Fed, R. Civ. P, 24(a) (mandatory intervention)
and 24(b) (permissive intervention). Neither argument for intervention is well-founded.

L DERSHOWITZ'S ALLEGED “REPUTATIONAL™ INTERESTS DO NOT
SATISFY RULE 24(A)'S REQUIREMENTS FOR INTERVENTION AS OF
RIGHT.

Dershowitz first claims that he meets Rule 24(a)’s requirements for mandatory
intervention. Rule 24(a) requires that the Court allow a person to intervene in a case if that
person “claims an interest relating to the property or transaction that is the subject of that action
and is so situated that disposing “.r the action may as a practical matter impair or impede the
movant’s ability to protect his interest, unless existing parties adequately represent that interest.”
Dershowitz contends he meets Rule 24(a)’s requirements because he has a “reputational” interest
in the matter, specifically an interest in contesting Jane Doe No. 3°s allegation that Jeffrey
Epstein trafficked her to Dershowitz for sexual purposes.

Numerous courts have declined to allow a mere “reputational” interest to justify
mandatory intervention. For example, Calloway v. Westinghouse Elec. Corp., 115 F.R.D. 73
(M.D. Ga. 1987), denied a motion to intervene where the alleged interest was a doctor’s “own
reputation and academic credibility.” [d. at 74. The court denied intervention because “a
witness” inlerest in his reputation alone . . . does not constitute the required ‘interest relating to
the property or transaction which is the subject of the present action’ necessary to allow
intervention as a matter of right. To find otherwise would invite intervention every time a court

1s required to determine the credibility of a witness.” Id. Similarly, Flynn v. Hubbard, 82 F.2d
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1084, 1093 (1st Cir. 1986). affirmed the denial of the Church of Scientology’s request for
intervention in part because “the church “merely claim[ed] a generalized injury to reputation
[that] identifies no legal detriment arising from a default judgment against Hubbard.” fd at 1093
(Coffin, )., concurring). See alvo Edmondson v. State of Neb. ex. rel. Meyer, 383 F.2d 123, (8th
Cir. 1967) (*The mere fact that Edmondson’s reputation is thereby injured is not enough [to
support intervention]. Edmondson's representative has pointed to no legal detriment flowing
from this possible finding of the trial court. and we can find none.™): Forsyth County v. US.
Army Corps of Engineers, No, 2:08-CV-0126-RWS, 2009 WL 1312511, at *2 (N.D. Ga. May
8, 2009) (denying intervention because an “interest in protecting its reputation . . . is not direct,
substantive, or derived from a legal right™).”"

The Court has previously considered — and rejected — a similar effort to intervene on a
“reputational™ claim. That claim was made by Bruce Reinhart who - like Dershowitz - had
previously represented Jeffrey Epstein’s interests in related litigation. Reinhart moved 1o
intervene in this case to contest the victims® allegations that Reinhart (a former prosecutor in the
LLS. Attorney’s Office investigating Epstein) received confidential, non-public information
about the investigation. The victims specifically alleged that Reinhart had “joined Epstein’s
payroll shortly afler important decisions were made limiting Epstein’s criminal liability™ and that
Reinhart had gone on to improperly represent Epstein-related witnesses in various civil suits.
See DE 99 at 12 (discussing DE 48 at 23). Reinhart filed a sworn aflidavit admitting that he had
represented Epstein-related clients, but claiming that he did not possess any such confidential

information. He sought to intervene to challenge the victims® arguments.

* Dershowitz cites dicta in Sackman ' Liggerr Grp., fnc.. 167 F.R.D. 6, 20-21 (E.DN.Y. 1996), that a
reputational interest can support intervention. But Sackman did not analyvze the issue: rather it simply
cited another case, Penthouse I, Lol ovo Playboy Ewierprives, fnc.. 663 F.2d 371, 373, 392 (2d Cir.
1981), which in turn comtains no analysis of the issue or any such holding.
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After a hearing, the Court denied Reinhart's motion, finding that his interest in litigating
the validity of the victims® allegations was too altenuated to support intervention. DE 99 at 13.”
The Court’s rationale applies equally here and should lead the Court o deny Dershowite’s
motion. Dershowitz claims that his situation is distinguisﬁah!e in view of how “harmful™ (DE
282 at 6) he believes the current allegations are. But the degree of indignation at allegations is
not a sound basis for allowing intervention. As the Court previously explained, it “cannot permit
anyone slighted by allegations in court pleadings to intervene and conduct mini-trials to
vindicate their reputation.” DE 99 at 13,

Dershowitz does have an alternative ground he could try to advance for intervention. As
Jane Doe No. 3 pointed owt in her motion to join the case, Dershowitz personally helped to
negotiate the non-prosecution agreement (NPA) at issue in this case. which bars his prosecution
in the Southern District of Florida as a “potential co-conspirator of Epstein.” DE 280 at 4
{(quoting NPA at 5). The Court has previously allowed Epstein to prospectively intervene in any
proceedings that might involve invalidating the NPA. DE 246. Dershowitz can make a similar
motion if he identifies himself as a potential co-conspirator involved in crimes covered by the
NPA.  But lacking such an allegation, his existing motion does not allege any concrete
impairment of his interests supporting mandatory intervention.

1L DERSHOWITZ HAS NOT SHOWN THAT THE COURT SHOULD ALLOW
PERMISSIVE INTERVENTION UNDER RULE 24(B).

" During the hearing on Reinhart's intervention motion, the Govermnment stood silent about the accuracy
of Reinhart’s alTidavit, Much later, after the Court had denied the motion, the Government admitted that
it possessed information contradicting Reinhart’s sworn affidavit,  See DE 225-1 at 9-10, 19 43-45 (*in
answering the victims' Requests for Admissions, the Government has admitted that it possess information
that Reinhart learned confidential non-public information about the Epstein case and he discussed the
Epstein case with other prosecutors.”).
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Dershowitz also contends that the Court should exercise its discretion to allow permissive
intervention in this case under Fed. R, Civ. P. 24(b). The rule grants discretion to the court to
allow intervention by a person who has “a claim or defense that shares with the main action a
common question of law or fact.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 24(b); accord Mi. Hawley Ins. Co. v. Sandy
Lake Properties, Inc., 425 F.3d 1308, 1311 (11th Cir. 2005) (permissive intervention allowed
only where “a claim or defense and the main action have a question of law or fact in common
and the intervention will not unduly prejudice or delay the adjudication of the rights of the
original parties.”). A district court’s ruling on such intervention is reviewed only for abuse of
discretion, Hmnel First Union Corp., 371 F.3d 1305, 1309 (11th Cir. 2004); see also AT&T
Corp. I Sprint Corp., 407 F.3d 560, 561-62 (2nd Cir. 2005) (“[a] denial of permissive
intervention has virtually never been reversed” because of the considerable discretion atforded to
district courts).

In ruling on a motion for permissive intervention, the Court must consider all relevant
factors, including “the nature and extent of the intervenor's interest.” Perryv v. Proposition 8
Officiad Proponents, 587 F.3d 947, 955 (9th Cir. 2009). Here, Dershowitz lacks a “claim or
defense” in common with the CVRA action. Instead, Dershowitz intends to advance satellite
arguments, including raising questions about the credibility of crime victims that the
Government apparently does not intend to present.” Allowing his intervention would thus create
a clear risk of adding undue delay to what is already a long-running case. Cf. i (affirming

district court decision to deny intervention that would “consume additional time and resources of

¥ For example, in the media Dershowitz has called Jane Doe No. 3 — an alleged victim of international sex
trafficking while she was a minor = *a serial perjurer, serial liar, serial prostitute.” Washington Post,
Morning  Mix.  hips/www.washingtonpost.com/news/morning-mix/wp/200 5/01/06/alan-dershowitz-
takes- legal-action-a fter-bein g-named-with-prince-andrew- in-sex-ring-case/ .
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both the Court and the partics that have a direct stake in the outcome of the proceedings™).
Moreover, several other imporiant factors weigh against allowing intervention.

A, DERSHOWITZ CAN LITIGATE HIS REPUTATIONAL INTERESTS IN A
PENDING DEFAMATION ACTION IN BROWARD COUNTY CIRCUIT
COURT.

In the opening paragraph of his court pleading, Dershowitz claims he has “no remedy™ to
defend his reputation. DE 81 at 1. And yet, in his statements to the media. Dershowitz has made
clear that he intends to defend his reputational interests in a pending defamation action. The
Court need not allow duplicative litigation on the same reputational issues.

After Jane Doe No. 3 filed her motion to intervene, Dershowitz attacked her in the media
as a “serial perjurer.” He also repeatedly named and attacked her attorneys — i.e., undersigned
legal counsel Edwards and Cassell — branding them, among other disparaging names. “two
sleazy. unprofessional. disbarable lawyers.” Dershowitz repeated his attacks on numerous
worldwide media outlets, saying such things as victims® counsel “are prepared to lie, cheat and
steal. These are unethical lawyers™ (CNN Program “The World Right Now with Hala Gorani,”
Jan. 5, 2015) and that counsel “willfully and deliberately made this up in order to gain a
litigation advantage, [to] line their pockets with money™ (The Last Word with Lawrence
O'Donnell = MSNBC (Jan. 8, 2015).

Following these statements, on January 6, 2015, attormneys Edwards and Cassell,
represented by Jack Scarola, Esq.. filed a defamation action in Broward County Circuit Court.
See Exhibit 11 at 9 17 (alleging Dershowitz has “initiated a massive public media assault on the
reputation and character™ of undersigned counsel, by “accusing them of intentionally lying in
their filings. of having leveled knowingly false accusations against [Dershowitz], without ever

conducting any investigation of the credibility ol the accusations™). The attorneys also served

11
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discovery requests on Dershowitz, as well as a notice of deposition. Dershowitz has yet 1o agree
io a deposition date.

Faced with a defamation action against him, Dershowitz stated that he was “thrilled™ by
the development because it “gives me a chance to litigate the case. | can expose their corruption.
I can show how fraudulent the allegations are. This makes my day.” Wall St. Journal Law Blog.
http://blogs.wsj.com/law/2015/01/06/jane-doe-lawyers-sue-dershowitz-for-defamation/  (Jan. 6,
2015); see also UMAR News, || G - . 2015)
("'l just need a legal proceeding . . . to call witnesses ... to prove my case” (emphasis added)).

Given that Dershowitz has the opportunity to litigate his concerns in the other case, this
Court need not — and should not — allow permissive intervention in this one. See, e.g., Morgan v.
Sears, Roebuck & Co., 124 F.R.D. 231 (1988) (declining intervention in ong case where
litigation on a similar issue was already underway elsewhere). Permissive intervention in this
case would, for example, presumably lead to Dershowitz (and, in turn, undersigned legal
counsel) seeking duplicative discovery to that which is already being sought in Broward County
Circuit Court. One forum is enough to litigate reputational issues,

B. DERSHOWITZ SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED TO INTERVENE IN THIS
ACTION WHEN HE HAS DECLINED TO DEFEND HIS REPUTATION IN
OTHER ACTIONS.

Dershowitz also claims that he has not been given an opportunity to address his
connection to Epstein’s sex trafficking. DE 282-1 at 3. This is untrue. Indeed. Dershowitz has
been given (at least) three separate opportunities to provide information concerning his
involvement in Epstein’s offenses. Because Dershowitz has not availed himself of any of those
prior opportunities, the Court should deny his motion 1o intervens now.,

2009
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On about September 17, 2009, one of undersigned counsel (Brad Edwards) arranged to
have Dershowilz served with a subpoena for deposition in connection with a civil case brought
by one of the underage females who had sued Epstein (Doe v. Epstein, No. 9:08-cv-80893-KAM
(5.D. Fla.)). At that point, Dershowitz understood that counsel for many of Epstein’s victims
believed that mounting evidence pointed toward his role extending beyond merely being an
attorney for Epstein. That deposition ultimately did not occur, and Dershowitz made no effort to
provide information about his knowledge of relevant information.

20101

[n 2011, in the state case of Epsiein v. Edwards (No, S02009CAMOBOOXXXXMBAG
(Palm Beach Cty. Cir. Ct.)). counsel for Edwards (Jack Scarola, Esq.) contacted Dershowitz to
seek his cooperation in answering questions about his knowledge of Epstein’s sex trafficking.
On August 15, 2011, Dershowitz indicated that he wanted more information before would decide
whether to cooperate: “If you would let me know what non-privileged information you would
seek from me, | would then be able to decide wherher to cooperate.™ See Exhibit 12 {(emphasis
added).

On August 23, 2011, Scarola sent a letter to Dershowitz, explaining that there was no
intent to ingquire about attorney-client information, but adding: “*[w]e do. however, have reason to
believe that you have personally observed Jeffrey Epstein in the presence of underage females,
and we would like the opportunity to question you under oath about these observations.” See
Exhibit 13. Dershowitz declined to cooperate, so on September 7, 2011, Scarola again sent a
letter to Dershowitz, noting that while there was “no obligation™ to disclose the basis for wanting
a deposition, the reason was that “[mjultiple individuals have placed you in the presence ol

Jeffrey Epstein on multiple oceasions and in various locations when Jeffrey Epstein was in the
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company of underage females subsequently identified as victims of Mr. Epstein’s criminal
molestations. This information is derived from both sworn testimony and private interviews.”
Exhibit 14, Despite providing Dershowitz with the basis for wanting his deposition, and the
assurance that questions regarding privileged information would not be asked, Dershowitz did
not cooperate,

2015

After Jane Doe MNo. 3 moved to intervene in this case. Dershowitz said “what they

[victims® counsel] have done is so under-handed . . . not giv[ing] me an opportunity to disprove

it Thars Koflaesque”  UMAR News, [EEEEE

Following public statements such as these, on January 3, 2015, attorney Jack Scarola
immediately sent an e-mail to Dershowite, requesting an opportunity to take his deposition:
Dear Mr. Dershowitz:

Statements attributed to you in the public media express a willingness,
indeed a strong desire, to submit to questioning under oath regarding your alleged
knowledge of Jeffrey Epstein's extensive abuse of underage females as well as
your alleged personal participation in those activities. As | am sure you will
recall, our efforts o arrange such a deposition previously were unsuccessful, so
we welcome your change of heart. Perhaps a convenient time would be in
connection with your scheduled appearance in Miami on January 19. | assume a
subpoena will not be necessary since the deposition will be taken pursuant to your
request, but please let us know promptly if that assumption is inaccurate.... Thank
you for your anticipated cooperation.

Exhibit 15, As of the date of this filing, Dershowitz has completely ignored this request. while
simultaneously continuing to publicly protest his inability o challenge the allegations against

him ina legal proceeding.
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In light of these opportunities that have been extended to Dershowitz previously to
answer any questions about his knowledge of (and even participation in) Epstein’s sex
trafficking, his claim that he needs a forum in this Court to defend his reputation rings hollow.”

For the sake of completeness —and to show a sinister pattern— it is also worth noting that
each of the other four individuals Jane Doe No. 3 identified by name in her motion (Jeffrey
Epstein, Ghislaine Maxwell, Jean Luc Brunel, and Prince Andrew) have also all been afforded
opportunities to explain themselves — and all four have declined to take them.

Epstein. The Court is familiar with Jeffrey Epstein’s repeated invocations of the Fifth
Amendment when asked questions about his sexual abuse of young gi_rls‘ including Jane Doe Na.
I, Jane Doe No. 2, and Jane Doe No. 3. See generally Exhibit 16 at 1-7.

Maxwell. In 2009, undersigned counsel (Brad Edwards) served Ghislaine Maxwell with
a subpoena for a deposition in a civil case against Jeffrey Epstein. Afler extensive discussion
and coordinating a convenient time and place, as well as ultimately agreeing to a confidentiality
agreement prepared by Maxwell's attorney, at the eleventh hour Maxwell’s attorney informed
the undersigned that Maxwell's mother was very ill and that consequently Maxwell was leaving
the country with no plans to return. The deposition was cancelled. Yet a short time later,
Maxwell was photographed at Chelsea Clinton’s wedding in Rhinebeck, New York, confirming
the suspicion that she was indeed still in the country and willing to say anything to avoid her

deposition.

* The difficulty in scheduling this deposition also fits into a pattern for Dershowitz. In around 2003 10
2006, Dershowitz was JefTrey Epstein’s “primary™ lawyer. When the Paln Beach Police Department
tried to interview Epsiein, Dershowite pretended that Epstein was willing 1o answer guestions.
Dershowitz set up. then cancelled, Epstein interviews with the police “several times.” See i Epstein,
No, S02008CADITII9XXXX MB AB, Depo. of Police Chiel Michael Reiter at 80 (Palm Beach Cty. Cir.
C1, MNow, 23, 2009),

15
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Brunel. 1n 2009, undersigned counsel (Brad Edwards, representing Jane Doe) served
Jean Lue Brunel with a subpoena for a deposition before this court in Doe v. Epstein, No. 9:08-
cv-80119-KAM (S.D. Fla.). Brunel's atiorney asked counsel for Jane Doe to postpone the
scheduled deposition date. Jane Doe’s counsel agreed, and then Brunel's attorney cancelled the
rescheduled deposition date. Brunel’s counsel represented that Brunel was outside the country
and thus unavailable. But later sworn deposition testimony revealed that Brunel was actually
inside the country at this time — indeed, he was hiding at Epstein’s Palm Beach home. All this
was brought to the Court’s attention via a motion for sanctions, DE 483, This is just another
example of the inner circle of Epstein’s friends refusing depositions to answer questions.

Prince Andrew. In 2011, Jack Scarola, representing Brad Edwards in the Epsiein v
Edwards case, faced procedural impediments to obtaining a sworn deposition from a member of
the British Royal family. Accordingly, he publicly invited the voluntary testimony of Prince
Andrew, explaining: “We would be very keen to speak with Prince Andrew. given his
relationship with Jeffrey Epstein. . . . We have reason to believe that Prince Andrew has been in
the company of Mr. Epstein while Mr. Epstein has been in the company of under-aged children.”
http:/fefliefol kerts. blogspot.com/201 1/03/convicted-paedophile-jeffrey-epstein-is.html.  Prince
Andrew never responded.

Two weeks ago. after Jane Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 moved to join in this action, a
spokesperson for Prince Andrew denied Jane Doe No. 3's allegations. without providing any
explanation of what the Prince was doing with this minor girl late at night in a private setting,
Accordingly, on January 14, 2015, Jack Scarola sent Prince Andrew a certified letter requesting

his voluntary cooperation in answering questions about his sexual interactions with Jane Doe No.
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3. See Exhibit 17. The letter requested an opportunity to take a statement under oath from
Prince Andrew. Federal Express has informed us that the letter has been relused by the recipient.

In light of these avoided opportunities by Dershowitz — as well as Epstein, Maxwell,
Brunel, and Prince Andrew — to answer questions under oath regarding Epstein’s trafficking of
young girls, there is no good reason that the Court should now allow a special, discretionary
opportunity to intervene to respond to the allegations.

C. DERSHOWITZ SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED TO INTERVENE TO STRIKE
ALLEGATIONS RELEVANT TO ISSUES PENDING BEFORE THE COURT.

The Court should alse deny Dershowitz’s motion for intervention because it would be a
pointless exercise.

Citing Rule 12(f) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Dershowitz seeks to intervene
to strike “immaterial, impertinent, or scandalous matter.” DE 282 at 7. Dershowitz contends
that Jane Doe No. 3's allegations regarding sexual contacts with him “have nothing to do with
any relevant issues in this case.” Jd. at 3. Courts generally “disfavor the motion to strike . . . ."
Moore's Federal Practice § 12.37[1] (3d ed. 2014) (internal citation omitted). “Striking
allegations from a pleading “is a drastic remedy to be resorted to only when required for the
purposes ol justice,” and only when the allegations 1o be stricken have *no possible relation to the
controversy.”" Larise Atlantis, Inc. v. Pac. Ins. Co.,, No, 10-61583-CIV, 2011 WL 1584359 at *2
(S.D. Fla. 201 1) (quoting Augustus v. Bd. of Pub. Instruction, 306 F.2d 862, 868 (5th Cir.1962)).
“If there is any doubr as to whether the allegations might be an issue in the action, courts will
deny the motion.” fn re 2TheMart.com, Inc. Sec. Litig., 114 F. Supp. 2d 955, 965 (C.D. Cal.
2000) (emphasis in original). Just as with a motion to dismiss for failure 0 state a claim, in

ruling on a motion to strike “the Court must view the pleadings in a light most favorable to the
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pleading party.” [d. Any motion to strike by Dershowitz would be meritless, because Jane Doe
Mo. 3's allegations are pertinent to at least eight pending issues.

1. The Pending Motion to Intervene.

OF course, the first reason that Jane Doe No. 3 made her allegations was to support her
pending motion to join this action. As the Court has seen from the chronology recounted above,
victims® counsel engaged in months of efforts to reach a stipulated motion for joinder by Jane
Doe No. 3 and Jane Doe No. 4 that would not have required reciting any specific factual
allegations. The US. Attorney’s Office refused to provide any answer to that request, until
finally tersely objecting (without providing any rationale). Once the joinder motion became
contested, Jane Doe MNo. 3 then needed to proffer allegations supporting her entry into the case.

To join this CVRA action, Jane Doe No. 3 must first show that she is the “victim™ of a
federal crime, 18 US.C. § 3771(e) — and, further, that the crime is one that implicates persons
covered by the NPA. Jane Doe No. 3 alleged that she was sexually abused by Jeffrey Epstein.
But she also focused much of her joinder motion on the fact that she was the victim of a “sex
trafficking scheme™ organized by Epstein. DE 280 at 3. To prove she is a victim of sex
trafTicking in violation of 18 U.5.C. § 1591, Jane Doe must demonstrate that she was recruited,
transported, or harbored while under the age of 18 and “cause[d] to engage in a commercial sex

"

act.” Accordingly, she briefly described the trafficking scheme, including identifying several

persons to whom she was trafficked (i.e., Dershowitz and Andrew)." The fact that Dershowitz

" In his motion, Dershowitz alleges that Jane Doe No. 3 identified these two names solely to stir up
media attention. DE 282 at 2. But Dershowitz does not address the obvious reasons for the identification
~ i.e.. that he was an attorney who helped draft the NP A and that a sex act with Prince Andrew in London
affected “foreign commerce™ — part of a jurisdictional requirement of the statute, See 18 US.C, §
1590a) ). In addition, Jane Doe MNo. 3 has also alleged that she was trafficked to “many other powerful
men, including politicians and powerful business executives.” Ex. | at§ 58. The names of these persons
could have been included in her pleading and would have created signilficantly more media attention than
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{and Prince Andrew) engaged ina “sex act” with her is simply a required element of her proof
that she is the victim of'a sex trafficking crime.

Sexual trafficking is not the only crime that could support Jane Doe No. 3’s joinder in
this case. There are also various federal sex offenses, such as travel with intent to engage in
illicit sexual conduct, 18 U.S.C. § 2423(b). which Jane Doe No. 3's proffer supported. And
perhaps most obviously, Jane Doe No. 3 was the victim of a conspiracy under 18 US.C. § 371,
Dershowitz, of course, was a co-conspirator against her — thereby directly implicating the NPA.
In her pleading, Jane Doe No. 3 alleged only the fucr that a sex act took place, not the nature of
the sex act nor any “unnecessary detail.” Begay v. Public Service Co. of New Mexico, 710
F.Supp.2d 1161 (D. N. Mex. 2010)."

2. The Pending Discovery Issues.

Another reason Jane Doe No. 3 cited in her pleading for specifically naming Dershowitz
{and Prince Andrew) is that the Court has before it a pending discovery dispute involving
documents relating to these two people. See DE 280 at 10 (citing DE 225 at 7-8 (discussing DE
48 at 16-18)). As the Court is aware, on December 1, 2011, Jane Doe No. | and Jane Doe No. 2
propounded a Request for Admission (RFA) asking the Government o admit that it possesses

“documents, correspondence or other information reflecting contacts with the Department

the names that she did include. If the Court would like proof of this assertion, counsel would request
leave to provide an ex parre, sealed submission of the names of the other immediately recognizable
Persuna who either observed or participated in the trafficking of Jane Doe Mo, 3.

! Where sexual issues are relevant to a case, they must not be stricken, See, e.g, Zdenek v. School Bd. of
Broward County, Mo, 07-CV-61110, 2007 WL 4521489, at *2 (5.0, Fla, Dec. 19, 2007) (“given the
Eleventh Circuit standards on what constitutes actionable sexual harassment, the allegations in question
[with ane exception] do not rise to the level of what is considered ‘redundant, immaterial, impertinent. or
scandalous"™); Dawe v. Corr, USA, Mo, CIVS0T1790LKKEFB, 2009 WL 2591146 at *3 {E.D. Cal. Aug,
20, 2009) (“these statements [referring to sexual coniact] are made in the . . . larger context of alleging
that the defendants” financial misconduct stemmed in part from an intention to cover up sexual
misconduct, As such, the court agrees that the allegations are no more scandalous than those that would
be asserted in any cause ol action relating to sexual harassment,”™),
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between May 2007 and September 2008 on behalf of Jeffrey Epstein by . . . (b) Andrew Albert
Christian Edward (a/k/a Prince Andrew, Duke of York); {(¢) Harvard Law Professor Alan
Dershowitz.” While the Government denied that it had documents reflecting contacts by Prince
Andrew, it specifically admitted possessing documents reflecting contacts by Dershowitz, Gov't
Answer to RFA #6. The two victims further requested the Government admit that it possessed
“information (including telephone logs and emails) reflecting contacts between Bruce E.
Reinhart and persons/entities affiliated with Jeffrey Epstein (including . . . Harvard Law
Professor Alan Dershowitz). The Government admitled this fact. Gov't Answers 1o RFA #16.
These RFA's tie into a major discovery battle that is currently before the Court. Related
to the RFA’s, on October 3, 2011, Jane Doe No. | and Jane Doe No. 2 propounded Request for
Production (RFP) #8, seeking “all correspondence, documents, and other information regarding
Epstein’s lobbying efforts to persuade the Government to give him a more favorable plea
arrangement and/or non-prosecution agreement, including efforts by . . . Andrew Albert
Christian Edward (a/k/a Prince Andrew, Duke of York), [and] Harvard Law Professor Alan
Dershowitz.” The two victims also propounded RFP #21, requesting all documents relating to
the NPA, including documents in the Government’s possession from “defense atlorneys
representing Epstein (including . . . Alan Dershowitz)” and from “agents acting in support of
Epstein (including . . . Andrew Albert Christian Edward (a/l/a Prince Andrew Duke of York)).”
The Government responded to these (and other RFPs) by asserting privilege over 14,825
pages of documents that it provided to the Court.” But contrary to the Court’s specific direction,
the Government did not provide a log that “clearly identifies each document|| by author(s),

addressee(s), recipient(s), date, and general subject matter . . . . DE 190 at 2. Accordingly,

1 = " " - " - -
'* The Government has also raised relevancy objections 1o producing the documents, as discussed below.
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there is no way to determine which of the documents that the Government has provided to the
Court are responsive to which of the victims® discovery requests — including which documents
relate o Dershowitz. See DE 265 at 1-2. The Government then asserted a host of privileges,
including qualified privileges, such as deliberative process privilege. investigative privilege. and
the work product doctrine. Qualified privileges require the Court to engage in a far-ranging
inquiry that balances competing interests. As the victims have recounted in their (currently-
pending) objections to the Government’s assertion of privilege, the Court must weigh such things
as “the *seriousness’ of the litigation™ (DE 265 at 9), “the importance of the information sought
to the plaintiff”s case™ (DE 265-1 at 22), and whether there is a “compelling need”™ for disclosure
(DE 265 at 14). Clearly Jane Doe No. 3's allegations factor into this balancing of interests about
production of documents relating to Dershowitz (and others).

3. Morive

When the Couwrt ultimately rules on the underlying substantive issue of whether the
Government violated the victims™ rights, motive will be a central issue. The Government has
repeatedly asserted benign motivations for not revealiné the NPA 1o the victims, and the victims
have strongly contested those assertions. See, e.g., DE 266 at 10 (“Motive is clearly in dispute in
this case .. .."). The NPA itself contains several unusual provisions that invite debate over how
they came into existence — such as the “confidentiality” provision that illegally barred disclosure
to the victims and the “blank check™ co-conspirator immunity provision discussed immediately
below. An important question is whether these strange provisions were crafted accidentally — or
as part of a deliberate plan to keep the victims in the dark, as the victims are contending, See,
e, DE 48 at 11 (alleging that the Government and defense counsel decided that the NPA

should be “kept trom public view because of the intense public criticism that would have
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resulted from allowing a politically-connected billionaire who had sexually abused more than 30
identified minor girls to escape from federal prosecution with only a county court jail sentence™).
The fact that an important attorney on the defense team had strong personal reasons for resolving
the case without a public trial bears directly on this question, by showing motivation to reach a
secret deal. Dershowitz’s need to keep his abuse secret, and his direct personal knowledge of
Epstein’s abuse, also goes to issues revolving around whether the defense team engaged in a
“yearlong assault on the prosecution and prosecutors,” as alleged by former US. Attorney
Alexander Acosta. See DE 266 at 12"

Issues pertaining to motive can always be pursued, particularly when a case is inan early
discovery phase. See, e.g., Gelabert v. State, 407 So. 2d 1007, 1010 (Fla. 5th DCA 1981). And
“motive is always relevant in a criminal case, even if it is not an element of the crime.” United
Stares v. Hill, 643 F.3d 807, 843 (1 1th Cir. 2011) (internal quotation omitted).

When speaking not to the Court but rather to the media, Dershowitz has clearly admitted
the relevance of Jane Doe No. 3's allegations about him to issues of motive. Speaking on CNN,
for example, Dershowitz stated that he was being “targeted” precisely because his involvement

in Epstein’s sexual trafficking would help “blow up™ the plea agreement:

'*In his Supplement to his Motion for Limited Intervention, Dershowitz claims that only information
relevant to this case is information known by the Government before September 24, 2007 — the latest date
on which, according to Dershowitz, the Government made the decision not to pursue federal criminal
charges against Epstein. DE 285 at 1. Dershowitz appears to be unaware that the Government told the
victims well after that date that the Government was still “investigating” the case, DE 48 at 16. In
addition, what knowledge the Government had of Epstein’s trafficking erimes before September 24, 2007,
is very much a disputed issue, For example, the victims believe that among the 14,825 pages of discovery
currently before the Court in camera are many documents proving the Government's had know ledge
while it was negotiating the NPA that Epstein was trafficking underage girls for sex to Dershowitz and
others, Indeed, it is likely that documents pertaining to the trafficking of Jane Doe No. 3 herself are found
in those pages, and she would ask the Court to pay particular attention to such documents as part of its in
camera review, This evidence provides a further reason the Government wanted to conceal the NPA
from the wvictims — and the public: to avoid the outery that would have arisen if it was known that
prosecutors were giving such a lenient deal to an international sex trafficker.
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[The victims] want to be able to challenge the plea agreement. | was one of the

lawyers who organized the plea agreement, | got the very good deal for Jeffrey

Epstein, ... And if they [i.e.. victims® counsel] could find a lawyer who helped

draft the agreement who also was a criminal. having sex — wow — that could help

them blow up the agreement. So they sat down together, the three of them — these

two sleazy, unprofessional, disbarrable lawyers, Paul Cassell, a former federal

judge [and] current professor, and another sleazy lawyer from Florida, Brad

Edwards — . . . and said who would fit into this description: A lawyer, who knows

Epstein, who helped draft ...? Ha, Dershowitz! So they and the woman got

together and contrived and made this up. "
Similarly, on the Meredith Vieira Show, Dershowitz alleged that allegations against him “fit the
profile” of what it could take to vacate the plea.”” Of course, Jane Doe No. 3 (and her attorneys)
are prepared to show they did not “contrive™ the allegations. Dershowitz’s name was not drawn
froma hat. Rather. he was added to the pleading because lane Doe No. 3 identified him as one
of her abusers. And once she proves the truth of her sworn allegations, then — as Dershowitz
himself colorfully puts it — the victims have additional relevant evidence that will help them to

“blow up™ the plea.

4. The NPA's “Blank Check" Co-Conspirator fmmunity Provision and the Scope of
the Remedy thar the Victims Might Obtain.

Jane Doe No. 3 explained in her motion to intervene that Dershowitz helped negotiate a
NPA that contained a sweeping provision that provided immunity in the Southern District of
Florida not only to Epstein, but also to *"any potential co-conspirators of Epstein.™ DE 280 at 4
(guoting NPA at 5)."" This provision is very unusual — a proverbial “blank check™ blocking

federal criminal prosecution of people who are not specifically identified — raising an inference

H_ https/ www.cnn.e /6/us/dershowitz-sex-allegation/ (Jan. 6, 2015) {emphasis added).

" hitpy/ meredithvie ideos/alan-dershowitz-defends-himsell? (Jan. 8, 2015},

" In his “supplemental” response, Dershowitz asserts that other defense attorneys negotiated that
provision, DE 285 at 4. Jane Doe No. 3 disputes this claim and requests discovery on it, as it seems far-
fetched to believe that Dershowitz did not see that NP A that his client ultimately signed.
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that the defense team may have had ulterior or unidentified motives for pressing for the
provision.

More broadly, knowledge of the persons who are covered by this provision is directly
relevant to the scope of the remedy that the victims may be able to obtain from the Court il they
prevail on the merits of their claim. The Court has already received briefing from the victims
and the Government on the remedy issue — and has prospectively allowed Epstein to intervene on
any issue involving rescission of the NPA, DE 246. The victims all intend to seek rescission of
the co-conspirator provision as part of any relief in this case. The fact that several of Jane Doe
No. 3's sexual abusers — i.e., Dershowitz, Maxwell, Brunel, and Prince Andrew — are currently
covered by the provision will thus be relevant to the scope of the remedy that the victims can
obtain and the persons that they can seek to have prosecuted.

3. Interface Issues.

The Court has previously ruled that the victims® CVRA claim “implicates a fact-sensitive
equitable defense which must be considered in the factual context of the entire interface between
Epstein, the relevant prosecutorial authorities and the federal offense victims .. ..” DE 189 at 12
n.6. Part of that “entire interface™ is Epstein’s defense team — which included Dershowitz, And
Jane Doe No. 3 is one of the victims — indeed, an international sex trafficking victim. Her
important factual allegations about extremely serious international trafficking crimes being swept
under the rug in a dubious and secret non-prosecution agreement provide a critical piece of the
*factual context”™ that the Court must consider.

6. The "Crime/Fraud" Excepiion to the Attorney-Client Privilege and Other Privileges.

Jane Doe MNo. | and Jane Doe No. 2 have specifically raised the argument that a

crime/fraud/misconduct exception applies to the Government’s assertion of attorney-client
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privilege over various documents, DE 265 at 5-6. Based on Jane Doe No. 3°s allegations,
communications between the Epstein defense team and the Government appear to furthered a
crime — i.e.. Dershowitz's conspiracy with Epstein to engage in, and conceal, sex trafficking,
And Government prosecutors’ internal discussions may have unwittingly lurthered that crime.
See In re Grand Jury Investigation, 445 F.3d 266, 275-76 (3rd Cir. 2006) (atiorney’s lack of
knowledge of the erime being furthered not relevant to crime-fraud exception).

7. Right 1o be “Treated with Fairness ™ Issues.

In his “supplemental” pleading, Dershowitz seems to assume that the victims are raising
only a claim about their right to “confer™ with prosecutors. DE 285 at [-2. But Jane Doe No. |
and Jane Doe No. 2 also have a much broader, over-arching claim of a violation of their right “to
be treated with fairness™ under |8 U.S.C. § 3771(a)(8). See DE 48 at 36. Jane Doe No. 3 was
known to the United States Attorney’s Office at the time of the Epstein investigation, as
evidenced by her inclusion in the NPA’s attachment identifying known victims. The fact that
Jane Doe No. 3 - a victim of international sex trafficking — was kept in the dark about the plea
deal will provide further evidence of a violation of the right to be treated with fairness. The
scope of her abuse — and the fact that the prosecution of erimes against her in the Southern
District of Florida is now blocked by an agreement negotiated by one of her abusers — also all go
to violations of the fairness right.

8. Jane Doe No. 3 Will Be a Witness for Jane Doe No. 1 and Jane Dae No. 2 at Trial.

Finally, the record in this case should reflect that Jane Doe No. | and Jane Doe No. 2
intend to call Jane Doe No. 3 as a witness in any hearing or trial that the Cowrt may schedule in

this matter. The Government's violation of her rights is clearly evidence of a common scheme
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or plan to keep crime victims in the dark, made admissible in any hearing by virtue of Fed. R,
Evid. 404(b).
For each of these eight reasons, Jane Doe No. 3's allegations against Dershowitz are
plainly relevant to this case and therefore his attempt to intervene to strike them is futile."”
D. DESHOWITZ SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED TO INTEVENE TO
STRIKE JANE DOE NO. 3'S ALLEGATIONS BECAUSE SHE HAS
SWORN TO THEIR TRUTH AND THEY ARE ALL SUPPORTED BY
STRONG CORROBORATING EVIDENCE.
Dershowitz finally claims that he should be allowed to intervene because Jane Doe No.
3's allegations against him are false. In support of this position, he attaches a carefully-crafied,
self-serving declaration. But a litigant’s mere claim that contrary allegations are false provides
no legal basis for striking them. See Moore 's Federal Practice § 12.37[3A] (3d ed. 2014) ("Rule
12 does not provide any authority to strike pleadings on the basis of falsity” because doing so
would “effectively [be] a resolution on the merits, which is not appropriate at the pleading
stage.”). At early stages of litigation, “[t]he court accepts all well-pleaded allegations as true”
and views factual allegations “in the light most favorable to the non-moving party.” Johnson v.
Nobu Associates Souwth Beach, LP, No. 9:10-cv-21691-KAM. 2011 WL 780028 at *2 (5.D. Fla.

2011). Inany event, to rebut Dershowitz’s false claims directly, Jane Doe No. 3 now provides

her own sworn affidavit, attached as Exhibit 1," repeating under oath the allegations that her

" A ninth reason now also exists that the allegations are relevant, given that the Government recently-
raised the argument that the Jane Doe No. 3 has failed to meet a six-year statute of limitations specified in
18 U.S.C. § 2401, DE 290. Jane Doe No. 3 will contest whether that statute of limitations even applies.
But Jane Doe also_intends to raise an equitable estoppel argument - that the statute was tolled while she
was in hiding in due to the danger posed by Epstein and his powerful friends. Her factual
allegations — including the specific identities of those powerful persons — are clearly relevant 1o
demonstrating the factual underpinnings for her estoppel argument.

' In paragraph 52 of Exhibit |, the name of a sexual participant and eye-witness was redacted out of an
abundance of caution. because while she was not a minor at the relevant time she is believed 1o have
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attorneys proffered in her earlier motion — i.e., that Epstein sexually trafficked Jane Doe No. 3 to
numerous persons, including Dershowitz. 1 the Court believes it would be useful. Jane Doe No,
3 requests an evidentiary hearing to prove she is telling the wuth' and directs the Court’s
attention the following substantial information supporting her sworn statement.™ To be clear,
what follows is just part of the compelling information supporting Jane Doe No. 3°s allegations.

Any assessment of Jane Doe No. 3's sworn statement (and Dershowitz’s protestations of
innocence) must begin with two incontestable facts: First, Dershowitz is an extremely close
personal friend of Epstein's. In fact, in 2005 (before the scandal of the criminal prosecution
broke) Dershowitz stated “I'm on my 20th book. . . . The only person outside of my immediate
family that | send drafts to is Jeffrey.” The Talented Mr. Epstein, by Vicky Ward, in Vanity Fair
(Jan. 2005).”" Dershowitz has also been quoted as saying that, even if Epstein went bankrupt, *1
would be as interested in him as a friend if we had hamburgers on the boardwalk in Coney Island
and talked about his ideas.” Vanity Fair Reminds Us When Jeffrey Epstein Wasn't a Creep. by
Ray Gustini, in The Wire (June 21, 2011).

Second, Jeffrey Epstein brazenly abused numerous girls in his Florida mansion, his New
York mansion, and several other places that Dershowitz apparently admits he visited, See DE

282-1 at 1-3 (Dershowitz affidavit discussing visits to Epstein). Proof of the notorious abuse

ariginally been a victim of Epstein’s sexual abuse while a minor. She is now a well-known actress whose
identity we have unilaterally protected in this context.
' Jane Doe No. 3 asks that the evidentiary hearing be held after discovery phase in this case is completed,
because she believes that the Government possesses significant information tha, if disclosed, would fully
support her allegations. Shegeguests the Government acknowledge this fact in any response it files.
M Cf The Last Word with O'Donnell - MSNBC (Jan. 8, 2015), http/www.msnbe.com/the-
last-word/watch/alan-dershow itz-on-allegations--totally-false-38 1942851 573 (Dershowitz: “Right now,
they have accused me of these . . . things without a single affidavit. without a single piece of evidence.”).
M More recently, Dershowitz has disclaimed knowing Epstein well. stating that during the relevant time
he was a mere “social acquaintance™ and that *1 was at [Epstein’s] home for parties with a large number
i ; _scientists, mostly _men, dinner parties, intellectual gatherings.” UMAR  News,
=R XzexsiQvTO (Jan. 4, 2015).
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starts with the NPA, under which Epstein agreed to register as a sex offender and provide
compensation to approximately forty girls who he had sexually abused. Additional girls who he
abused (such as movant Jane Doe No. 4) were not included in the NPA. Combined with the
sworn testimony in the underlying civil cases. the NPA demonstrates persuasively that Epstein
committed hundreds and hundreds of acts of sexual abuse against young girls — ostensibly
“massage therapists” — during the relevant time period. See Exhibit 16 at 2 (collecting
testimony). A small sample of the girls that Epstein sexually abused includes Jane Does Nos. [,
all girls between the ages of 13 and 17. Jd at 7-8.

Given the astonishing number of victims, and the detailed descriptions from many of
them. Epstein’s abuse of young girls clearly occurred on a “daily” basis. See Ex. | at % 17
Indeed, according to his scheduled appointments, evidenced by the message pads retrieved by
the Palm Beach Police Department, on some days Epstein engaged in sex with multiple gi rls.”

In 2009, one of Epstein’s household employees, Juan Alessi. was deposed about the
parade of young “massage therapists” entering Epstein’s Palm Beach mansion. He started
working for Epstein in about January 1999, He testified that Jane Doe No. 3% was one of the
girls who came to Epstein’s mansion regularly when she was in the age range of 15 to 19. Juan
Alessi Depo, at 46:21- 47:4, 48:18-25, Jane Doe No. 2 v. Epstein, No. 9:08-cv-B0119-cv-KAM
(5.D. Fla. Sept. 8, 2009) (excerpts attached as Exhibit 18).

Alessi also saw many celebrities came to the Florida mansion, including not only Prince

Andrew and his wife Sarah but also “a very famous lawyer that I'm sure you know, Alan

* Upon request, victims counsel could provide the Court with these materials for review. The materials
contain the names of minor victims of sexual assault, so sealed transmission would be necessary.
= In the deposition, Jane Doe Mo, 3 is identified by initials,
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Dershowitz.” I at 70:9-25. Alessi testified that Dershowitz came to the mansion “pretty often .
.. at least four or five times a year” and would stay “two [or] three days.” [d at 73:22-25. Jane
Doe Na, 3 came to the house when Dershowitz was there. Jd, at 73:18-20. And - importantly —
Dershowitz got massages while he was visiting Epstein’s home. Alessi answered “yes™ when
asked whether Dershowitz “had massages sometimes when he was there,” and explained that
*[a] massage was like a treat for everybody.” [d at 74:1-4. The private, upstairs room where
Dershowitz got his “massages”™ was one that contained a lot of vibrators — Maxwell had “a
laundry basket . . . full of those toys™ in that room. /d. at 76:11-15.

In 2009, one of Epstein’s most trusted employees was also deposed: Alfredo Rodriguez,
the butler at Epstein’s Palm Beach mansion. Rodriguez testified under oath that Dershowitz was
at Epstein’s mansion when underage girls were there o give massages. Alfredo Rodriguez
Depo. at 278:13-25, 279:9-280:2, Jane Doe No. El Epstein (excerpts attached as Exhibit 19y,
Rodriguez also testified that Dershowitz stayed at the house in his role as Epstein’s friend, as
opposed to being his lawyer (id. at 279:5-8; 385:1-6) and that Dershowitz was present alone at
the home of Jeftery Epstein. without his family. in the presence of young girls. [d at 199:12-13.
279:9-12, 426:16-25, 427:1. In fact, Rodriguez described that when the underage girls would
come over, Dershowitz would drink wine and read books on the couch. Jd. at 426:16-25; 427:1.

As is familiar to this Court, after Rodriguez’s deposition, he attempted to sell a 97-page
document that he appropriated from Epstein’s computer. The document contained Epstein’s

telephone directory — as well as a list of apparent young girls in various locations. including

" According to press reports, Rodriguez recently passed away. See “Houseman who cleaned pedophile
Jeffrey Epstein’s sex toys and feared he would make him ‘disappear’ takes billionaire's secrets to the
grave after he died just law week,” https//www.dailymail.co.uk/mews/article-2897939/Houseman-cleaned-
pedophile-Jeffrey- Epstein-s-sex-toys-feared-billionaire-m ake-disappear-takes-secrets-grave.htm| (Jan. 6,
2015). '
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Florida, New York, New Mexico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands. An FBI undercover employee
(UCE) set up a meeting with Rodriguez 1o exchange $50,000 in "buy money™ for the document.
Following the exchange, the FBI arrested Rodriguez for obstruction of justice related to the
attempted sale of this document (which Rodriguez called “the Holy Grail™). According to an FBI
agent's ensuing report, Rodriguez “discussed in detail the information contained within the book.
and identified important information to the UCE." See United Hmr{-.v' Rodriguez, No. 9:10-cr-
R0015-KAM, DE 3 at 5 (S.D. Fla. Dec. 9, 2009), While all of the details of the verbal
information explained by Rodriguez to that agent have not been disclosed,” the documents have
been. While there are hundreds of names, addresses, and phone numbers in the document,
Rodriguez apparently circled only a select few entries. For instance, he circled each of the
sections listing the girls that provided “massages™ for Epstein in various locations. This includes
the various confirmed under-age Florida victims. Additionally, a few other individuals in the
book were circled. The logical presumption is that Rodriguez circled specific individuals,
identifying them as persons who were involved in the illicit activities. One of the few people
Rodriguez circled was Alan Dershowitz. See Exhibit 20.

Moving up from household help to the next echelon in Epstein’s criminal conspiracy,
three individuals the NPA lists by name as Jeffrey Epstein’s co-conspirators are -
_ and _ Extensive investigation demonstrated lhal-
- participated in several of the sex acts with underage girls (including Jane Doe 1) and

that _ and _ were heavily involved in procuring underage girls for

Epstein to sexually abuse. See, e.g., Exhibit 16 at 12, 20. Of particular relevance here, all three

23

It has been disclosed that Rodriguez said that “he had witnessed nude girls whom he believed were
underage at the pool area of [Epstein’s] home, knew that [Epstein] was engaging in sexual contact with
underage pirls, and had viewed pornographic images of underage girls on computers in [Epstein’s]
home.” DE 3 at 7.
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implicated Dershowitz by invoking their Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination *
when asked questions about Dershowitz’s connection to Epstein’s abuse — including a specilic
question about whether Dershowitz had been involved with massages by young girls. -

-quk the Fifth when asked:

Have you seen a gentleman by the name of Alan Dershowitz at the home of
Jefirey Epstein before?

Do you know Alan Dershowitz?
Are you aware of friendship between [Alan] Dershowitz and Jetfrey Epstein?

When [Alan] Dershowitz comes to Palm Beach, he stays at the El Brillo mansion,
doesn’t he?

[Hlas [Alan] Dershowitz ever been there when young ladies came to give
massages”?

Has [Alan] Dershowitz ever been the beneficiary of those massages [given by
. - NN
voung ladies ar Epstein's mansion]? !

B 0. ot 211:16-18, 317:5, 436-37:25-1, 437:9-10; 437:18-19, 437-38: 25-1, Jane
Doe No. 2 v. Epstein, No. 8:09-cv-80119-KAM (Mar. 24, 2010) (emphasis added) (excerpts
attac hed as Exhibit 21). _picd the Fifth when asked:

Do you know what Jeffrey Epstein’s relationship is with Alan Dershowitz?

That's somebody [i.e.. Dershowitz] who you know to have stayed at Jeffery
Epstein’s house on many occasions, correct?

And also somebody who you know to have been at the house when - was in
Jeffrey Epstein’s bedroom getting sexually abused, correct?

* Of course, in a proceeding such as this one. the victims are entitled to an inference in their favor when a
witness takes the Fifth Amendment rather than answer a relevant question where that witness is
associated with the other side of the case or otherwise in an adverse position to the victims, See, eg.,
LiButti v. United Srares, 107 F.3d 110, 124 (2d Cir, 1997},

T Interestingly, defending the deposition GI'F was Bruce Reinhart, a former prosecutor in the
U.S. Attorney’s Office when the Epstein NPA was negotiated. Reinhart had confidential, non-public

information about the prosecution’s case against Epstein, See nole 7, supra
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Alan Dershowitz is also somebody that you also know to have been at the house
when was being sexually abused in Jeffrey Epstein’s bedroom, correct?

Generally, Alan Dershowitz is familiar with Jeffrey Epstein’s habit of engaging in
sexual acts with minors on a daily basis, correct?

When Alan Dershowitz was in town, Jeffrey Epstein did not break his schedule

for Alan Dershowitz, meaning he continued to sexually abuse minors despite Alan
Dershowitz being a guest in the house?

_ Depo. at 56:22-25; 57:1-25, 58: 1-10, Jane Doe v. Epstein, No, 9:08-cv-
80893-KAM (April 13, 2010) (excerpts attached as Exhibit 22). And _ took
the Fifth when asked:

Have youever met Alan Dershowitz?

When Alan Dershowitz stays at Jetfrey Epstein's house, isn't it true that he has

been at the house when underage minor females have been in the bedroom with

Jeffrey Epstein?

Have you ever flown on the airplane [privately owned by Jeflrey Epstein] with
Alan Dershowitz be fore?

B Ocpo. ot 37:6, 37:8. 81:25, Jane Doe v. Epstein, No, 9:08-cv-80893-KAM
(Mar. 15, 2010) (excerpts attached as Exhibit 23).”

Finally, moving to the top of the conspiracy, Epstein himself has been questioned
repeatedly, taking the Fifth when asked about Dershowitz's awareness of underage girls. For
example, when Epstein took the Fifth when asked during his deposition “[hjave you ever
socialized with Alan Dershowitz in the presence of females under the age of 187" Jefirey
Epstein Depo. at 90, Epsiein I Edwards, No, 502009C AD40B00XXXXMB (Palm. Beach Cty.
Cir. Ct. Mar. 17, 2010) (excerpts attached as Exhibit 24). Indeed, going a step further, on

October 8, 2009, Epstein ok the Fifth when asked whether he even knew Dershowitz was a

= - also took the Fifth when asked about the involvement of Prince Andrew, Ghislaine Maxwell,
and Jean Luc Brunel. fd at 373, 85:12, 85:1 3.
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professor at Harvard. . | Epstein, No. 502008C A0373 1 XX XXMB, Epstein Depo. Tr. at 122
(Palm Beach Cty. Cir. Ct. Oct. 8, 2009).

In short, all the key conspirators in Epstein’s sexual trafficking ring who could be asked
about Derhowitz's involvement took the Fifth.” This “[s]ilence is . . . evidence of the most
persuasive character,” United States ex rel. Bilokumsky v. Tod, 263 U.S. 149, 153-54 (1923)
(Brandeis, 1.). quoted in Baxter v. Palmigiano, 425 1.8 308, 319 (1976). And that silence takes
on an even more sinister cast when combined with the fact that Epstein’s sexual interest in young
girls would have been obvious to someone like Dershowitz, Epstein’s close personal friend who
was present at the very locations when abuse was taking place. See Ex. 1 at¥ 17.

Additional credibility to Jane Doe No., 3's sworn statement is provided by clear evidence
of a common scheme or plan, admissible under Fed. R. Evid. 404(b). As is clear from the
evidence recounted above, Jane Doe No. 3's allegations against Jeffrey Epstein are
overwhelmingly corroborated by numerous other girls and Epstein’s private flight logs
demonstrating Jane Doe No. 3's travel with him while under 18 years old. In addition, her
allegations against Prince Andrew are strongly corroborated. For example. while Buckingham
Palace has recently denied that Prince Andrew had sexual contact with Jane Doe No. 3, it has not
attempted to explain what led to the Prince having his picture taken with his arm around a 17-
year-old American girl at night in London in an intimate setting in a private residence. Nor has
the Palace explained what Ghislaine Maxwell is doing there and who took that picture — while
Jane Doe No. 3 has provided a sworn affidavit that the photographer was Prince Andrew’s close

friend (as well as sex trafficker and now-registered sex offender): Jeffrey Epstein. Jane Doe No.

Q

As noted earlier, two other key conspirators -~ Ghislaine Maxwell and Jean Luc Brunel - evaded
depositions to avoid answering any questions under oath.
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3 has also made strong, credible claims against Jean Luc Brunel — corroborated allegations that
parallel those made by others. See Exhibit 16 at 22.

In contrast to this interlocking web of corroborating evidence, the Court should examine
what Dershowitz says in his affidavit — and, more important, fails to say. The Court will notice
that Dershowitz devotes only a single sentence in his affidavit to his activities at Epstein’s Palm
Beach and New York mansions. See DE 282-1 at 3 (“As to Mr. Epstein’s homes in New York
City and Palm Beach, | categorically state that I never had any sexual contact with Jane Doe
#3."), The Court may immediately wonder about the following questions: How long did
Dershowitz spend at these homes? Was he with his wife and family, as he has suggested in
television interviews? How many times was he there overnight? Did Dershowitz ever see any of
the dozens and dozens of young girls whom Epstein was sexually abusing? Did Dershowitz ever
get a “massage” from one of these young girls?

The Court may also wish to contrast Dershowitz’s very narrow affidavit with his more
sweeping statements to the media. On popular television programs, Dershowitz has emphatically
denounced Jane Doe No. 3 as a liar and said he can prove “conclusively™ that he has never even
met her.” Yet in his sworn affidavit, Dershowitz does not repeat that broad claim.” Nor does
Dershowitz ever address his knowledge of other young girls, in addition to Jane Doe No. 3,

abused by Epstein in those houses.

" See, e.g. hitps/www.cnn.com/2015/01/05/europe/prince-andrew-sex-abuse-alle gations/index.him | (*Q:
“Have you ever met this woman named [Jane Doe No. 3]7" A: “No. Absolutely not, 1 don’t know who
she is.”y CNN Mews Day

hitp/fwww.cn -idcus.-f tv/20 1 5/0 1/0 5/bts-ne wday-alan-dershow itz- prince-andrew-sex-scandal-
allegations.cnn (Jan. 5, 2015) (*I never met this woman. | never touched her. 1 was never massaged by
her. There was no contact, no contact whatsoever — and | will prove it conclusively.™).

10 the media, Dershowitz has also offered to execute a waiver of the statute ol limitations to enable
June Doe No. 3 to file charpes against him, Shortly after Dershowitz first made that offer, Jack Scarola.
Esq., provided Dershowitz with a waiver form for him to sign. Dershowitz declined to sign the form and
later advised, through his counsel, that he was “considering” whether to waive the statute of limitations.
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In his affidavit, Dershowitz also cagily states that he sent a letter to an attorney who was
secking a deposition. recounting that in that letter he (Dershowitz) said he was “not a witness to
any alleged crimes.” DE 282-1 at 3. But Dershowitz does not repeat under oath the broad claim
that he never witnessed any alleged crimes — presumably because he is aware of certain child
abuse reporting obligations that might be at issue if he did so.

Against this mounting evidence of guilt, Dershowitz suggests in his affidavit that aircraft
flight manifests will exonerate him. DE 282-1 ("1 was on that plane on several occasion as the
manilests will show, but never under circumstances where it would have been possible to have
sex with Jane Doe #3.7). In media statements. Dershowitz has repeatedly brought up the
manifests as proof of innocence. ™ Coincidentally and remarkably, it was Dershowitz himself,
acting as Epstein’s attorney, who personally collected and then provided flight manifests to the
Palm Beach Police Department. See, e.g.. Police Detective Joe - Depo. at 281, Jane Doe
No. 2 v. Epstein, No. 9:08-cv-801 19-KAM (Mar. 19, 201(). (excerpts attached as Exhibit 29)
Dershowitz provided manifests covering just the 10 months: January 1. 2005, through October
17,2005, During civil litigation, believing that these flight manifests were grossly incomplete,
counsel subpoenaed Epstein for complete flight logs. Epstein failed to provide any information
atall. Counsel were then forced to request flight logs from Epstein’s various private pilots.

One of Epstein’s pilots, David Rogers, provided certain flight logs covering some flights

from a much broader time ftrame: 1997-2005. This production confirmed that the Might

See, e.g., The Today Show, Jan, 5, 2015 (*She claims | had sex with her in the airplanes, manifests of
the flights will show | was never on the airplanes with her.”); Hala Gorani — CNN Live, Jan. 5, 2015 (*As
far as the planes are concerned, there are flight manifests. They will prove | was never on any private
alrplane with any young women.”).
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information Dershowitz provided to police was incomplete. A comparison of the flight
manifests and logs confirms that the flight logs provided by Rogers were also incomplete. A
cursory review ol'both logs reveals that together the logs produced cover only a small fraction of
the flights taken and the passengers on board. While this is obvious for multiple reasons, a few
examples may help to make this point. For instance, the flight records provided by Dershowitz
for a February 3. 2005, flight from CMH (Columbus, Ohio) to PBI (Palm Beach, Florida),
indicate that in addition w0 Jeffrey Epstein, - _ and Jean Luc
Brunel, on board were three “females.” The existence of these three “females™ is conspicuously
absent from the Rogers’ logs. Compare Composite Exhibit 25 with Composite Exhibit 26
(Rodgers Logs). Other flights, such as the March 18, 2005 flight from New York to Florida,
taken by Maxwell, Epstein and _ are missing altogether from the Rogers logs.
Likewise, fights that appear on the Rogers logs are missing from the logs produced by
Dershowitz.  Multiple examples lead to the clear conclusion that all produced logs are
incomplete and may well have been heavily sanitized. For example, on February 9, 1998,
Dershowitz flew on Epstein’s private plane from Palm Beach, Florida, to Teterboro, New Jersey.
One of the passengers is listed as 1 female.” Exhibit 27. Who is that “female™ — and what is
her age? Similarly, Jane Doe No. 3 appears on a July 16, 2001, flight from Santa Fe, New
Mexico to Teterboro, New Jersey, along with Epstein, Maxwell and _ Yet there is
no earlier flight that would have landed Jane Doe No. 3 in New Mexico. According to the logs,
the next flight is from Palm Beach to the U.S. Virgin Islands on July 23, 2001, although Jane
Doe No. 3 does not appear. The impression is that she remained in the New Jersey area.
Howewver, on July 28, 2001, Jane Doe No. 3 is on a fTlight with Epstein from the Virgin Islands

back to Palm Beach. See Exhibit 26. How did she get to the Virgin Islands?
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The flight logs provide evidence of some of the individuals who were on some of the
flights - nothing more, Accordingly. it would not be surprising to find that some of these flight
logs do not mention Dershowitz, because they were likely designed to hide evidence of criminal
activity — or perhaps later cleansed ol such evidence. With that said. some interesting things do
appear in the flight logs. Unlike any other of Epstein’s numerous criminal defense attorneys,
Dershowitz appears in the flight logs for flights on Epstein’s private planes produced by pilot
Rogers on numerous occasions. Dershowitz also appears on flights with various females,
including Epstein’s known procurer of underage girls,-. And, in contrast to recent
media suggestions by Dershowitz, his family does not appear on any of the Mlights with him.

Jane Doe No. 3 is listed on the logs as a passenger at a time when she is under age 18.
While the logs do not show Dershowitz on the same flight with her, it is abundantly clear that the
logs do not contain evidence of all of the flights that she was on and that they are grossly
incomplete. The flight logs do confirm that she was transported by Epstein to Florida, New York.
London, New Mexico, and the U.S, Virgin Islands — locations where she states under oath that
Epstein forced her to have sex with various individuals, including Dershowitz.

Finally. in Dershowitz’s vociferous attacks on Jane Doe No. 3, the Court will see an eerie
parallel to the Jeffrey Epstein criminal investigation. Back in 2005, when the Palm Beach Police
Department was first investigating Epstein’s sexual abuse, it interviewed more than a dozen
minor girls, These girls all provided information about abuse similar to the abuse that Jane Doe
No. 3 says she suffered in Florida. The Department accumulated overwhelming evidence
placing underage girls at Epstein’s residence with no obvious legal purpose. The logical
explanation was that these young girls were being truthful when they told law enforcement that

Epstein (and others) were sexually abusing them.
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Rather than acknowledge sexual abuse of these girls, Dershowitz blustered down to
Florida to meet with the State Attorney and to viciously attack the credibility of these victims -
to call them liars, defame them as prostitutes, and convince the State Attorney that these girls
could not even believably establish that they had ever even gone to Epstein’s mansion. See, e.g.,
Depo. of Police Chief Michael Reiter at 53-55, ]{}2-05..'. Epstein, No. 502008CA037319
XXXX-MB-AB (Palm Beach Cty. Cir. Ct. Nov. 23, 2009) (excerpts attached as Exhibit 28); see
alse Depo. of Police Detective Joe - at 301-302 and 309-10, Jane Doe No. 2 v. Epstein,
No. 9:08-cv-80119-KAM (8.D. Fla. Mar. 19, 2010) (excerpts aitached as Exhibit 29) Later,
Dershowitz would write to tell the Justice Department that “
Letter from Gerald Lefcourt & Alan Dershowitz, July 6, 2007 to U.S. Atty.’s Office for the S.D.
Fla (attached as Exhibit 30), Now, nearly a decade later, there should be no doubt in anyone's
mind that the minor girls who cooperated with the authorities told the truth about their sexual
abuse inside Epstein’s home -- and that Dershowitz's attack on their credibility was duplicitous.
In fact, according to credible eyewitness testimony recounted above, Dershowitz was clearly
present in the home while some of these girls were being abused. The Court should not allow
Dershowitz’s similar bullying tactics to succeed in this case. ™

CONCLUSION

Dershowitz’s motion for intervention (DE 282) should be denied.

" In the media, Dershowitz has said that he will prove that Jane Doe No. 3 is lying “beyond any doubt by
physical and documentary evidence.,” The Last Word with Lawrence O'Donnell - MSNBC (Jan. 8, 2015)
hitp/fwww.msnbc.com/the- last-word/walclv/a lan-dershowitz-on-alle gations--totally-false-

381942851573, The Courl should compare this media assertion with the materials that Dershowitz files
along with his reply brief,
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DATED: January 21, 2015

" This daytime business address is provided for
not intended to imply institutional endorsement b

Respectfully Submitted,

e C” J
S — T P
Ayl G
Bradley J. Edwards

FARMER, JAFFE, WEISSING,
EDWARDS, FISTOS & LEHRMAN, P.L.

are

Paul G. Cassell

Pro Hac Vice

S.J. Quinney College of Law at the
University of Utah’

Attorneys for Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2

identification and correspondence purposes only and is
y the University of Utah
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I certily that the foregoing document was served on January 21, 2015, on the following

using the Court’s CM/ECF system:

500 5. Australian Ave., Suite 400
West Palm Beach, FL 33401

@)
Attorneys for the Government
Thomas Scoti

thomas.scottiglesklegal.com
COLE. SCOTT & KISSANE, P.A.

1

-and-

kendall Colley
Gabriel Groisman

Benjamin H. Brodsky

COFFEY BURLINGTON

Artorneys for Alan Dershowitz

/s/ Bradley J. Edwards
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EXHIBIT 1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

CASE NO. 08-80736-CIV-MARRA

JANE DOE #1 and JANE DOE #2,
Petitioners,

V5.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Respondent.
/

DECLARATION OF
1. My name is_and 1 was born in ||| GG

2. Iam currenlli.r 31 years old.

3. I grew up in Palm Beach, Florida. When [ was little, I loved animals and wanted
to be a veterinarian. But my life took a very different turn when adults began to be interested in
having sex with me.

4. Inapproximately 1999, when I was 15 years old, I met Ghislaine Maxwell. She is
the daughter of Robert Maxwell, who had been a wealthy publisher in Britain. Maxwell asked
that I come with her to Jeffrey Epstein’s mansion for the purposes of teaching me how to
perform “massages” and to train me professionally in that area. Soon after that I went to
Epstein’s home in Palm Eea.ch on El Brillo Way.

5. From the first time I was taken to Epstein’s mansion that day, his motivations and
actions were sexual, as were Maxwell’s. My father was not allowed inside. I was brought up
some stairs. There was a naked guy, Epstein, on the table in the room. Epstein and Maxwell
forced me into sexual aﬂtivi}y with Epstein. [ was 15 years old at the time. He seemed to be in

his 40s or 50s. I was paid $200. Iwas driven home by one of Epstein’s employees.
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6. I came back for several days following and did the same sorts of sexual things for
Epstein.

7. After 1 did tHose things for Epstein, he and Maxwell said they were going to have
me travel and were going to get an education for me. They were promising me the world, that I
would travel with Epstein on his private jet and have a well-paid profession. Epstein said he
would eventually match me up with a wealthy person so that I would be “set up” for life.

8. So I started “working” exclusively for Epstein. He took me to New York on his
big, private jet. We went to his mansion in New York City. I was shown to my room, a very
luxurious room. The mansion was huge. I got scared because it was so big. Epstein brought me
to a room with a massage parlor. To me, it looked like an S&M parlor. Epstein made me engage
in sexual activities with ]lnim' there.

9. You can see how young I looked in the photograph below.

7.
F
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10.  Epstein took me on a ferry boat on one of the trips to New York City and there he
took the picture above. I was approximately 15 or 16 years old at the time.

11.  Over the next few weeks, Jeffrey Epstein and Ghislaine Maxwell trained me to do
what they wanted, including sexual activities and the use of sexual toys. The training was in
New York and Florida, at Epstein’s mansions. It was basically every day and was like going to
school. 1 also had to have sex with Epstein many times.

12. I was trained to be “everything a man wanted me to be.” It wasn’t just sexual
training - they wanted me to be able to cater to all the needs of the men they were going to send
me to. They said that they loved that I was very compliant and knew how to keep my mouth
shut.

13.  Epstein and Maxwell also told me that they wanted me to produce things for them
in addition to performing sex on the men. They told to me to pay attention to the details about
what the men wanted, so I could report back to them.

14.  From very early on I was fearful of Epstein. Epstein told me he was a billionaire.
I told my mother that I was working for this rich guy, and she said “go, go far away.” Epstein
had promised me a lot, and I knew if I left T would be in big trouble. I also knew that [ was a
witness to a lot of illegal and very bad behavior by Epstein and his friends. If I left Epstein, he
knew all kinds of powerful people. He could have had me killed or abducted, and I always knew
he was capable of that if I did not obey him. He let me know that he knew many people in high
places. Speaking about himself, he said T can get away” with things. 1 was very scared,

particularly since I was a teenager.
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15. I visited and traveled with Jeffrey Epstein from 1999 through the summer of
2002, and during that time I stayed with him, as his sex slave, at each of his houses (really more
like mansions) in locations including New York City, New York; the arca of Santa Fe, New
Mexico: Palm Beach, Florida; an island in the U.S. Virgin Islands; and Paris, France. I had sex
with him often in these places and also with the various people he demanded that 1 have sex
with. Epstein paid me for many of these sexual encounters. In fact, my only purpose for
Epstein, Maxwell and their friends was to be used for sex.

16. To illustrate my connection to these places, I include four photographs taken of
me in New Mexico (shown below). The first one is a museum in Santa Fe, New Mexico. We
had gone sightseeing for the day. Epstein took this picture of me. I was approximately 17 at the
time, judging from the looks of it. At the end of the day we returned to Epstein’s Zorro Ranch.
The second picture is me on' one of Epstein’s horses on the ranch in New Mexico. The following

two are from wintertime in New Mexico.
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17.  When I was with him, Epstein had sex with underage girls on a daily basis. His

interest in this kind of sex was obvious to the people around him. The activities were so obvious
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and bold that anyone spending any significant time at one of Epstein’s residences would have
clearly been aware of what was going on.

18.  Epstein’s code word for sexual encounters was that it was a “massage”. At times
the interaction between Ep'stein and the girls would start in a massage room setting, it was
always a sexual encounter and never just a massage.

19.  In addition to constantly finding underage girls to satisfy their personal desires,
Epstein and Maxwell also got girls for Epstein’s friends and acquaintances. Epstein specifically
told me that the reason for him doing this was so that they would “owe him,” they would “be in
his pocket,” and he would “have something on them.” I understood him to mean that when
someone was in his pocket, they owed him favors. I also understood that Epstein thought he
could get leniency if he was ever caught doing anything illegal, or more so that he could escape
trouble altogether.

20.  Ghislaine Maxwell was heavily involved in the illegal sex. Iunderstood her to be
a very powerful person. She used Epstein’s money and he used her name and connections to
gain power and prestige.

21.  One way tuldascﬁbe Maxwell's role was as the “madame.” She assumed a
position of trust for all the girls, including me. She got me to trust her and Epstein. It turned out
that Maxwell was all about sex all the time. She had sex with underage girls virtually every day
when I was around her, and she was very forceful.

22. 1 first had sc‘:-:ual activities with her when I was approximately 15 at the Palm
Beach mansion. I had many sexual activities with her over the next several years in Epstein’s

various residences plus other exotic locations. I had sex with Maxwell in the Virgin Islands,
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New Mexico, New York, as well as France and many other locations. I also observed Maxwell
have sex with dozens of underage girls.

23.  Maxwell took pictures of many of the underage girls. These pictures were
sexually explicit. Maxwell kept the pictures on the computers in the various houses. She also
made hard copies of these iEnages and displayed them in the various houses. Maxwell had large
amounts of child pornography that she personally made. Many times she made me sleep with
other girls, some of whom were very young, for purposes of taking sexual pictures.

24.  Harvard law professor Alan Dershowitz was around Epstein frequently.
Dershowitz was so cumfum;ble with the sex that was going on that he would even come and chat
with Epstein while I was giving oral sex to Epstein.

25. 1 had sexual intercourse with Dershowitz at least six times. The first time was
when I was about 16, early on in my servitude to Epstein, and it continued until I was 19.

26.  The first Iim;:: we had sex took place in New York in Epstein’s home. It was in
Epstein’s room (not the massage room). I was approximately 16 years old at the time. [ called
Dershowitz “Alan.” 1knew he was a famous professor.

27.  The second time that I had sex with Dershowitz was at Epstein’s house in Palm
Beach. During this encuu;lter, Dershowitz instructed me to both perform oral sex and have
sexual intercourse.

28. 1 also had sex with Dershowitz at Epstein’s Zorro Ranch in New Mexico in the
massage room off of the indoor pool area, which was still being painted.

29. We also had. sex at Little Saint James Island in the U.S. Virgin Islands. [ was
asked to give Dershowitz a massage on the beach. Dershowitz then asked me to take him

somewhere more private, where we proceeded to have intercourse.
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30.  Another sexual cncounter between me and Dershowitz happened on Epstein’s
airplane. Another girl was present on the plane with us.

31, I have recently seen a former Harvard law professor identified as Alan
Dershowitz on television calling me a “liar.” He is lying by denying that he had sex with me.
That man is the same man that I had sex with at least six times.

32.  Epstein made me have sex with Prince Andrew several times. Prince Andrew,
Maxwell, and I are shown in the photograph below. I had sex with him three times, including

one orgy. I knew he was a member of the British Royal Family, but I just called him “Andy.”

33,  One day when I was in London (specifically in a townhouse that is under
Maxwell's name), 1 got news from Maxwell that I would be meeting a prince, Later that day,
Epstein told me 1 was meeting a “major prince.” Epstein told me “to exceed” everything I had
been taught. He emphasized that whatever Prince Andrew wanted, I was to make sure he got.

34.  Eventually Prince Andrew arrived, along with his security guards. The guards
then went out of the house and stayed out front in their car. It was just Epstein, Maxwell, and me

inside alone with Andy. I was introduced to the Prince, and we kissed formally, cheek to cheek.
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There was a lot of legal discussion about Andy and his ex-wife (“Fergie”). Then the discussion
turned to me. Maxwell said “guess how old she is.” Prince Andrew guessed 17.

35.  Then we all went to a Chinese restaurant for dinner and then to Club Tramp, a
fancy “members only” night club in central London. Andy arranged for alcohol to be provided
to me at the club. Eventually we left. T rode with Epstein and Maxwell back to the townhouse.
On the way there, Epstein and Maxwell informed me that the Prince wanted to see “more of me”
that night. Andy traveled in a separate car with his guards.

36.  We all arrived back at the townhome and went upstairs. Epstein took a picture of
me and Andy with my own camera. The picture above is that picture, which has been widely
circulated on the internet. ﬁ;ndy has his left arm around my waist and is smiling. The picture was
developed on March 13, 2001, and was taken sometime shortly before I had it developed. I was
17 years old at the time.

37. I wanted a picture with the prince because I was keeping in contact with my
family. 1 had told my mom and my grandma that I was meeting Prince Andrew and that I'd take
a picture for them. They told me to “be careful.”

38.  After the picture, Epstein and Maxwell kissed me and said to “have fun.” They
left Andy and me alone upstairs. We went to the bathroom and bedroom, which were just steps
away from where the pictulre was taken. We engaged in sexual activities there. Afterwards,
Andy left quickly with his security.

39, I chatted with Epstein about this the next day. I told him, “it went great.”” Epstein
said something to the effect of, “You did well. The Prince had fun.” I felt like I was being

graded. It was horrible to have to recount all these events and have to try to meet all these needs
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and wants. | told Epstein about Andy’s sexual interests in feet. Epstein thought it was very
funny. Epstein appeared to be collecting private information about Andy.

40.  When I got back from my trip, Epsiein paid me more than he had paid me to be
with anyone else — approximately $15,000. That money was for what I had done and to keep my
mouth shut about “working™ with the Prince.

41.  The second time I had sex with Prince Andrew was in Epstein’s New York
mansion in spring 2001. I was 17 at time. Epstein called me down to his office. When 1 got
there, Epstein was there, along with Maxwell, _ and Andy. I was very surprised
to see him again. Epstein and Maxwell were making lewd jokes about “Randy Andy”.

42.  1had the impression that Andy had come there to see Epstein and to have sex me
with. There was no other a]:;parent purpose for Andy to be there.

43. 1 was told to go upstairs with Andy and to go to the room I thought of as the
“dungeon” (the massage room, but it is really scary looking). Ihad sex with Andy there. I was
only paid $400 from Epstein for servicing Andy that time.

44,  The third tin';e I had sex with Andy was in an orgy on Epstein’s private island in
the U.S. Virgin Islands. I was around 18 at the time. Epstein, Andy, approximately eight other
young girls, and 1 had sex together. The other girls all seemed and appeared to be under the age
of 18 and didn’t really speak English. Epstein laughed about the fact they couldn’t really
communicate, saying that thley are the “casiest” girls to get along with. My assumption was that
Jean Luc Brunel got the girls from Eastern Europe (as he procured many young foreign girls for
Epstein). They were young and European looking and sounding.

45.  Afterwards we all had dinner by the cabanas. The other girls were chatting away

among themselves, and Epstein and the Prince chatted together. 1 felt disgusted, and went
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quickly to my own cabana that night and went to sleep. Prince Andrew must have flown out
early the next morning, as I did not see him when I got up.

46. 1 have seen Buckingham Palace’s recent “emphatic” denial that Prince Andrew
had sexual contact with me. That denial is false and hurtful to me. I did have sexual contact
with him as 1 have described here — under oath. Given what he knows and has seen, I was
hoping that he would simply voluntarily tell the truth about tverytﬁing. I hope my attorneys can
interview Prince Andrew under oath about the contacts and that he will tell the truth.

47, I also had sexual intercourse with Jean Luc Brunel many times when I was 16
through 19 years old. He was another of Epstein’s powerful friends who had many contacts with
young girls throughout the world. In fact, his only similarity with Epstein and the only link to
their friendship appeared to be that Brunel could get dozens of underage girls and feed Epstein’s
(and Maxwell’s) strong appétite for sex with minors.

48.  Brunel ran some kind of modeling agency and appeared to have an arrangement
with the U.S. Government where he could get passports or other travel documents for young
girls. He would then bring these young girls (girls ranging in age from 12 to 24) to the United
States for sexual purposes aﬁd farm them out to his friends, including Epstein.

49.  Brunel would offer the girls “modeling” jobs. A lot of the girls came from poor
countries or poor backgrounds, and he lured them in with a promise of making good money.

50. T had to have sex with Brunel at Little St. James (orgies), Palm Beach, New York
City, New Mexico, Paris,l the south of France, and California. He did not care about
conversation, just sex.

51.  Jeffrey Epstein has told me that he has slept with over 1,000 of Brunel’s girls, and

everything that I have seen confirms this claim. Epstein, Brunel, and Maxwell loved orgies with
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kids — that is, having sexual interactions with many young tecnagers at the same time.
Sometimes as many as ten underage girls would participate in a single orgy with them. 1
personally observed dozens of these orgies. The orgies happened on Epstein’s island in the U.S.
Virgin Islands, in New Mexico, Palm Beach, and many other places. Most of the girls did not
speak English. It was my understanding that the girls had been persuaded to come by Brunel
offering them illegal drugs or a career in modeling. Brunel was one of the main procurers of

girls.

52.  In addition.to Ghislaine Maxwell, [N >~ NN v cre ais0

involved in the orgies. At this stage, I am hopeful that these other women will come forward and
tell the truth about everything because that will help prevent future similar abuse.

53. I have seen reports saying or implying that I had sex with former President Bill
Clinton on Little Saint James Island. Former President Bill Clinton was present on the Island at
a time when [ was also present on the Island, but I have never had sexual relations with Clinton,
nor have 1 ever claimed to have had such relations. I have never seen him have sexual relations
with anyone.

54. 1 now understand that Epstein reached a non-prosecution agreement with the
federal government in 2007 and pled guilty to two state crimes in June 2008. I now know that [
was identified by the federal government as one of Epstein’s and his co-conspirator’s sexually
abused victims. However, no one told me about those events until after they happened.

55.  On September 3, 2008, the FBI sent a victim notification letter to me. This was
the first written communic:lltiun I had received from the FBL. The letter is attached as E.xhibit 1.

The letter describes an agreement in which compensation would be made victims of Epstein’s
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sexual abuse. The letter glsn said that the federal government was going to “defer federal
prosecution.” No one had told me about deferring federal prosecution before this.

56.  In 2011, two FBI agents, called me in -and then came to meet me. They
met me at the U.S. Consulate in - They seemed to be very professional and hard working.
I thought to myself, “Wow, these people will do the right thing against the bad guys and protect
me.”

57.  The agents were mainly focused on Epstein but while there I provided them some
information about others who were involved in illegal acts as well. 1 was aware that a false
statement to these law enforcement officers was a crime and 1 told the truth — giving them the
information that I could recall about the individuals they inquired about.

58.  Epstein also trafficked me for sexual purposes to many other powerful men,
including politicians and powerful business executives. Epstein required me to describe the
sexual events that I had with these men presumably so that he could potentially blackmail them.
I am still very fearful of these men today.

59. I will continue to cooperate fully in the investigation and prosecution of Epstein,
Maxwell, or any of their friends who participated in the sexual abuse of minors. I also hope that
this information is treated in a way that will keep me safe from Epstein and others criminals
identified here so as to encourage more victims of similar crimes to come forward. If these
crimes are not prosecuted, despite my volunteering this information and cooperation, then it may
deter other similar victims from coming forward.

60.  In this affidavit, I have tried to focus on how I was trafficked for sexual purposes.
I have not described all of the details of the sexual activities Epstein forced me to have. Also, |

have not described all of the details of the other events discussed here. If a judge wants me to
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present my information in more detail, including more specific descriptions of the sexual
activities with the men Epstein sent me to, I could do so.

61. I have directed my attorneys, Bradley J. Edwards and Paul G. Cassell, to pursue
all reasonable and legitimate means to have criminal charges brought against these powerful
people for the crimes tha:.r have committed against me and other girls. They are representing me
in this case pro bono.

62.  Since I filed my motion in this case, my credibility has been attacked. I am telling
the truth and will not let these attacks prevent me from exposing the truth of how I was trafficked
for sex to many powerful people. These powerful people seem to think that they don’t have to
follow the same rules as everyone else. That is wrong. I hope that by coming forward, I can
help expose the problem of sex trafficking and prevent the same sort of abuse and degradation
that happened to me from happening to other girls.

63. I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this Jﬂﬁday of January, 2015.

(Location of signature left undisclosed for security reasons)
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L.S. Depargment ofJustice
r

Uniled Stales Attarney
Southern Disirict of Florida

J00 Sowih Australion Ave., Sufre 400
Wesr Palm Beach, FL 33401

{Sel) 8208711

Facsimile: {561) B20-8777

September 3, 2008
TIR TION OF T Tl VI

NOTICE: IN ACCORDANCE WITH TITLE 18, UNITED
STATESCODE, SECTION 3509(d) AND FLORIDA LAW,
THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT IS TO BE TREATED AS
CONFIDENTIAL AND SHALL NOT BE DISCLOSED
EXCEFT IN CONNECTION WITH A LEGAL

PROCEEDING.

e
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U.5. Department of Justice

United States Atiorney
Southern Districi of Florida

500 Sowth Ausiralian Ave., Suite 400
West Palm Beach, FL 33401

(561) 820-8711

Facgimile: (361) 830-8777

September 3, 2008

ViA COURIER

Re:  Jeffrey Epstein/ NOTIFICATION OF
IDENTIFIED VICTIM

Dear

By virtue of this letter, the United States Attorney’s Office for the Southern District
of Florida provides you with the following notice because you are an identified victim of a
federal offense.

On June 30, 2008, Jeffrey Epstein (hereinafter referred to as “Epstein) entered a plea
of guilty to violations of Florida Statutes Sections 796.07 (felony sclicitation of prostitution)
and 796.03 (procurement of minors to engage in prostitution), in the 15th Judicial Circuit in
end for Palm Beach County (Case Nos. 2006-cf-009454AXXXMB and 2008-cf-
009381 AOXMB) and was sentenced to a term of twelve months’ imprisonment to be
followed by an additional six months® imprisonment, followed by twelve months of
Community Control 1, with conditions of community confinement imposed by the Court.

In light of the entry of the guilty plea and sentence, the United States has agreed to
defer federal prosecution in favor of this state plea and sentence, subject to certain
conditions, including the following:

1. An independent Special Master was assigned the task of selecting an
atlorney representative to represent the victims, including wyou, in
connection with civil actions between the victims and Mr. Epstein. The
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NOTIFICATION OF IDENTIFIED VICTIM
SEPTEMBER 3, 2008

PAGE 2 OF 3

Please contact either m:rseh or Justice
t

Department Victim-Witness Speciali
telephone number and/or e-mail address, so that we may provide Mr. Josefsberg with a
timely means of communicating with you. If you would like to contact Mr. Josefsberg

Special Master selected Robert Josefsberg, Esq. of the firm Podhurst
Orseck, P.A., a highly-respected and experienced attorney. You are not
obligated to use Mr. Josefsberg as your civil attorney, but, as explained

in greater detail below, Mr. Josefsberg's services will be providedatno

cost to you because Mr. Epstein is obligated to pay the costs and fees
of the attorney-representative. Also, Mr. Epstein and his attorneys can
only contact you via Mr, Josefsberg, assuming that you would like Mr.
Josefsberg to serve as your attorney.

If you elect to file suit against M, Epstein pursuant to Title 18, United
States Code, Section 2255, Mr. Epstein will not contest the jurisdiction
of the United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida
over his person and/or the subject matter, and Mr. Epstein waives his
right to contest liability and also waives his right to contest damages up
to an amount as agreed to between you and Mr. Epstein, so long as you
elect to proceed exclusively under 18 U.S.C. § 2255, and you waive any
other claim for damages, whether pursuant to state, federal, or common
law. Notwithstanding this waiver, Epstein’s agreement with the United

" States, his waivers and failure to contest liability and such damages in

any suit are not to be construed as an admission of any criminal or civil
liability.

As stated above, Mr, Epstein has agreed to pay the fees of the attorney
representative selected by the independent third party. This provision,
however, shall not obligate Epstein to pay the fees and costs of
contested litigation filed against him. Thus, if after consideration of
potential settlements, you and Mr. Josefsberg elect to file a contested
lawsuit pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 2255 or you elect to pursuc any other
contested remedy, the obligation to pay the costs of the attorney
representative, as opposed to any statutory or other obligations to pay
reasonable attorneys fees and costs such as those contained in Section
2255, shall cease.

witha good

) J— Y
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NOTIFICATION OF IDENTIFIED VICTIM

SEPTEMBER 3, 2008

PAGE 3 OF 3 ;
|

directly, he can be reached at +1 305 358-2800.

If you have already selected other counsel to represent you, or if youdo so in the
future, and you decide to file a claim against Jeffrey Epstein, Mr, Epstein’s attorney, Jack

Goldberger, as hﬁ

In addition, there has been litigation between the United States and twoother victims
regarding the disclosure of the entire agreement between the United States and Mr. Epstein.
Mr. Josefsberg can provide further guidance on this issue, or if you select another attorney
to represent you, that attorney can review the Court's order in the matter of Inre Jane Does
I and 2, United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida Court File No. 08-

B0736-CIV-MARRA.

Please understand that neither the U.S. Attorney’s Office nor the Federal Bureau of
Investigation can take part in or otherwise assist in civil litigation. Thank youfor all of your
assistance during the course of the federal and state investigations and please accept the
heartfelt regards of myself and Special Agents Kuyrkendall, Slater, and Richards for your

health and well-being.

Sincerely,

R. Alexander Acosta
United States Attorne

By:

Assistant Uniled States Attomey

ce:  Robert Josefsberg, Esq.
Jack Goldberger, Esq.
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Farmer, Jaffe, Weissing,
Edwards, Fistos & Lehrman, P.L.

Perional Injury
‘Wirangfd Death

Commercial Litigaton

WWW.PATHTOIUSTICE.COM

Augusl 20, 2014

Wifredo A. Ferrer
United States Attorney
Southern District of Florida

RE:  Jane Does | and 2 v. United States
Case No. 0R-20736-Civ-Marra/Johnson

Dear Mr. Ferrer:

As you know. we have been in litigation for more than six years on a case under the
Crime Victims' Rights Act — a case that involves decisions that were all made before vou took
office and that gave Jeflrey Epstein an expansive non-prosecution agreement. Several years ago
you were nice enough to meet with us and one of our clients to discuss the case, which we really
appreciated. More recently we contacted the line attorneys working on the case Lo see il we
could reach some stipulated facts on various issues surrounding the case.

[t is in that spiril of trying to avoid unnecessary battles that we wanted (o alert you to a
motion we are preparing 1o file to see whether this could be a stipulated motion. Our CVRA
case is brought on behalf of two sexual assault victims - Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2. We
would like to add a third victim to the case — Jane Doe #3. Her true name is .
although we would seek to keep her identity confidential during the proceedings. We contacted
your office about prosecuting the crimes Jeffrey Epstein committed against her a couple years
ago when we realized that she was not includes in the NPA; however, we were lold that despite
not knowing about this particular victim when the agreement with Epstein was reached. the NPA
was drafled so broadly as to preclude criminal charges for the crimes committed against her
Adding her to the case will not expand the issues in the case. Nor will it result in any new
discovery or additional delay.
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Wifredo A. Ferrer
August 20, 2014
Page 2

Jane Doe #3 was sexually abused numerous times by Jeffrey Epstein. She is keenly
interested in having our CVRA case fairly resolved. We also note that, under the CVRA, Justice
Department prosecutors are obligated to use their “best efforts™ to help protect crime victims’
rights. As such, we ask for your stipulation to this amendment.

A copy of our soon-to-be-filed motion is attached. We wanted to show you what it
looked like in hopes that you might be able to support it. We would, of course, be glad to
consider making any changes to the motion that would help garner your support.

Thanks in advance for considering this request.

Very truly yours,

FARMER, JAFFE, WEISSING, EDWARDS, FISTOS & LEHRMAN, P.L.

Bradley ). Edwards
BJE::mwk
Enclosure

Farmer, Jaffe, Weissing, Edwards, Fistos & Lehrman, P.L.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

Case No. 08-80736-Civ-Marra/Johnson
JANE DOE #1 and JANE DOE #2

UNITED STATES
/

JANE DOE #3’S§ MOTION TO JOIN CVRA ACTION

COME NOW Jane Doe #3, by and through undersigned counsel, to move this Court to
join this action. Because Jane Doe #3's rights have been violated in the same way as the two
other victims, and because the Crime Victims' Rights Act (CVRA) contains no statute of
limitations, she should be allowed to join lﬁis action.

As the Court is aware, more than six years ago Jane Doe #1 filed the present action
against the United States, alleging a violation of her rights under the CVRA, 18 U.S.C. § 3771.
She alleged that Jeffrey Epstein had sexually abused her and that the United States had entered
into a secret non-prosecution agreement regarding those crimes in violation of her rights. At the
first court hearing on the case, the Court allowed Jane Doe #2 to also join the action. Both Jane
Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2 specifically argued that the government had failed to protect their
CVRA rights (inter alia) to confer, to reasonable notice, and to be treated with fairness. In
response, the Government argued that the CVRA rights did not apply to Jane Doe #1 and Jane

Doe #2 because no federal charges had ever been filed against Jeffrey Epstein.
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Last June, the Court rejected the United States™ position. The Court concluded that the
CVRA extended rights to Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2 even though charges were never filed.
The Court explained that because the NPA barred prosecution of crimes committed against them
by Epstein, they had “5tandling" to assert violations of the CVRA rights. DE 189. The Court
deferred ruling on whether the two victims would be entitled to relief, pending development of a
fuller evidentiary record.

Jane Doe #3' was sexually abused by Jeffrey Epstein more than twenty times in and after
the summer of 2002. Th.f:l'ﬂﬂ.ﬂer, in 2007, when the United States entered into its non-
prosecution agreement with Epstein, the United States had identified more than 40 victims by
name and knew that many more existed. Jane Doe #3 was unknown to the United States, yet the
United States entered into an agreement with Epstein — the NPA — which purports to preclude
prosecution against Epstein ‘in the Southern District of Florida, even for serious sexual offenses
against Jane Doe #3 that are not barred by the Statute of Limitations. Jane Doe #3 was never
even contacted by the United States, yet the United States contracted away her rights.

Jane Doe #3 now moves to join the action filed by Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2. She
believes that her rights were .viulated in the same fashion as the other victims.

Adding her to this case will not prejudice the United States. Jane Doe #3 does not seek
any additional discovery beyond that previously sought by Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2.
Accordingly, the United States will not be prejudiced or burdened by adding her to this case.

Indeed, adding her to this case may simplify certain issues, as it appears that the United States

! Because she was sexually assaulted as a minor, Jane Doe #3 proceeds in this motion by

way of a pseudonym.
2
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made no effort whatsoever to inform her about the non-prosecution agreement and cannot
possibly argue otherwise, in contrast to certain limited steps that the United States may argue to
have taken with regard to Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2.

The CVRA does not contain any statute of limitations for filing an action to enforce
rights under the statute. Accordingly, her motion should be granted.

Jane Doe #1 and Jane Doe #2 support the motion. The United States |insert position

I!’.III!&IIIIIIXT‘II].

CONCLUSION

Jane Doe #3 should be allowed to join this action. A proposed order allowing her to join
is attached to this pleading.

DATED: August 20, 2014
Respectfully Submitted,

/s/ Bradley J. Edwards

Bradley J. Edwards

FARMER, JAFFE, WEISSING,
EDWARDS, FISTOS & LEHRMAN, P.L.

el

Paul G. Cassell
Pro Hac Vice
S.J. Quinney College of Law at the

Univcrsili of Utah
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Attorneys for Jane Doe #3

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
| certify that the foregoing document was served on August 20, 2014, on the following
using the Court’s CM/ECF system:

500 S. Australian Ave., Suite 400
oot Palm Beach, FL 33401

Attorneys for the Government

Roy Black, Esq.

Jay P. Lefkowitz
Kirklar Ellis. LLP

Martin G. Weinberg.

Criminal Defense Counsel for Jejfrey Epsiein
{s/ Bradley J. Edwards
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Farmer, Jaffe, Weissing,
Edwards, Fistos & Lehrman, P.L.

Cpui Tam

Class Action

Persanal Injuery

'\.I.I'r-grbgful Death

Camameroial L itigation

WWW. PATHTOIUSTICE.COM

Movember 19, 2014

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL
7009 1680 0000 4959 2808

Wilredo A. Ferrer

United States Attorney
Southern District of Florida
00 N.E. 4th Street

Miami, FL 33132

RE: Jane Does | and 2 v. United Srates
Case No. : 0R-B0736-Civ-Marra/Johnson

Dear Mr. Ferrer:

| sent you a letter in August requesting your office’s stipulation to our adding Jane Doe
#3 in this case. Unfortunately, we did not receive a response from your office. We are hopeful
that your lack of a response was simple oversight.

In addition to following up on the August letter, we are now requesting your Stipulation
to the adding of Jane Doe #4 as well. Her true name is She was identified by
your office during the Federal Investigation, and consequently her name appeared on the list of
victims attached to Mr. Epstein’s Non-Prosecution Agreement.

As we expressed in our personal meetings a couple years ago, we don’t understand the
tactical decision to be adversarial to the victims of known sexual abuse on every point in this
litigation. Now that many of those issues we discussed have been resolved in our favor, it seems
to make even more sense lo avoid engaging in unnecessary battles that could only serve the
purpose of delaying the victims’ rights to have this case resolved on its merits,

As | indicated in my August letter requesting your stipulation to the adding of Jane Doe
#3, adding Jane Doe #4 will also not delay matters, so long as we can stipulate Lo her being
added. Without a stipulation, we foresee litigation over this point, which will produce nothing
but additional delay — and further question about your Office’s commitment to full protection of
victims’ rights under the Crime Victims Rights Act.
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Your office is very familiar with and her circumstance. She was sexually
trafficked and abused by Mr. Epstein (and others at the direction of Mr. Epstein) not only in this
jurisdiction but throughout the United States and beyond. Unlike Jane Doe #3, Jane Doe #4 was
included as a named victim in the NPA.

There is no statute of limitations in bringing such claims, and I think we would agree that
the current case is the best vehicle through which to bring these claims, as opposed to forcing us
to file new aclions and starting over on issues and claims inextricably intertwined with the
current litigation. We don’t see a good reason for denying our motion, so we anticipate
prevailing at the end. But even if you were to object and prevail on the motion to add her to the
current litigation, the only consequence would be that would then file a separate
CVRA lawsuit, something she is entitled to do because the CYRA contains no time limit, We
are simply trying avoid all this entirely unnecessary complication.

We have, throughout this case, consciously avoided filing anything that would
unnecessarily cast your office in a bad light, and it is again with that in mind that we request your
stipulation here. We need this stipulation by December 10, 2014 to aveid delaying any other
aspects of this case. We will not file any pleadings on this subject before that date.

Lastly, we feel that we are once again at a stage in this litigation where it may make sense
to meet again face-to-face to attempt to resolve, or at least narrow, some issues in an effort to
avoid litigating some of the matters that we will be forced to litigate if the parties continue along
this unreasonably adversarial path.

Thanks in advance for considering this request.
Very truly yours,

FARMER, JAFFE, WEISSING, EDWARDS, FISTOS & LEHRMAN, P.L.

e ————— o ....,,
i C_ __'f_*_g.‘:z.—_..__—._{______‘
~ Bradley J. Edwards

BIE::mwk

Farmer, Jaffe, Weissing, Edwards, Fistos & Lehrman, P.L.
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From: (USAFLS)

Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 1:03 PM
Tao: Brad Edwards; (USAFLS)
Cc: Paul Cassell

Subject: RE: Doe v US
Brad,

The U.5. Attorney has both your letters and Is considering the matter, as well as your request for a meeting. | will try to
get an answer for you as soon as possible.

e S e i S -

From: Brad Edwards _ . .
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 2:12 PM

To: Redacted (USAFLS); Redacted {USAFLS)
Cc: Paul Cassell .

Subject: Doe v US

L

When we spoke a few months ago, | told you that we represented and were considering
adding her ta this suit. At the time of our call we asked if you would agree to our adding her, and | understood
that you would have to check with others. Consequently, | senta couple of letters to Mr. Ferrer that | have
attached to this email. | was hoping for a response letting me know that the Office would not oppose the
amendments adding Doe 3 and 4. We also suggested in the letters that perhaps a meeting Is in order at this
point. | know you cannot speak for Mr. Ferrer an that paint, which was another reason for addressing the
letter to him.

| realize our 11/19 letter asked for a response by the 10". However, | was hoping you could give me some
indication whether we will get an answer before the 10" (and perhaps what that answer will be), because if
there will not be an agreement to adding these Plaintiffs then | want to get the Motion prepared. Let me
know something as soon as you can. Thanks.

Sincerely,

FF“ Farmar, Jaffe, Walsing,
! Echvands, Fiston & Lehrman, RL.

Brad Edwards
Board Certified Trial Attorney

&
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Subject: FW: Motion to Add Petitioners

From: (USAFLS)

Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 4:49 PM
To: Brad Edwards; Paul Cassell

Subject: Motion to Add Petitioners

Brad and Paul,
The U.S. Attorney is on travel and | do not have an answer for you on whether the government will agree to the addition

of two new petitioners. | appreciate you not filing your motion until December 10, 2014, If you need to file the
maotion, we understand, Thanks.
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Subject: FW: Meeting in January 2015

From: (USAFLS)

Sent: Tuesday, December 16, 2014 3:03 PM
To: Brad Edwards; Paul Cassel

Subject: Meeting in January 2015

Brad and Paul,

We would like to schedule a meeting with the Executive Division, as you requested, for January 2015, at a time
convenient for both of you. Also,do  and  wish to attend?

Please let me know of a suitable time for all parties who wish to attend. Thanks.
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Subject: FW: Meeting in January 2015

From: Brad Edwards .

Sent: Tuesday, December 16, 2014 3:49 PM
To: Redacted (USAFLS)'; Paul Cassell
Subject: RE: Meeting in January 2015

Thanks y
I am hopeful that we can use the meeting time to discuss a plan to bring this case to a streamlined resolution. Twill
check with the clients about attendance at the meeting. | believe that at least  will want to attend. Pauland | will get

you some dates that work on our end.

In the meantime, | would like to get your agreement to our Motion toadd”  and  as parties. They do not want to
delay being added, and | see no reason for that delay anyway. Please let me know your pesition on that Mation.

Thank you for getting back to me. We will get you some proposed meeting dates quickly and look forward to a
productive meeting.

Sincerely,

Farmer, Jaffe, Welssing,
Edwards, Fistos & Lehrman, RL.

Brad Edwards
Board Certified Trial Attorney
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Subject: FW: Mesting in January 2015

From: Brad Edwards _ _
Sent: Monday, December 22, 2014 12:17 PM
To: Redacted (USAFLS); Paul Cassell
Subject: RE: Meeting In January 2015

We have a few available dates to choose from. January 21-22 and 28-29. Hopefully ane of those will work for you guys.

Onthe motiontoadd  and °, | don’t believe you indicated your pasition. As we said, we hoped you would agree, or
at least not oppose, but either way we would like to know your position so that we can so inform the Court.

Thanks again. Please let me know which meeting date works best so that those coming from out of town can make
arrangeme nts.

Sincerely,

'ﬁl 1;, Farmer, Jaffe, Welssing,
&1 W Edwards, Fistos & Lohrman, RL.

Brad Edwards
Board Certified Trial Attorney

EFTA00188839
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Subject: FW: Meeting in January 2015

From: (USAFLS) _
Sent;: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 6:19 PM
To: Brad Edwards; Paul Cassell

Subject: RE: Meeting in January 2015

Brad and Paul,

We will let you know which dates are good for us. We actually wanted to discuss adding the new parties to the case at
the meeting. Our position is that we oppose adding new petitioners at this stage of the litigation.

Best Wishes for a wonderful haliday to you and your families.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
SEVENTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN
AND FOR BROWARD COUNTY,
FLORIDA

CASE NO.: CACE-15-000072 - 05

BRADLEY J. EDWARDS and
PAUL G. CASSELL,

Plaintiffs,
V5.
ALAN M. DERSHOWITZ,

Defendant.
/

COMPLAINT

Plaintiffs, BRADLEY J. EDWARDS and PAUL G. CASSELL, by and through their
undersigned attorneys, sue the Defendant, ALAN M. DERSHO WITZ, and allege:

1. This is an action for damages in an amount in excess of the minimum
jurisdictional limits of this Court.

2. PAUL G. CASSELL is a resident of the State of Utah, is sui juris, is a former
United States federal judge, who is a professor at the S.J. Quinney College of Law at the
University of Utah. He is and at all times material hereto has been a member in good standing of
the Bar of the State of Utah and has been and continues to be admitted to practice pro hac vice in
the State of Florida.

3. Prior to assuming his teaching responsibilities, PAUL G. CASSELL clerked first
for the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit (1984-1985) and then from 1985 to 1986

clerked for the United States Supreme Court before serving as an Associate Deputy Attorney
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General with the U.S. Justice Department and as an Assistant United States Attorney for the
Eastern District of Virginia.

4. PAUL G. CASSELL was sworn in as a U.S. District Court Judge for the District
of Utah in July of 2002 and served in that position for over 5 years before turning his full time
attention to crime victims® rights and criminal justice reform.

5. PAUL G. CASSELL has at all material times enjoyed a highly favorable national
reputation particularly related to his crime victims’ rights work.

6. PAUL G. CASSELL has served as co-counsel with BRADLEY J. EDWARDS in
representing the interests of multiple victims of billionaire, serial child abuser, Jeffrey Epstein,
including in particular a pending action in Federal District Court for the Southern District of
Florida under the federal Crime Victims® Rights Act (CVRA) which challenges the legality of a
secret deal that immunized Jeffrey Epstein and associates of Epstein from federal criminal
prosecution despite evidence that Epstein had sexually assaulted over 40 female minors on
hundreds of occasions with the active help and participation of multiple associates.

7. BRADLEY J. EDWARDS is a resident of Broward County, Florida, is sui juris,
and is and at all times material hereto has been an attorney duly licensed to practice law and
regularly engaged in the practice of law throughout the State of Florida and beyond.

8. Despite having previously been the victim of character assassination by the
Defendant, ALAN M. DERSHOWITZ’S associate and client, Jeffrey Epstein, BRADLEY J.
EDWARDS enjoys a highly favorable national reputation particularly related to his work in

defending the rights of child victims of sexual abuse.
2
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9. Before entering the private practice of law, BRADLEY J. EDWARDS was a tnal
attorney at the Broward County State Attorney’s Office responsible for the prosecution of many
major and violent crimes. He is a Florida Bar Board Certified Civil Trial Attorney who has tried
dozens of jury trials.

BRADLEY J. EDWARDS has been profiled in The Best Lawyers in America and
recognized by the National Trial Lawyers Association by inclusion in its “Top 40 Under 40"
listing. BRADLEY J. EDWARDS’ professional peers have given him a Martindale-Hubbell
rating of “AV" attesting to the highest level of professional excellence and unquestionable ethics.

10, BRADLEY J. EDWARDS has been actively involved for the better part of the
last decade in representing multiple victims of the billionaire, serial child abuser, Jeffrey Epstein.

11.  Defendant, ALAN M. DERSHOWITZ, upon information and belief is a resident
of the State of Florida and is sui juns.

12. Defendant, ALAN M. DERSHOWITZ, is an attorney whose involvement in
multiple high-profile legal matters has enabled him to command easy access to mass media news
sources.

13.  Defendant, ALAN M. DERSHOWITZ, was one of a very large team of lawyers
involved in defending Jeffrey Epstein during his criminal investigation, and according to
DERSHOWITZ’S own public statements, DERSHOWITZ was responsible for negotiating
Epstein's secret deal with the federal government which afforded protection not only to Epstein

but to various of his associates as well.
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14. In fulfillment of their obligations to two Epstein-victim clients, BRADLEY J.
EDWARDS and PAUL G. CASSELL filed and have been aggressively prosecuting a legal
action in the Federal District Court as previously described in Paragraph 6.

15. BRADLEY J. EDWARDS and PAUL G. CASSELL on behalf of two additional
Epstein-victim clients sought the agreement of the federal government to permit those clients to
intervene in the already pending CVRA action. The government declined to agree to the
intervention, thus requiring EDWARDS and CASSELL to file legal pleadings seeking a Court
Order permitting intervention on the basis of specifically alleged factual allegations.

16. Among the factual allegations made by EDWARDS and CASSELL were
allegations that Defendant, DERSHOWITZ, had knowledge of and participation in Epstein’s
criminal conduct.

17.  Immediately following the filing of what the Defendant, DERSHOWITZ, knew to
be an entirely proper and well-founded pleading, DERSHOWITZ initiated a massive public
media assault on the reputation and character of BRADLEY J. EDWARDS and PAUL G.
CASSELL accusing them of intentionally lying in their filing, of having leveled knowingly false
accusations against the Defendant, DERSHOWITZ, without ever conducting any investigation of
the credibility of the accusations, and of having acted unethically to the extent that their willful
misconduct warranted and required disbarment.

18. The details of Defendant, DERSHOWITZ'S character assassination of
BRADLEY J. EDWARDS and PAUL G. CASSELL are typified by the contents of the CNN

interview available to be accessed on the internet at:

4
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19.  The same or substantially identical accusations of deliberate misconduct and
unethical behavior warranting disbarment of the Plaintiffs were repeated by the Defendant,
DERSHOWITZ, in multiple nationally televised interviews, in statements to and repeated by
national and international print news sources, and various other forms nationally and
internationally.

20.  The Defendant, DERSHOWITZ'S statements were false and known by him to be
false at the time they were made. DERSHOWITZ was speaking from his Miami residence at the
time he made the false and defamatory statements.

21.  Alternatively, DERSHOWITZ made the statements in reckless disregard of their
truth or falsity, intending that the statements would provide support for DERSHOWITZ'S false
protestations of his own innocence and direct attention away from DERSHDWlﬁ‘S personal
knowledge of and involvement in Epstein’s criminal conduct and the subsequent cover up of that
misconduct.

22. DERSHOWITZ'S statements were and are defamatory per se directly attacking
the fitness of the Plaintiffs to engage in the honored profession of the practice of law.

23. DERSHOWITZ acted in willful, wanton, reckless, and intentional disregard of the
rights of the Plaintiffs and under such circumstances as to warrant the imposition of punitive

damages.
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24, As the statements made by DERSHOWITZ are defamatory per se, injury to the
Plaintiffs is presumed as a matter of law.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against the Defendant, ALAN M.
DERSHOWITZ, for compensatory damages, costs, pre and post-judgment interest, and such
other and further relief as the Court may deem appropriate under the circumstances. Plaintiffs
reserve the right to assert claims for punitive damages upon satisfying the applicable statutory
prerequisites.

Plaintiffs further demand trial by jury.

Dated this é i day of January, 2015.

Barnhart & Shipley, P.A.

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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ALAN M. DERSHOWITZ

1575 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE
CAMBRIDGE - MASSACHUSETTS » 02138

August 15, 2011

Jack Scarola, Esq.

Scarci Denncl Scarola Barnhart & Shipley

Re: Edwards adv. Epstein

Dear Mr. Scarola:

As you may know, I was Jeffrey Epstein’s attorney when he submitted his guilty plea.
Accordingly, “any knowledge” | may have in connection with that plea is privileged information.
If you would let me know what non-privileged information you would seek from me, I would
then be able to decide whether to cooperate.

Sincerely,
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August 23, 2011

Alan M, Dershowitz, Esquire

Re: Edwards adv. Epstein
Our File No.: 291874

Dear Mr. Dershowitz:

et 01/21/2015 Page 2 of 2

Ll yaLLAHASSEE OFFICE;
THE TOWLE HOLISE

(B50) 224-T600
1-808-545-7011

We do not intend to inquire about any privileged communications or attorney work
product. We do, however, have reason to believe that you have personally observed
Jeffrey Epstein in the presence of underage females, and we would like the

opportunity to question you under oath about those observations.

Thank you for your anticipated cooperation.

K C ARDLA

S/

c: Bradley J. Edwards, Esq.

WWW.SEARCYLAW.COM
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DENNEY
SCAROLA
BARNHART

& SHIPLEY.

al % Yo

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL

September 7, 2011

Alan M, Dershowitz, Esquire

ATTORMEYS AT LAW,

RADEALYH 514 BAKER-BARNES
'F GRIGONY BARNHART
7. HARDEE BASS, Il
LAURIE J. BRIHGEE
BALAN AL DENNEY
BAENDA 5, FULMER
WUARIAND) GARICIA

L Re:  Edwards adv. Epstein
WL B G Qur File No.; 291874

DARRYL L. LEWS'
TWELLIAM A NORTOM

FATRICH E. UINLANY .
dem.u:ﬁﬁ' Dear Mr. Dershowitz:
“CHRISTIAN D. BEARCY

LIOHN A, SHIFLEY W

T o 8 While we are certainly under no obligation to disclose either the basis for our wanting
o, A AR 1 to depose you or the subject matter of our intended inquiry, we are willing to respond

to your request as a matter of professional courtesy.

-unﬁcggﬁ&m‘

“BOARD CERTIRED Multiple individuals have placed you in the presence of Jeffrey Epstein on multiple
M50 ADMETTED occasions and in various locations when Jeffrey Epstein was in the company of
";E?; underage females subsequently identified as victims of Mr, Epstein’s criminal

* MASMGILGETTS molestations, This information is derived from both sworn testimony and private

"1 HAMPE RS interviews. Your personal observations regarding such circumstances would clearly

. not involve any privileged communications, and it is those observations that will be
—— the primary focus of our questioning,

VINIAN AYAN-TEJE DA

P OAMID i GAMORE Please let us know when and where you will be available.

JOHM C. HORKNS
CHAMA B JIKENEE
DEBOAAH kL EHAFPP
WINCENT L LEONARD, JA.
JAMEE PETER LOVE

ACEEAT W, PITCHER Sinl:E!’El}-',
WATYR REM SmaCH , .
o " Dictated But Not S!gqed BY_
WALTER A, STEIN Jack Scarola To Expedite Delivery
JACK SCAROLA
JS/mep

cc: Bradley J. Edwards, Esquire

WWW.SEARCYLAW.COM
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Subject: FW: Bradley Edwardsl Epstein

————— Original Message-----

From: Jack Scareola

Sent: January @3, 2815 6:1%9 PM

To: Alan Dershowitz

Cc: Paul Cassell; William B. King; Brad Edwards; Mary E. Pirrotta
Subject: Bradley Edwards I. Epstein

Dear Mr. Dershowitz:

Statements attributed to you in the public media express a willingness, indeed a strong
desire, to submit to questioning under oath regarding your alleged knowledge of Jeffrey
Epstein's extensive abuse of underage females as well as your alleged persenal participation
in those activities. As I am sure you will recall, our efforts to arrange such a deposition
previously were unsuccessful, so we welcome your change of heart. Perhaps a convenient time
would be in connection with your scheduled appearance in Miami on January 19. I assume a
subpoena will not be necessary since the deposition will be taken pursuant to your request,
but please let us know promptly if that assumption is inaccurate. Also, note that the
deposition will be video recorded.

Kindly bring with you all documentary and electronic evidence which you believe tends to
refute the factual allepgations made concerning you in the recent CVRA proceeding as well as
passport pages reflecting your travels during the past ten years and copies of all
photographs taken while you were a traveling companion or house guest of Jeffrey Epstein's.
Thank wou for your anticipated cooperation.

sincerely,

Jack Scarola

Frddrahk R R Rk Rk kR kk Rk kR kR Rk Rk Rk Rk R kR E Rk Rk Rk kR ko ck ko ok e ko ok ko ok ok ek ok b sk ok ok ok B ok
Privileged and Confidential Electronic communication is not a secure mode of communication
and may be accessed by unauthorized persons. This communication originates from the law firm
of Searcy Denney Scarola Barnhart & Shipley, P.A. and is protected under the Electronic
Communication Privacy Act, 18 U.5.C. 5251@-2521. The information contained in this E-mail
message is privileged and confidential under Fla. R. Jud. Admin. 2.428 and information
intended only for the use of the individual(s) named above. If the reader of this message is
not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or
copy of this communication is strictly prohibited. Personal messages express views solely of
the sender and shall not be attributed to the law firm. If you received this communication in
error, please notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone at (B88) 78e-8687 and

destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 15TH
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND FOR PALM
BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA

Case No.: 50 2009 CA 04080033 XMBAG

JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
Plaintiff,
Vs,

SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually, and
BRADLEY J. EDWARDS, individually,

Defendants,
J

STATEMENT OF UNDISPUTED FACTS

Dcf@mt Bradley J. Edwards, Esq., offers the following specific facts as the undisputed
material facts in this case. Each of the following facts is numbered separately and individually to
facilitate Epstein’s required compliance with Fla. R. Civ. P. 1.510(c) ("The adverse party shall identify
... any summary judgment evidence on which the adverse party relies.”).

Sexual Abuse of Children By Epstein
1. Defendant Epstein has a sexual preference for young children. Deposition of Jefirey
Epstein, Mar. 17, 2010, at 110 (hereinafter “Epstein Depo.”) (Deposition Attachment #1).'

2. Epstein repeatedly sexually assaulted more than forty (40) young girls on numerous

! When questioned about this subject at his deposition, Bpstein invoked his Fifth Amendment right to remain
silent rather than make an incriminating admission. Accordingly, Edwards is entitled to the adverse inference
against Epstein that, had Epstein answered, the answer would have been unfavorable to him. “[I]t is well-settled
that the Fifth Amendment does not forbid adverse inferences against parties to civil actions when they refuse to
testify in response to probative evidence offered against them.” Baxter v. Palmigiano, 425 U.3. 308, 318
(1976); accord Vasquez v. State, 777 So.2d 1200, 1203 (Fla. App. 2001). The reason for this rule “is both logical
and utilitarian. A party may not trample upon the rights of others and then escape the consequences by invoking
a constitutional privilege — at least not in a civil setting.” Fraser v. Security and Inv. Corp., 615 So.2d 841, 842
(Fla. App. 1993). '
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occasions between 2002 and 2005 in his mansion in West Palm Beach, Florida. These sexual assaults
included vaginal penetration. Epstein abused many of the girls dozens if not hundreds of times.
Epstein Depo. at 109 (“Q: How many times have you engaged in oral sex with females under the age

of 187" A: [Invocation of the Fifth Amendment]); Deposition of Jane Doe, September 24, 2009 and

contimued Mareh 11, 2010, ot 5 |
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3. At all relevant times Edwards has had a good faith basis to conclude and did conclude®
that Epstein was able to access a large number of underage girls through a pyramid abuse scheme in
which he paid underage victims $200-$300 cash for each other underage victim that she brought to
him, See Palm Beach Police Incident Report at 87 (hereinafter “Incident Report”) (Exhibit “A”).* The
Palm Beach Police Incident Rﬂp[!.r'[. details Epstein’s scheme for molesting underage females. Among
other things, the Incident Repott outlines some of the experiences of other Epstein victims. When 5.G,
a 14 year old minor at the time, was brought to Epstein’s home, she was taken upstairs by a woman she
believed to be Epstein’s assistant. The woman started to fix up the room, putting covers on the
massage table and bringing lotions out, The “assistant” then left the room and told 8.G. that Epstein
would be up in a second. Epstein walked over to S.G. and told her to take her clothes off in a stern
voice. 3.G. states in the report she did not know what to do, as she was the only one there. 8.G. took
off her shirt, leaving her bra on. Epstein, then in a towel told her to take off everything, S.G. removed
her pants leaving on her thong panties. Epstein then instructed 5.G to give him a massage. As 5.G gave
Epstein & massage, Epstein tuned around and masturbated. S.G. was so disgusted, she did not say
anything; Epstein told her she “had a really hot body.” Id. at 14. In the report, 5.G. admitted seeing
Jeffrey Epstein’s penis and stated she thought Epstein was on steroids because he was a “really built
guy and his wee wee was very tiny.” Id ar 15.

4. The exact number of minor girls who Epstein assaulted iz known only to Epstein.
However, Edwards had a good faith basis to believe and did in fact believe that Epstein’s victims were
substantially more than forty (40) in number. In addition to the deposition excerpts from two of his

many victims above about the number of underage girls brought to Epstein and the Palm Beach

* In support of all assertions concerning the actions Edwards took, what Edwards learned in the course of his representation
of his clients, Edwards's good faith beliefs and the foundation for those beliefs, see Bdwards Affidavit and specifically
Elmyaphz: 25 and 25 of that Affidavit.

Fer clarity, depositions attached to this memorandum will be identified numerically as attachments #1, #2, #3, etc., while
exhibits attached to this memorandum will be identified alphabetically as exhibits A, B, C, etc.

3
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incident report, there is overwhelming proof that the number of underage girls molested by Epstein
through his scheme was in the hundreds. See Complaint, Jane Doe 102 v. Epstein, (hereinafter Jane
Doe 102 complaint) (Exhibit “B™); see also Deposition of Jeffrey Epstein, April 14, 2010, at 442, 443,
and 444 (Epstein involing the 5th on questions about his daily abuse and molestation of children)
(Deposition Attachment #6).

5. At all relevant times Bdwards has had a good faith basis to believe and did in fact
believe that Epstein and his attorneys knew of the seriousness of the criminal investigation against him
and corresponded constantly with the United States Attorney’s Office in an attempt to avoid the filing
of numerous federal felony offenses, which effort was successful.  See Correspondence from U.S.
Attorney’s Office to Epstein (hereinafter “U.S. Attorney’s Correspondence™) (Composite Exhibit “C)
(provided in discovery during the Jane Doe v. Epstein case).

6. At all relevant times Edwards has had a good faith basis to believe and did in fact
believe that, more specifically, Epstein's attorneys knew of Epstein's scheme to recruit minors for sex
and also knew that these minors had civil actions that they could bring against him. In fact, there was
much communication between Epstein's attorneys and the United States Prosecutors in a joint atternpt
to minimize Epstein's civil exposure. For example, on October 3, 2007, Assistant U.S. Attorney Marie
Villafafia sent an email (attached hereto as Exhibit “D™) to Jay Lefkowitz, counsel for Epstein, with
attached proposed letter to sp-ecial' master regarding handling numerous expected civil claims against
Epstein. The letter reads in pertinent part,

*The undersipned, as counsel for the United States of America and Jeffrey

Epstein, jointly write to you to provide information relevant to your service as a

Special Master in the selection of an attorney to represent several young women who

may have civil damages claims against Mr. Epstein. The U.S. Attorney's Office and

the Federal Bureau of Investigation (jointly referred to as the "United States") have

conducted an investigation of Jeffrey Epstein regarding his solicitation of minor

fernales in Palm Beach County to engage in prostitution. Mr. Epstein, through his
assistants, would recruit underage females to travel to his home in Palm Beach to
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engage in lewd conduct in exchange for money. Based upon the investigation, the
Umte.d States has identified forty {40} young women who can be charactenzed as

As part of the resolution of the case, Epstein has agreed that he would
not contest jurisdiction in the Southern District of Florida for any victim who chose
to sue him for damages pursuant to 18 USC 2255. Mr. Epstein agreed to provide an

attorney for victims who elected to proceed exclusively pursuant to that section, and

agreed to waive any challenge to liability under that section up to an amount agreed

to by the parties. The parties have agreed to submit the selection of an attorney to a

Special Master...."

7. At all relevant times Edwards has had a good faith basis to believe and did in fact
believe that - was, in fact, a victim of Epstein’s criminal abuse becaus- was one of the minor
females that the United States Attorney's Office recognized as a victim. -’s sworn deposition
testimony and the adverse inference drawn from Epstein’s refusal to testify confirm that Epstein began
sexually assaulting - when she was 13 years old and continued to molest her on more than fifty
(50) occasions over three (3) years. Epstein Depo., Attachment #1, at 17 (“Q: Did you . . . ever engage
in any sexual conduct with -?” [Invocation of the Fifth Amendment].); see also Epstein Depo.,
April 14, 2010, Attachment #6, at 456 ("Q: -was an underage female that you first abused when she
was 13 years old; is that correct?" A: [Invocation of Fifth Amendment].)

8. Epstein was also given ample opportunity to explain why he engaged in sexual activity
with - beginning when - was 13 years old and why he has molested minors on an everyday
basis for years, and he invoked his 5th amendment right rather than provide explanation. See Epstein
Deposition, February 17, 2010, at 11-12, 30-31 (Deposition Attachment # 7).

9. Epstein also sexually assaulted -, beginning when she was 14 years old and did so
0N DUINETOUs pecasions. See - Depo., Attachment #4 at 215-216.

10.  Anather of the minor girls Epstein sexually assaulted was Jane Doe; the abuse began
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when Jane Doe was 14 years old. Rather than incriminate himself, Epstein invoked the 5th amendment

to-questions about. ki D I I I N I I R O

Epstein Depo., April 14, 2010, Attachment #6, at 420,

464, 468,
11. When Edwards’s c]ienls-.,-., and Jane Doe were 13 or 14 years old, each was

brought to Epstein’s home multiple times by another underage victim. Epstein engaged in one or more

of the following acts with each of the then-minor girls at his mansion: -.-l

See Plaintiff Jane Doe’s Notice Regarding Evidence of Similar
Acts of Sexual Assault, filed in Jane Doe v, Epstein, No. 08-cv-80893 (S.D. Fla. 2010), as DE 197,
(hereinafter “Rule 413 Notice™) (Bxhibit "E™); Jane Doe Depo., Attachment #2, at 379-380, -
Depo., Attachment #3, at 416; | Depo, Attachment #4, at 205.

12. At all relevant times Edwards has had a good faith basis to believe and did in fact
believe that yet another of the minor girls Epstein sexually assaulted was . When she was
approximately 15 years uld,-. was brought to Epstein’s home by another underage victim. While a

minor, she was at Epstein’s home on multiple occasions. Epstein engaged in one or more of the

following acts with her while she was a minor at his house _
6
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Exhibit “E”; Incident Report, Exhibit “A."

13. At all relevant times Edwards has had a good faith basis to believe and did in fact
believe that yet another girl Epstein sexually assault wu’. ‘When she was approximately 16 years
old, she was brought to Epstein’s home by another underage victim. While a minor, she was at

Epstein’s home on multiple occasions. Epstein engaged in one or more of the following acts with her

while she was a minor at his house

" See Rule 413 Notice, Exhibit “E"; Incident Report,

Exhibit “A”, at 41 (specifically discussing the rape):

Without detailing each fact known about Epstein's abuse of the many underage girls,

Edwards has had a good faith basis to believe and did in fact believe at all relevant times that Epstein
also abused other victims in ways closely similar to those described in the preceding paragraphs.
Epstein’s additional victims include the following (among many other) young girls: _
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17 when Epstein abused them. See Rule 413 Notice, Exhibit E; Deposition of [Jflj.. Deposition
Attachment #4.

15.  One of Mr. Epstein's household employees, Mr. Alfredo Rodriguez, saw numerous
underage girls coming into Epstein’s mansion for purported “massages.” See Rodriguez Depo. at 242-
44 (Deposition Attachment #8). Rodriguez was aware that “sex toys™ and vibrators were found in
Epstein’s bedroom after the purported massages. Jd. at 223-28. Rodriguez thought what Epstein was
doing was wrong, given the extreme youth of the girls he saw. Id. at 230-31.

16.  Alfredo Rodriguez took a journal from Epstein’s computer that reflected many of the
names of underage females Epstein abused across the country and the world, including locations such
as Michigan, California, West Palm Beach, New York, New Mexico, and Paris, France. See Journal
(hereinafter “The Journal” or “Holy Grail”) (Exhibit “F") (identifying, among other Epstein
acquaintances, females that Rodriguez believes were underage under the heading labeled "Massages").

17. Rodriguez was later charged in a criminal complaint with obstruction of justice in
connection with trying to obtain $50,000 from civil attorneys pursuing civil sexual assault cases
against Epstein as payment for producing the book to the attorneys. See Criminal Complaint at 2, U.5.
J. Rodriguez, No. 9:10-CR-80015-KAM (8.D. Fla. 2010) (Exhibit “G”). Rodrigucz stated he needed
money because the journal was his “property” and that he was afraid that Jeffrey Epstein would make
him “disappear” unless he had an “insurance policy” (i.e., the journal). [d. at 3. Because of the
importance of the information in the journal to the civil cases, Mr. Rodriguez called it “The Holy
Grail.”

18.  In the “Holy Grail” or “The Journal,” among the many names listed (along with the
abused girls) are some of the people that Epstein alleges in his Complaint had “no connection

whatsoever” with the litigation in this case, See, e.g., Journal, Exhibit F, at 85 (Donald Trump); at 9
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(Bill Clinton phone numbers listed under “Doug Bands™).
ederal Investipation and Plea Agreement With Epstein

19.  In approximately 2005, the FBI and the U.S. Attorney’s Office in the Southern District
of Florida learned of Epstein’s repeated sexual abuse of minor girls. They began a criminal
investigation into federal offenses related to his crimes. See U.S. Attorney’s Correspondence, Exhibit
“C".

20. At all relevant times Edwards has had a good faith basis to believe and did in fact
believe that to avoid the Government learning about his abuse of minor girls, Epstein threatened his
employees and demanded that they not cooperate with the government. Epstein's aggressive witness
tampering was 5o severe that the United States Attorney's Office prepared negotiated plea agreements
containing these charges. For example, in a September 18, 2007, email from AUSA Villafafia to
Lefkowitz (attached hereto as Exhibit “H™), she attached the proposed plea agreement describing

Epstein’s witness tampering as follows:

"UNITED STATES vs. JEFFREY EPSTEIN PLEA PROFFER”

On August 21, 2007, FBI Special Agents E. | N NN - G

traveled to the home of Leslie Groff to serve her with a federal grand jury subpoena
with an investigation pending in the Southern District of Florida. Ms. Groff works as
the personal assistant of the defendant. Ms. Groff began speaking with the agents and
then excused herself to go upstairs to check on her sleeping child. While upstairs, Ms.
Groff telephoned the defendant, Jeffrey Epstein, and informed him that the FBI agents
were at her home. Mr. Epstein instructed Ms. Groff not to speak with the agents and
reprimanded her for allowing them into her home. Mr. Epstein applied pressure to keep
Ms. Groff from complying with the grand jury subpoenas that the agents had served
upon her. In particular, Mr. Epstein wamed Ms. Groff against turning over documents
and electronic evidence responsive to the subpoena and pressured her to delay her
appearance before the grand jury in the Southern District of Florida. This conversation
occurred when Mr, Epstein was aboard his privately owned civilian aireraft in Miami in
the Southern District of Florida. His pilot had filed a flight plan showing the parties
were about to return to Teterboro, NJ. Afier the conversation with Ms. Groff, Mr.

cerned that the FBI would try to serve his traveling companion,
with a similar grand jury subpoena. In fact, the agents were
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preparing to serve Ms. with a target letter when the flight landed in
Teterboro. Mr. Epstein then redirected his airplane, making the pilot file a new flight
plan to travel to the US Virgin Islands instead of the New York City area, thereby
keeping the Special Agents from serving the target letter on During
the flight, the defendant verbally harassed Ms. Arassing pressuring
her not to cooperate with the grand jury's investigation, thereby hindering and
dissuading her from reporting the commission of a violation of federal law to a law
enforcement officer, namely, Special Agents of the FBI. Epstein also threatened and

harassed -against cooperating against him as well.

91.  Edwards learned that the Palm Beach police department investigation ultimately led to

the execution of a search warrant at Epstein’s mansion in October 2005. See Police Incident Report,
Exhibit “A".

29 Edwards learned that at around the same time, the Palm Beach Police Department also
began investigating Epstein’s sexual abuse of minor girls. They also collected z_:videnca of Epstein’s
involvement with minor girls and his obsession with training sex slaves, including pulling information
from Epstein’s trash, Their investigation showed that Epstein ordered from Amazon.com on about
September 4, 2005, such books as: SM101: A Realistic Introduction, by Jay Wiseman; SlaveCraft:
Roadmaps for Erotic Servitude - Principles, Skills, and Tools, by Guy Baldwin; and Training with
Miss Abemathy: A Workbook for Erotic Slaves and Their Owners, by Christina Abernathy. See
Receipt for Sex Slave Books (Exhibit “17).

23.  The Palm Beach incident reports provided Edwards with the names of numerous
witnesses that participated in Epstein’s child molestation criminal enterprise and also provided
Edwards with some insight into how far-reaching Epstein's power was and how addicted Epstein was
to sex with children. See Incident Report, Exhibit “A”.

24 The Palm Beach Police Department also collected Epstein's message pads, which
provided other names of people that also knew Epstein’s scheme to molest children. See Message

Pads (Esxhibit “I) (note: the names of underage females have been redacted to protect the anonymity

10
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of the underage sex abuse victims). Those message pads show clear indication that Epstein’s staff was
frequently working to schedule multiple young girls between the ages of 12 and 16 years old literally
every day, often two or three times per day. [d.

25.  In light of all of the information of numerous crimes committed by Epstein, BEdwards
learned that the 1.S. Attomey’s Office began preparing the filing of federal criminal charges against
Epstein. For example, in addition to the witness tampering and money laundering charges the U.S.
Attorney’s Office prepared an 82-page prosecution memo and a 53-page indictment of Epstein related
to his sexual abuse of children. On September 19, 2007, at 12:14 PM, AUSA. ||l vrote to
Epstein's counsel, Jay Leflowitz, "Jay - I hate to have to be firm about this, but we need to wrap this
up by Monday. I will not miss my indictment date when this has dragged on for several weeks already
and then, if things fall apart, be left in a less advantageous position than before the negotiations, 1 have
had an 82-page pros memo and 53-page indictment sitting on the shelf since May to engage in these
negotiations, There has to be an ending date, and that date is Monday." These and other
communications are within the correspondence attached as Composite Exhibit “C.”

76. Edwards learned that rather than face the filing of federal felony criminal charges,
Epstein (through his attorneys) engaged in plea bargain discussions. As a result of those discussions,
on September 24, 2007, Epstein signed an agreement with the U.S. Attorney's Office for the Southern
District of Florida. Under the agreement, Epstein agreed to plead guilty to an indictment pending
against him in the 15" Judicial Circuit in and for Palm Beach County charging him with solicitation of
prostitution and procurement of minors for prostitution. Epstein also agreed that he would receive a
thirty month sentence, including 18 months of jail time and 12 months of community control. In
exchange, the U.S. Attorney’s Office agreed not to pursue any federal charges against Epstein. See

Non-Prosecution Agreement (Bxhibit “K”).
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27.  Part of the Non-Prosecution Agreement that Epstein negotiated was a provision in
which the federal government agreed not to prosecute Epstein’s co-conspirators. The co-conspirators
procured minor females to be molested by Epstein. One of the co-conspirators -— -
even participated in the sex acts with minors (including -.} and Epstein. See Incident Report,
Exhibit “A”, at 40-42, 49-51; Deposition of [ ||| . Ari! 13, 2010, (hercinafier
B 0-v-) =t 11 (Deposition attachment 49).

28.  Under the Non-Prosecution Agreement, Epstein was to use his “best efforts™ to enter
into his guilty pleas by October 26, 2007. However, Edwards learned that Epstein violated his
agreement with the U.S. Attorney’s Office to do so and delayed entry of his plea. See Letter from U.S.
Attorney R. Alexander Acosta to Lilly Ann Sanchez, Dec. 19, 2007 (Exhibit “L”).

29.  On January 10, 2008 and again on May 30, il}ﬂﬂ-. :md-. received letters from
the FBI advising them that “[t]his case is currently under investigation. This can be a lengthy process
and we request your continued patience while we conduct a thorough investigation.” Letters attached
at Composite Exhibit “M”. This document is evidence that the FBI did not nutii‘}f-, and - that a
plea agreement had already been reached that would block federal prosecution of Epstein. Nor did the
FBI notify - and - of any of the parts of the plea agreement. Nor did the FBI or other federal
authorities confer with-, and-. about the plea, See id.

30, In 2008, Edwards believed in good faith that criminal prosecution of Epstein was
extremely important to his clients - and - and that they desired to be consulted by the FBI
and/or other representatives of the federal government about the prosecution of Epstein. The letters
that they had received around January 10, 2008, suggested that a criminal investigation of Epstein was
on-going and that they would be contacted before the federal government reached any final resolution

of that investigation. See id.

12
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Edwards Agrees to Serve as Legal Counsel for Three Victims of Epstein ‘s Sexual Assaults

31. In sbout April 2008, Bradley J. Edwards, Esq., was a licensed attomey in Florida,
practicing as a sole practitioner. As a former prosecutor, he was well versed in civil cases that
involved criminal acts, including sexual assaults. Three of the many girls Epstein had abused -m-.,
-., and Jane Doe — all requested that Edwards represent them civilly and secure appropriate
monetary damages against Epstein for repeated acts of sexual abuse while they were minor girls. Two
of the girls . and -} also requested that Edwards represent them in connection with a concern
that the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and U.S. Attorney’s Office might be arranging a plea
bargain for the criminal offenses committed by Epstein without providing them the legal rights to
which they were entitled (including the right to be notified of plea discussions and the right to confer
with prosecutors about any plea arrangement). See Affidavit of Bradley J. Edwards, Esq. at 1 - 2, 4
(hereinafter “Edwards Affidavit”) (Exhibit “N™).

32.  On June 13, 2008, attorney Edwards agreed to represent -; on July 2, 2008, attorney
Edwards agreed to represent Jane Doe; and, on July 7, 2008, attorney Edwards agreed to represent

-. in connection with the sexual assaults committed by Epstein and to insure that their rights as
victims of crimes were protected in the criminal process on-going against Epstein. Mr. Edwards and
his three clients executed written retention agreements. See id. at 2.

33. In mid June of 2008, Edwards contacted AUSA - to inform her that he
represented Jane Doe #1 and, later, Jane Doe #2. AUSA Villafafia did not advise that a plea agreement
had already been negotiated with Epstein’s attorneys that would block federal prosecution. To the
contrary, AUSA [l mentioned o possible indictment. AUSA [l ¢id indicate that federel
investigators had concrete evidence and information that Epstein had sexually molested many

underage minor females, including -., - and Jane Doe. See id. at 4.
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14,  Edwards also requested from the U.S. Attorney's Office the information that they had
collected regarding Epstein’s sexual abuse of his clients. However, the U.S. Attorney’s Office,
declined to provide any such information to Edwards. It similarly declined to provide any such
information to the other attorneys who represented victims of Epstein’s sexual assaults. At the very
least, this includes the items that were confiscated in the search warrant of Epsiein’s home, including
dildos, vibrators, massage table, oils, and additional message pads. See Property Receipt (Exhibit
“0").

35.  On Friday, June 27, 2008, at approximately 4:15 p.m., AUSA- received a copy
of Epstein’s proposed state plea agreement and leamned that the plea was scheduled for 8:30 am.,,
Monday, June 30, 2008. AU SA.- called Edwards to provide notice to his clients regarding the
hearing. AUSA [ ¢ic not tell Attorney Bdwards that the guilty pleas in state court would bring
an end to the possibility of federal prosecution pursuant to the plea agreement. See Edwards
Affidavit, Exhibit “N”, at 6.

36.  Under the Crime Victims® Rights Act (CVRA), 18 U.S.C. § 3771, victims of federal
crimes — including - and . — are entitled to basic rights during any plea bargaining process,
including the right to be treated with fairness, the right to confer with prosecutors regarding any plea,
and the right to be heard regarding any plea. The process that was followed leading to the non-
prosecution of Epstein violated these rights of -. and -. See Emergency Petn. for Vietim's
Enforcement of Crime Victim’s Rights, No. 9:08-CV-80736-KAM (S.D. Fla. 2008) (Exhibit “P").

37. Because of the violation of the CVRA, on July 7, 2008, Edwards filed an action in the
U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Florida, Case No. 0:08-CV-80736, seeking to enforce
the rights of [} end Jf That action alleged that the U.S. Attomey’s Office had failed to provide

-. and - the rights to which they were entitled under the Act, including the right to be notified

14
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about a plea agreement and to confer with prosecutors regarding it. See id.

38, On July 11, 2008, Edwards took [JJj and | with him to the hearing on the CVRA
action. It was only at this hearing that both victims learned for the first time that the plea deal was
already done with Epstein and that the criminal case against Epstein had been effectively terminated by
the U.S. Attorney’s office, See Hearing Transcript, July 11, 2008 (Exhibit “Q”).

19.  Edwards learned that Jane Doe felt so strongly that the plea bargain was inappropriate
that she made her own determination to appear on a television program and exercise her First
Amendment rights to criticize the unduly lenient plea bargain Epstein received in a criminal case.

40. The CVRA action that Edwards filed was recently administratively closed and Edwards
filed a Motion to reopen that proceeding. See No. 9:08-CV-80736 (5.D. Fla.).

stein 's Guilty Pleas to Sex Offens

41,  Ultimately, on June 30, 2008, in the Fifteenth Judicial Circuit in Palm Beach County,
Florida, defendant Epstein, entered pleas of "guilty" to various Florida state crimes involving the
solicitation of minors for prostitution and the procurement of minors for the purposes of prostitution.
See Plea Colloquy (Exhibit “R").

42.  As a condition of that plea, and in exchange for the Federal Government not
prosecuting the Defendant, Epstein additionally entered into an agreement with the Federal
Government acknowledging that approximately thirty-four (34) other young girls could receive
payments from him under the federal statute providing for compensation fo victims of child sexual
abuse, 18 U.S.C. § 2255. As had been agreed months before, the U.5. Attorney’s Office did not
prosecute Epstein federally for his sexual abuse of these minor girls. See Addendum to Non-
Prosecution Agreement (Exhibit “S™) (in redacted form to protect the identities of the minors

involved).

15
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43.  Because Epstein became a convicted sex offender, he was not to have contact with any
of his victims. During the course of his guilty pleas on June 30, 2008, Palm Beach Circuit Court Judge
Deborah Dale Pucillo ordered Epstein “not to have any contact, direct or indirect” with any victims.
She also expressly stated that her no-contact order applied to “al1 of the victims.” Similar orders were
entered by the federal court handling some of the civil cases against Epstein. The federal court stated
that it “finds it necessary to state clearly that Defendant is under this court’s order not to have direct or
indirect contact with any plaintiffs . . . .” Order, Case No. 9:08-cv-80119 (5.D. Fla. 2008), [DE 238] at
4-5 (emphasis added); see also Order, Case No. 9:08-cv-80893, [DE 193] at 2 (emphasis added).

Edwards Files Civil Suity Against Epstei

44. Edwards had a good faith belief that his clients felt angry and betrayed by the criminal
system and wished to prosecute and punish Epstein for his crimes against them in whatever avenue
remained open to them. On August 12, 2008, at the request of his client Jane Doe, Brad Edwards filed
a civil suit against Jeffrey Epstein to recover damages for his sexual assault of Jane Doe. See Edwards
Affidavit, “N” at §7. Included in this complaint was a RICO count that explained how Epstein ran a
criminal conspiracy to procure young girls for him to sexually abuse. See Complaint, Jane Doe v,
Epstein (Exhibit “T™).

45. On September 11, 2008, at the request of his client [[f|. Brad Edwards filed a civil suit
against Jeffrey Epstein to recover damages for his sexual assault of - See Complaint, - I
Epstein (Exhibit “U”).

46, On September 11, 2008, at 11;9, request of his client -.., Brad Edwards filed a civil suit
against Jeffrey Epstein to recover damages for his sexual assault of - See Complaint, - I
Epstein, (Exhibit JJ).

47. Jane Doe’s federal complaint indicated that she sought damages of more than $50,000,000.
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Listing the amount of damages sought in the complaint was in accord with other civil suits that were
filed against Epstein (before any lawsuit filed by Edwards). See Complaint, Jane Doe #4 v. Epstein
(Exhibit “W”) (filed by Herman and Mermelstein, PA).

48. At about the same time as Bdwards filed his three lawsuits against Epstein, other civil
attorneys were filing similar lawsuits against Epstein. For example, on or about April 14, 2008 another
law firm, Herman and Mermelstein, filed the first civil action against Epstein on behalf of one of its
seven clients who were molested by Epstein. The complaints that attormey Herman filed on behalf of
his seven clients were similar in tenor and tone to the complaint that Edwards filed on behalf of his
three clients, See id.

49, Over the next year and a half, more than 20 other similar civil actions were filed by various
attorneys against Epstein alleging sexual assault of minor girls. These complaints were also similar in
tenor and tone to the complaint that Edwards filed on behalf of his clients. These complaints are all
public record and have not been attached, but are available in this Court’s files and the files of the U.S.
District Court for the Southern District of Florida.

50. In eddition to the complaints filed against Epstein in Florida, a female in New York, Ava
Cordero, filed a lawsuit against Epstein in New York making similar allegations - that Epstein paid her
for a massage then forced her to give him oral sex and molested her in other ways when she was only
16 years old. Cordero was born a male, and in her complaint she alleges that Epstein told her during
the “massage”, “I love how young you are. You have a tight butt like a baby™. See Jeff Epstein Sued
for "Repeated Sexual Assaults" on Teen, New York Post, QOctober 17, 2007, by Dareh Gregorian, link

at:

BEF68FSDE14BFB2CAASC3TE(. See Article attached hereto as Exhibit “X™.
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51,  Edwards’s three complaints against Epstein contained less detail about sexual abuse
than (as one example) a complaint filed by attorney Robert Josephsberg from the law firm of Podhurst
Orseck. See Complaint, Jane Doc 102 v. Epstein (Exhibit “B").  As recounted in detail in this
Complaint, Jane Doe 102 was 15 years old when Ghislaine Maxwell discovered her and lured her to
Epstein’s house. Maxwell and Epstein forced her to have sex with both of them and within weelcs
Maxwell and Epstein were flying her all over the world. According to the Complaint, Jane Doe 102
was forced to live as one of Epstein’s underage sex slaves for years and was forced to have sex with
not only Maxwell and Epstein but also other politicians, businessmen, royalty, academicians, etc. She
was even made to watch Epstein have sex with three 12-year-old French girls that were sent to him for
his birthday by a French citizen that is a friend of Epstein’s. Luckily, Jane Doe 102 escaped to
- to get away from Epstein and Maxwell’s sexual abuse.

52.  Edwards learned that in addition to civil suits that were filed in court against Epstein, at
around the same time other attorneys engaged in pre-filing settlement discussions with Epstein. Rather
than face filed civil suits in these cases, Epstein paid money settlements to more than 15 other women
who had sexually abused while they were minors, See articles regarding settlements attached hereto as
Composite Exhibit “Y.”

Epstein’s Obstruction of Normal Discovery and Attacks on Hi.-::' Victims
53,  Once Edwards filed his civil complaints for his three clients, he began the normal

process of discovery for cases such as these, He sent standard discovery requests to Epstein about his
sexual abuse of the minor girls, including requests for admissions, request for production, and
interrogatories, See Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N”, at 1§11-19 and 25.

Rather than answer any substantive questions about his sexual abuse and his conspiracy for procuring

minor girls for him to abuse, Epstein invoked his 5th amendment right against self-incrimination. An
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example of Epstein’s refusal to answer is attached as Composite Exhibit “Z” (original discovery
propounded to Epstein and his responses invoking 5th amendment).

54, During the discovery phase of the civil cases filed against Epstein, Bpstein’s deposition
was taken at least five times. During all of those depositions, Epstein refused to answer any
substantive questions about his sexual abuse of minor girls. See, e.g., Deposition Attachments 1, 6 and
7.

§5.  During these depositions, Bpstein further attempted to obstruct legitimate questioning
by inserting a variety of irrelevant information about his case. As one of innumerable examples, on
March 8, 2010, Mr. Horowitz, representing seven victims, Jane Doe's 2-8, asked, "Q: In 2004, did you
rub Jane Doe 3's vagina? A: Excuse me. I'd like to answer that question, as I would like to answer
mostly every question you've asked me here today; however, upon advice of counsel, I cannot answer
that question. They've advised me I must assert my Sixth Amendment, Fifth Amendment and
Fourteenth Amendment Rights against self--excuse me, against--under the Constitution. And though
your partner, Jeffrey Herman, was disbarred after filing this lawsuit [a statement that was untrue], Mr.
Edwards' partner sits in jail for fabricating cases of a sexual nature fleecing unsuspecting Florida
investors and others out of millions of dollars for cases of a sexual nature with--I'd like to answer your
questions; however if I--I'm told that if I do so, I risk losing my counsel's representation; therefore 1
must accept their advice.” Epstein deposition, March 8, 2010, at 106 (Deposition attachment #10).

56. When Edwards had the opportunity to take Epstein's deposition, he only asked
reasonable questions, all of which related to the merits of the cases against Epstein. All depositions of
Epstein in which Mr. Edwards participated on behalf of his clients are attached to this motion. See
Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N” at §11 and Deposition attachments #1, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, and 13. Cf.

with Deposition of Epstein taken by an attorney representing BB (one in which Edwards was not
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57.  Edwards's efforts to obtain information about Epstein’s organization for procuring
young girls was also blocked because Epstein’s co-conspirators took the Fifth. Depoaition’ of -
-, March 24, 2010 (hereinafter - Depo.”) (Deposition attachment #14); Deposition of
—, April 13, 2010, (Deposition attachment #9); Deposition of__
March 15, 2010 (hereinafter “Ross Depo.”) (Deposition attachment #15). FEach of these co-
conspirators invoked their respective rights against self-incrimination as to all relevant questions, and
the depositions have been attached.

58. At all relevant times Edwards has had a good faith basis to believe and did in fact
bl:lit‘-"f:_ was an employee of Epstein’s and had been identified as a defendant in at least
one of the complaints against Epstein for her role in bringing girls to Epstein’s mansion fo be abused.
At the deposition, she was represented by Bruce Reinhart. She invoked the Fifth on all substantive
questions regarding her role in arranging for minor girls to come 1o Epstein’s mansion to be sexually
abused, Reinhart had previously been an Assistant United States Attomey in the U.S. Attorney’s
Office for the Southern District of Florida when Epstein was being investigated criminally by
Reinhart’s office. Reinhart left the United States Attorney’s Office and was immediately hired by
Epstein to represent Epstein’s pilots and certain co-conspirators during the civil cases against Epstein.
See Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N™ at J11.

59.  Edwards also had other lines of legitimate discovery blocked through the efforts of
Epstein and others. For example, Edwards learned through deposition that Ghislaine Maxwell was
involved in managing Epstein’s affairs and companies. See deposition of Epstein's house manager

Janusz Banziak, February 16, 2010 at page 14, lines 20-23 (Deposition Attachment #16); See
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deposition of Epstein's housekeeper --, October 20, 2009, page 9, lines 17-25
(Deposition Attachment #17); See deposition of Epstein's pilot Larry Eugene Morrison, October 6,
2009, page 102-103 (Deposition Attachment #18); See deposition of Alfredo Rodriguez, Aupust 7,
2009, page 302-306 and 348 (Deposition Attachment #8); See also Prince Andrew's Friend, Ghislaine
Maxwell, Some Underage Girls and A Very Disturbing Story, September 23, 2007 by Wendy Leigh,
link at http:/fwww.redicecreations,com/article.php?id=1 39_ Exhibit “AA”.

60. Alfredo Rodriguez testified that Ma#waﬁ took photos of girls without the girls'
knowledge, kept the images on her computer, knew the names of the underage girls and their
respective phone numbers and other underage victims were molested by Epstein and Maxwell together.
See Deposition of Rodriguez, Deposition attachment # 8 at 64, 169-170 and 236.

61. In reasonable reliance on this and other information, Edwards served Maxwell for
deposition in 2009. See Deposition Notice attached as Exhibit “BB.” Maxwell was represented by
Brett Jaffe of the New York firm of Cohen and Gresser, and Edwards understood that her attorney was
paid for (directly or indirectly) by Epstein. She was reluctant to give her deposition, and Edwards tried
to work with her attorney to take her deposition on terms that would be acceptable to both sides. The
result was the attached confidentiality agreement, under which Maxwell agreed to drop any objections
to the deposition, attached hereto as Exhibit “CC.” Maxwell, however, contrived to avoid the
deposition. On June 29, 2010, one day before Edwards was to fly to WY to take Maxwell’s deposition,
her attorney informed Edwards that Maxwell’s mother was deathly ill and Maxwell was consequently
flying to England with no intention of retuming to the United States. Despite that assertion, Ghislaine
Maxwell was in fact in the country on July 31, 2010, as she attended the wedding of Chelsea Clinton
(former President Clinton’s daughter) and was captured in a photograph taken for OK magazine.

Photos from Issue 809 of the publication See US Weekly dated August 16, 2010 are attached hereto as
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Exhibit “DD" and Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N at §12.

62.  Maxwell is not the only important witness to lie to avoid deposition by Edwards. Upon
review of the message pads that were taken from Epstein’s home in the police trash pulls, see Exhibit
“I" supra, many were from Jean Luc Brunel, a French citizen and one of Epstein’s closest pals. He
left messages for Epstein, One dated 4/1/05 said, “He has a teacher for you to teach you how to speak
Russian. She is 2x8 years old, not blonde. Lessons are free and you can have your 1% today if you
call.” See Messages taken from Jean Luc Brunel are attached hereto as Exhibit “EE.”  In light of these
circumstances of the case, this message reasonably suggested to Edwards that Brunel might have been
procuring two eight-year-old gitls for Epstein to sexually abuse. According to widely circulated press
reports reviewed by Edwards, Brunel is in his sixties and has a reputation throughout the world (and
especially in the modeling industry) as a cocaine addict that has for years molested children through
modeling agencies while acting as their agent — conduct that has been the subject of critical reports,
books, several news articles, and a 60 Minutes documentary on Brunel’s sexual exploitation of
underage models. See http://bradmillershero.blogspot.com/2010/08/women-are-objects.html, attached
hereto as Exhibit “FF.”

63.  Edwards learned that Brunel is also someone that visited Epstein on approximately 67
occasions while Epstein was in jail. See Epstein's jail visitor log attached as Exhibit “GG.”

64. Edwards learned that Brunel currently runs the modeling agency MC2, a company for
which Epstein provides financial support. See Message Pad's attached as Exhibit “J” sypra and Sworn
Statement of MC2 employee — June 15, 2010, ‘— Sworn Statement”
attached at Exhibit “HH” at 1-16.

65.  Employees of MC2 told Edwards that Epstein’s numerous condos at 301 East 66 Street

in New York were used to house young models. Edwards was told that MC2 modeling agency,
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affiliated with Epstein and Brunel brought underage girls from all over the world, promising them

modeling contracts. Epstein and Brunel would then obtain a visa for these girls, then would charge the

underage girls rent, presumably to live as underage prostitutes in the condos. See _
Sworn Statement, Exhibit “HH"™ at 7-10, 12-15, 29-30, 39-41, 59-6( and 62-67.

66. In view of this information suggesting Brunel could provide significant evidence of
Epstein’s trafficking in young girls for sexual abuse, Edwards had Brunel served in New York for
deposition. See Notice of Deposition of Jean Luc Brunel attached hereto as Exhibit “IL.” Before the
deposition took place, Brunel’s attorney (Tama Kudman of West Palm Beach) contacted Edwards to
delay the deposition date. Eventually Kudman informed Edwards in January 2009 that Brunel had left
the country and was back in France with no plans to return, This information was untrue; Brunel was
actually staying with Epstein in West Palm Beach. See Banasiak deposition, deposition attachment
#16 at 154-160 and 172-175; see also pages from Epstein's probation file evidencing Jean Lue Brunel
(JLB) staying at his house during that relevant period of time attached Exhibit “JJ”. As a result,
Edwards filed a Motion for Contempt, attached hereto as Exhibit “KI” (Because Epstein settled this
case, the motion was never ruled upon.)

67. Edwards was also informed that Epstein paid for not only Brunel’s representation
during the civil process but also paid for legal representation for -- (Epstein’s executive
assistant and procurer of girls for him to abuse), Larry Visoski (Epstein’s personal pilot), Dave Rogers
(Epstein’s personal pilot), Larry - (Epstein’s personal pilot), -- (Epstein’s

housekeeper), -- (Epstein’s live-in sex slave), Ghislaine Maxwell (manager of

Epstein’s affairs and businesses), Mark Epstein (Epstein’s brother), and Janusz Banasiak (Epstein’s
house manager) It was nearly impossible to take a deposition of someone that would have helpful

information that was not represented by an attorney paid for by Epstein. See Edwards Affidavit,
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Exhibit “N" at J11.

68,  While Epstein and others were preventing any legitimate discovery into his sexual
abuse of minor gitls, at the same time he was engaging (through his attorneys) in brutal questioning of
the girls who had filed civil suits against him, questioning so savage that it made local headlines. See
Jane Musgrave, Victims Seeking Sex offender's Millions See Painful Pasts Used Against Them, Palm

Beach Post News, Jan. 23, 2010, available at hitp.//www.palmbeachpost.com/news/crime/victims-
attached hereto as Exhibit *LL.”

Edwards Pursues Other Lines of Discovery

69,  Because of Epstein’s thwarting of discovery and attacks on Edwards’s clients, Edwards
was forced to pursue other avenues of discovery. Edwards only pursued legitimate discovery
designed to further the cases filed against Epstein. See Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N” at §11.

70.  Edwards notified Epstein’s attorneys of his intent to take Bill Clinton's deposition.
Edwards possessed a legitimate basis for doing so: (a) Clinton was friends with Ghislaine Maxwell
who was Epstein's longtime companion and helped to run Epstein’s companies, kept images of naked
underage children on her computer, helped to recruit underage children for Epstein, engaged in lesbian
sex with underage females that she procured for Epstein, and photographed underage females in
sexually explicit poses and kept child pomography on her computer; (b) it was national news when
Clinton traveled with Epstein aboard Epstein’s private plane to Africa and the news articles classified
Clinton as Epstein’s friend. (c) the complaint filed on behalf of Jane Doe No. 102 stated generally that
she was required by Epstein to be sexually exploited by not only Epstein but also Epstein’s “adult male
peers, including royalty, politicians, academicians, businessmen, and/or other professional and
personal acquaintances” — categories Clinton and acquaintances of Clinton fall into. The flight logs

showed Clinton traveling on Epstein’s plane on numerous occasions between 2002 and 2005. See
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Flight logs attached hereto as Exhibit “MM." Clinton traveled on many of those flights with Ghislaine
Maxwell,-, and—, - all employees and/or co-conspirators of Epstein’s
that were closely connected to Epstein’s child exploitation and sexual abuse. The documents clearly
show that Clinton frequently flew with Epstein aboard his plane, then suddenly stopped - raising the
suspicion that the friendship abruptly ended, perhaps because of events related to Epstein’s sexual
abuse of children. Epstein’s personal phone directory from his computer contains e-mail addresses for
Clinton along with 21 phone numbers for him, including those for his assistant (Doug Band), his
schedulers, and what appear to be Clinton’s personal numbers, This information certainly leads one to
believe that Clinton might well be a source of relevant information and efforts to obtain discovery from
him were reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence. See Exhibits *B”, R HAAT CDDY,
and “MM” and Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N" at §15.

71.  PBradley J. Edwards, Esq., provided notice that he intended to take the deposition of
Donald Trump. Edwards possessed a legitimate basis for doing so: (a) The message pads confiscated
from Epstein’s home indicated that Trump called Epstein’s West Palm Beach mansion on several
occasions during the time period most relevant to my Edwards’s clients’ complaints; (b) Trump was
quoted in a Vanity Fair article about Epstein as saying "I've known J eff for fifteen years. Termrific guy,”
"He's a lot of fun to be with. It is even said that he likes beautiful women as much as [ do, and many of
them are on the younger side. No doubt about it - Jeffrey enjoys his social life." Jeffrey Epstein:
International Moneyman of Mystery; He's pals with a passel of Nobel Prize—winning scientists, CEOs
like Leslie Wexner of the Limited, socialite Ghislaine Maxwell, even Donald Trump. But it wasn't
until he flew Bill Clinton, Kevin Spacey, and Chris Tucker to Africa on his private Boeing 727 that the
world began to wonder who he is. By Landon Thomas Jr. (See article attached hereto as Exhibit “NN")

(¢) Trump allegedly banned Epstein from his Maralago Club in West Palm Beach because Epstein
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sexually assaulted an underage girl at the club; (d) Jane Doe No. 102's complaint alleged that Jane Doe
102 was initially approached at Trump’s Maralago by Ghislaine Maxwell and recruited to be Maxwell
and Epstein’s underage sex slave; (¢) Mark Epstein (Jeffirey Epstein’s brother) testified that Trump
flew on Jeffrey Epstein’s plane with him (the same plane that Jane Doe 102 alleged was used to have
sex with underage girls); (f) Trump had been to Epstein’s home in Palm Beach; (g) Epstein’s phone
directory from his computer contains 14 phone numbers for Donald Trump, including emergency
numbers, car numbers, and numbers to Trump’s security guard and houseman. Based on this
information, Edwards reasonably believed that Trump might have relevant information to provide in
the cases against Jeffrey Epstein and accordingly provided notice of a possible deposition. See
deposition of Mark Epstein, September 21, 2009, at 48-50 (Deposition Attachment #19); See Jane Doe
102 v. Epstein, Exhibit “B"; Exhibit “F”; “Exhibit"]”; “N” and See Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N™ at
113.

72.  BEdwards provided notice that he intended to depose Alan Dershowitz. Edwards
possessed a legitimate basis for doing so: (a) Dershowitz is believed to have been friends with Epstein
for many years; (b) in one news article Dershowitz comments that, “I'm on my 20th book... The only
person outside of my immediate family that I send drafts to is Jeffrey” The Talented Mr. Epstein, By
Vicky Ward on January, 2005 in Published Work, Vanity Fair (See article attached as Exhibit “007);
(c) Epstein’s housekeeper Alfredo Rodriguez testified that Dershowitz stayed at Epstein’s house during
the years when Epstein was assaulting minor females on a daily basis; (d) Rodriguez testified that
Dershowitz was at Epstein’s house at times when underage females where there being molested by
Epstein (see Alfredo Rodriguez deposition at 278-280, 385, 426-427); (e) Dershowitz reportedly
assisted in attempting to persuade the Palm Beach State Attorney’s Office that because the underage

females alleged to have been victims of Epstein’s abuse lacked credibility and could not be believed
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that they were at Epstein’s house, when Dershowitz himself was an eyewitness to their presence at the
house; (f) Jane Doe No. 102 stated generally that Epstein forced her to be sexually exploited by not
only Epstein but also Epstein’s “adult male peers, including royalty, politicians, academicians,
businessmen, and/or other professional and personal acquaintances™ — categories that Dershowitz and
acquaintances of Dershowitz fall into; (g) during the years 2002-2005 Alan Dershowitz was on
Epstein’s plane on several occasions according to the flight logs produced by Epstein’s pilot and
information (described above) suggested that sexual assanlts may have taken place on the plane; (h)
Epstein donated $30 Million one year to the university at which Dershowitz teaches. Based on this
information, Edwards had a reasonable basis to believe that Dershowitz might have relevant
information to provide in the cases against Jeffrey Epstein and accordingly provided notice of a
possible deposition. See Dershowitz letters to the State Attorney's office attached as Exhibit “PP";
Deposition of Alfredo Rodriguez at 278-280; Flight Logs Exhibit “MM"; Exhibits “B" and “00”; and
Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N™ at §14.

73.  Epstein's complaint alleges that Edwards provided notice that he wished to take the
deposition of Tommy Mattola. That assertion is untrue. Mr. Mattola's deposition was set by the law
firm of Searcy Denny Scarola Barnhart and Shipley. See Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N™ at 16.

74.  Edwards gave notice that he intended to take David Copperfield's deposition. Edwards
possessed a legitimate basis for doing so. Epstein’s housekeeper and one of the only witnesses who
did not appear for deposition with an Epstein bought attorney, Alfredo Rodriguez, testified that David
Copperfield was a guest at Epstein’s house on several occasions. His name also appears frequently in
the message pnitls confiscated from Epstein's house. It has been publicly reported that Copperfield
himself has had allegations of sexual misconduct made against him by women claiming he sexually

abused them, and one of Epstein’s sexual assault victims also alleged that Copperfield had touched her
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in an improper sexual way while she was at Epstein’s house, Mr. Copperfield likely has relevant
information and deposition was reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
See Bdwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N” at §17.

75.  Epstein also takes issue with Edwards identifying Bill Richardson as a possible witness.
Richardson was properly identified as a possible witness becanse Epstein’s personal pilot testified to
Richardson joining Epstein at Epstein's New Mexico Ranch. There was information indicating that
Epstein had young girls at his ranch which, given the circumstances of the case, raised the reasonable
inference he was sexually abusing these girls as he had abused girls in West Palm Beach and
elsewhere. Richardson had also returned campaign donations that were given to him by Epstein,
indicating that he believed that there was something about Epstein with which he did not want to be
associated. Richardson was not called to testify nor was he ever subpoenaed to testify. See Edwards
Affidavit, Exhibit “N” at §18.

76.  Edwards learned of allegations that Epstein engaged in sexual abuse of minors on his
private aircraft. See Jane Doe 102 Complaint, Exhibit “B.” Accordingly, Edwards pursued discovery
to confirm these allegations.

77.  Discovery of the pilot and flight logs was proper in the cases brought by Edwards
against Bpstein. Jane Doe filed a federal RICO claim against Epstein that was an active claim through
much of the litigation. The RICO claim alleged that Epstein ran an expansive criminal enterprise that
involved and depended upon his plane travel. Although Judge Marra dismissed the RICO claim at
some point in the federal litigation, the legal team representing Edwards' clients intended to pursue an
appeal of that dismissal. Moreover, all of the subjects mentioned in the RICO claim remained relevant
to other aspects of Jane Doe’s claims against Epstein, including in particular her claim for punitive

damages, See Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N” at §19.
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78.  Discovery of the pilot and flight logs was also proper in the cases brought by Edwards
against Epstein because of the need to obtain evidence of a federal nexus. Edwards's client Jane
Doe was proceeding to trial or a federal claim under 18 US.C. §2255. Section 2255 is a federal
statute which (unlike relevant state statutes) established a minimum level of recovery for victims of the
violation of its provisions. Proceeding under the statute, however, required a “federal nexus™ fo the
sexual assaults. Jane Doe had two grounds on which to argue that such a nexus existed to her abuse by
Epstein: first, his use of telephone to arrange for girls to be abused; and, second, his travel on planes in
interstate commerce. During the course of the litigation, Edwards anticipated that Epstein would argue
that Jane Doe’s proof of the federal nexus was inadequate. These fears were realized when Epstein
filed a summary judgment motion raising this argument. In response, the other attorneys and Edwards
representing Jane Doe used the flight log evidence to respond to Epstein’s summary judgment motion,
explaining that the flight logs demonstrated that Epstein had traveled in interstate commerce for the
purpose of facilitating his sexual assaults. Because Ep.stnin chose to settle the case before trial, Judge
Marra did not rule on the summary judgment motion.

79.  Edwards had further reason to believe and did in fact believe that the pilot and flight
logs might contain relevant evidence for the cases against Epstein. Jane Doe No. 102’s complaint
outlined Epstein’s daily sexual exploitation and abuse of underage minors as young as 12 years old and
alleged that Epstein’s plane was used to transport underage females to be sexually abused by him and
his friends. The flight logs accordingly were a potential source of information about either additional
girls who were victims of Epstein’s abuse or friends of Epstein who may have witnessed or even
participated in the abuse. Based on this information, Edwards reasonably pursued the flight logs in
discovery.

R0.  In the fall of 2009, Epstein gave a recorded interview to George Rush, a reporter with
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the New York Daily News about pending legal proceedings. In that interview, Epstein demonstrated an

utter lack of remorse for his crimes (but indirectly admitted his crimes) by stating:

L]

People do not like it when people make good and that was one reason he (Epstein) was
being targeted by civil suits filed by young girls in Florida;

He (Epstein) had done nothing wrong;
He (Epstein) had gone to jail in Florida for soliciting prostitution for no reason;

If the same thing (i.e., sexual abuse of minor girls) had happened in New York, he
(Epstein) would have received only a $200 fine;

Bradley J. Edwards was the one causing all of Epstein’s problems (ie., the civil guits
brought by Jane Doe and other gitls);

-. came to him as a prostitute and a drug user (i.e., came to Epstein for sex, rather

than Epstein pursuing her);
All the girls suing him are only trying to get a meal ticket;

The only thing he might have done wrong was to maybe cross the line a little too
closely;

He (Epstein) was very upset that Edwards had subpoenaed Ghisline Maxwell, that she
was a good person that did nothing wrong (i.e., had done nothing wrong even though
she helped procure young girls fo satisfy Epstein’s sexual desires);

With regard to Jane Doe 102 v. Epstein, which involved an allegation that Epstein had
repeatedly sexually abused a 15-year-old girl, forced her to have sex with his friends,
and flew her on his private plane nationally and internationally for the purposes of
sexually molesting and abusing her, he (Epstein) flippantly said that the case was '
dismissed, indicating that the allegations were ridiculous and untrue.

See Affidavit of Michael J. Fisten attached hereto as Exhibit “QQ."

81,

The Rush interview also demonstrated perjury (a federal crime) on the part of Epstein.

Epstein lied about not knowing George Rush. See Epstein Deposition, February 17, 2010, taken in

[l . Jcfirey Epstein, case 50-2008-CA-028051, page 154, line 4 through 155 line 9, (Deposition

attachment #7), wherein Jeffrey Epstein clearly impresses that he does not recognize George Rush

from the New York Daily News. This impression was given despite the fact that he gave a lengthy
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personal interview about details of the case that was tape recorded with George Rush.
Epstein's Harassment of Witnesses Against Him

82. At all relevant times Bdwards has a good faith basis to believe and didl in fact believe
that BEpstein engaged in threatening witnesses. See Incident Report, Exhibit “A™ at p. 82, U.5.
Attorney’s Correspondence, Exhibit “C” - Indictments drafted by Federal Government against Epstein;
and Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N" at §11.

83.  Despite three no contact orders entered against Epstein (see Exhibit C, supra), Edwards
learned that Epstein continued to harass his victims. For example, Jane Doe had a trial set for her civil
case against him on July 19, 2010. As that trial date approached, defendant Epstein intimidated her in
violation of the judicial no-contact orders. On July 1, 2010, he had a “private investigator” tail Jane
Doe — following her every move, stopping when she stopped, driving when she drove, refusing to pass
when she pulled over. When Jane Doe ultimately drove to ber home, the “private investigator” then
parked in his car approximately 25 feet from Jane Doe house and flashed his high beam lights
intermittently into the home. Even more threateningly, at about 10:30 p.m., when Jane Doe fled her
home in the company of a retired police officer employed by Jane Doe's counsel, the “private
investigator” attempted to follow Jane Doe despite a request not to do so. The retired officer
suceessfully took evasive action and placed Jane Doe in a secure, undisclosed location that night.
Other harassing actions against Jane Doe also followed. See Motion for Contempt filed by Edwards in
Jane Doe v. Epstein detailing the event, including Fisten Affidavit attached to Motion, Composite
Exhibit “RR.”

Epstein Settlement of Civil Claims Against Him for Sexual Abuse of Chi, dren
§4.  The civil cases Edwards filed against Epstein on behalf of -., -., and Jane Doe

were reasonably perceived by Edwards to be very strong cases. Because Epstein had sexually

3l

EFTA00188896



Case 9:08-cv-80736-KAM L.

cument 291-15 Entered on FLSD £ 81/21/
38 KA et 2L L e o T Fogs 35 afse > ' 29¢ 3dof

assaulted these girls, he had committed several serious torts against them and would be liable to them
for appropriate damages. See Preceding Undisputed Facts. Because of the outrageousness of Epstein’s
gexcual mbuse of minor girls, Edwards reasonably expected that Epstein would also be liable for
punitive damages to the girls. Because Edwards could show that Epstein had molested children for
years and designed a complex premeditated scheme to procure different minors everyday to satisfy his
addiction to sex with minors, the punitive damages would have to be sufficient to deter him from this
illegal conduct that he had engaged in daily for years. Epstein was and is a billionaire. See Complaint,
149 (referring to “Palm Beach Billionaire™); see also Epstein Deposition, February 17, 2010, at 172~
176 (Deposition Attachment #7) (taking the Fifth when asked whether he is a billionaire).
Accordingly, Edwards reasonably believed the punitive damages that would have to be awarded
against Epstein would have been substantial enough to punish him severely enough for his past
conduct as well as deter him from repeating his offenses in the future, See Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit
“N™ at §19. _

85.  On July 6, 2010, rather than face trial for the civil suits that had been filed against him
vy [}, Il e0d Jane Doe, defendant Epstein scttled the cases against him. The terms of the
settlement are confidential. The settlement amounts are highly probative in the instant action as
Epstein bases his claims that Edwards was involved in the Ponzi scheme on Epstein's inability to settle
the -, -, and Jane Doe cases for "minimal value". His continued inability to settle the claims
for “minimal value” after the Ponzi scheme was uncovered would be highly probative in discrediting
any causal relationship between the Ponzi scheme and Edwards’s settlement negotiations. See Edwards
Affidavit, Exhibit “N" at §21.

Edwards Non-Involvement in Fraud by Scott Rothstein

86.  From in or about 2005, through in or about November 2009, Scott Rothstein appears to

32

EFTA00188897



Case 906.0vS03E KA, Pument 15 EXCTE NGRS ASSQURLRRHS Pase 350!

have run a giant Ponzi scheme at his law firm of Rothstein, Rosenfeldt and Adler P.A. (“RRA™). This
Ponzi scheme involved Rothstein falsely informing investors that settlement agreements had been
reached with putative defendants based upon claims of sexual harassment andf/or whistle-blower
actions. Rothstein falsely informed the investors that the potential settlement agreements were
available for purchase. Plea Agreement at 2, United States I Scott W. Rothstein, No. 9-60331-CR-
COHN (8.D. Fla. Jan. 27, 2010) attached hereto as Exhibit “55.”

87. It has been alleged that among other cases that Rothstein used to lure investors into his
Ponzi scheme were the cases against Epstein that were being handled by Bradley J. Edwards, Esq.
Edwards had no knowledge of the fraud or any such use of the Epstein cases. See Edwards Affidavit,
Exhibit “N" at 9.

§8.  Bradley I. Edwards, Esq., joined RRA in about April 2009 and left RRA in November
2009 — & period of less than one year, Edwards would not have joined RRA had he been aware that
Scott Rothstein was running a giant Ponzi scheme at the firm. Edwards left RRA shortly after learning
of Rothstein’s fraudulent scheme. Id. at 8.

89. At no time prior to the public disclosure of Rothstein’s Ponzi scheme did Edwards
know or have reason to believe that Rothstein was using legitimate claims that Edwards was
prosecuting against Epstein for any frandulent or otherwise illegitimate purpose. Id atY20.

00. Rdwards never substantively discussed the merits of any of his three cases against
Epstein with Rothstein, See Deposition of Bradley I. Edwards taken March 23, 2010, at 110-16.
(hereinafter “Edwards Depo™) (Deposition Attachment #22).

91.  OnJuly 20, 2010, Bradley Edwards received a letter from the U.S. Attorney’s Office for
the Southern District of Florida — the office responsible for prosecuting Rothstein’s Ponzi scheme. The

letter indicated that law enforcement agencies had determined that Edwards was “a victim (or potential
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vietim)” of Scott Rothstein's federal crimes. The letter informed Edwards of his rights as a victim of
Rothstein’s fraud and promised to keep Edwards informed about subsequent developments in
Rothstein’s prosecution. See Letter attached hereto as Exhibit “TT."”

92.  Jeffrey Epstein filed a complaint with the Florida Bar against Bradley Edwards, Esg.,
raising allegations that Edwards and others were involved in the wrongdoing of Scott Rothstein. After
investigating the claim, the Florida Bar dismissed this complaint. See Edwards Affidavit, Exhibit “N"
at §23.

tein Takes the Fi n Asked Substantive Questions About His Claims Against Edwar

93.  On March 17, 2010, defendant Epstein was deposed about his lawsuit against Edwards.
Rather than answer substantive questions about his lawsuit, Epstein repeatedly invoked his Fifth
Amendment privilege. See Epstein Depo. taken 3/17/10, Deposition Attachment #1.

94,  In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Specifically
what are the allegations against you which you contend M. Edwards ginned up?” Jd at 34.

95. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than name people in California that
Edwards had tried to depose to increase the settlement value of the civil suit he was handling. Id at
37,

96. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: *Do you know
former President Clinton personally.” Id

97.  In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Are you now
telling us that there were claims against you that were fabricated by Mr. Edwards?" Jd. at 39.

98.  In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question, “Well, which
of Mr. Edwards’ cases do you contend were fabricated.” Id.

99,  In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “What is the
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actual value that you contend the claim of [JJjagainst you has?” Id. at 45.

100. In his deposition, Epstein toolk the Fifth rather than answer a question about the actual
value of the claim of - and Jane Doe against him. [d.

101, In his deposition, taken prior to the settlement of Edwards’s clients claims against
Epstein, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Is there any pending claim against you
which you contend is fabricated?” Id. at 71.

102. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Did you ever
have damaging evidence in your garbage?” Id. at 74.

103. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: *Did sexual
assaults ever take place on a private airplane on which you were a passenger?” Id. at 88.

104. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Does a flight
log kept for a private jet used by you contain the names of celebrities, dignitaries or international
figures?” Id at 89.

105. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Have you
ever socialized with Donald Trump in the presence of females under the age of 1877 Id. at 89.

106. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Have you
ever socialized with Alan Dershowitz in the presence of females under the age of 18.” Id. at 90.

107. In his deposition, Epstein ook the Fifth rather than answer the qur;sﬁun: “Have you
ever socialized with Mr. Mottola in the presence of females under the age of 187" Jd. at 91-92.

108. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Did you ever
socialize with David Copperfield in the presence of females under the age of 187" Id. at

109. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Have you

ever socialized with Mr. Richardson [Governor of New Mexico and formerly U.S. Representative and
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Pag
Ambassador to the United Nations] in the presence of females under the age of 18.” Id. at 94.

110. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Have you
ever sexually abused children? Id at 93.

.1 11. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Did you have
staff members that assisted you in scheduling appointments with underage females; that is, females
under the age of 18.” Id. at 97-98.

112. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: *On how many
oceasions did you solicit prostitution.™ fd. at 102,

113.  In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “How many
minors have you procured for prostitution?” Jd. at 104,

114. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Have you
ever coerced, induced or enticed any minor to engage in any sexual act with you?” Id. at 107.

115. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “How many
times have you engaged in fondling underage females?” Id at 108.

116. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “How many
times have you engaged in oral sex with females under the age of 187" Id. at 110.

117. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Do you have a
personal sexual preference for children?” Id. at 111-12.

118. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Your
Complaint at page 27, paragraph 49, says that ‘RRA and the litigation team tock an emotionally driven
set of facts involving alleged innocent, unsuspecting, underage females and a Palm Beach billionaire,
and sought to turn it into a goldmine,” end of quote. Who is the Palm Beach billionaire referred to in

that sentence?” Id at 112-13,
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119, In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Who are the
people who are authorized to make payment [to your lawyers] on your behalf?” Id. at 120.

120. In his deposition, Epstein took the Fifth rather than answer the question: “Is there
anything in -'s Complaint that was filed against you in September of 2008 which you contend to

be false?" Jd at 128.
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onmremms | represent attorneys Paul G. Cassell and Bradley J. Edwards. They in turn represent a
“wimawme  young woman pictured below who is being referred to as Jane Doe No. 3. That
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wussaworon  representation is in pending legal proceedings in the United States Federal District
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P ELLLIA interview you, under oath, regarding interactions that you had with Jane Doe No. 3

DOKALD J. WARD &'

pomndwaow  beginning in approximately early 2001. Jane Doe No. 3 was then 17 years old.
Among other things, 1 would like to discuss events that occurred at the time that the
photograph below was taken - and shortly thereafter.
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January 14, 2015
His Royal Highness The Duke of York
Re: Edwards and Cassell

I would also like to discuss Jane Doe #3's claims of your subsequent interactions with
her in New York City, New York later that year. Details of those claims have been
widely reported in the British press (with varying degrees of accuracy) as have your
denials of the claims , so I assume that it is unnecessary for me to be any more specific
about the proposed areas of our inquiry.

The interview could be conducted at a time and place of your choosing, and with your
cooperation, | believe the interview could be completed in two hours or less.

New court pleadings regarding relationships between you and Jane Doe #3 are currently
being prepared but their filing will be delayed it you are willing and able to commit to
accepting this invitation, Accordingly, the favor of a prompt reply by no later
than January 19. 2015, would be greatly appreciated.

SCAROLA
mep

ce: Bradley J. Edwards, Esq.
Professor Paul Cassell

a8 IR B

EFTA00188907



EFTA00188908



Case 9:08-cv-80736-KAn, Document 291-17 Entered on FLS  Docket 01/21/2015 Page 1 of 8

EXHIBIT 18

EFTA00188909



Case 9:08-cv-BO736-KA...

Document 291-17 Entered on FLS

Docket 01/21/2015 Page 2 of 8

Page 1 r| Page 3
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 1 On behalf of the Defendant:
SOUTHERM DISTRICT OF FLORIDA - - .
CASE Mo 0B-CV-801 19-C1V-MARRAJOHMION 2 EﬁE&RENJ {C;{RJ[T]E{?E:&E?B%":ER
s - | e S
JANE DOE NO. 2, 3
Plainii [T,
e 4
JEFFREY EFSTEIN, 5
Defendari <]
JE— 7
Relwied cases
0&-80232, 08-80380, P8-B0381, DE-B0USY, e
0E-§0991, 08-B081 1, 08-BO%SI, 09-50469, g
09.80591, 09-80656, 09-B0802, 09-81092 10
_ B 11
VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION OF JUAN ALESS] l12
VOLUME 1 3
Tuesday, Seplember B, 2009 5‘ 4
k12 am. - 345 pm 15
16
2139 Palm Beach Lakes Boulevard 17
West Pabm Beach, Florida 33401 18
19
20
Heported By 21
Sandra W. Townsend, FPR
Motary Public, Siate of Florida 22
PROSE COURT REFORTING AGENCY 23
West Palm Beach OfTice =4
25
Page 2 Page 4
|
APPEARANCES: |1 - - -
2 O behall of the PlainiifTs .
3 RICHARD WILLITS, ESQUIRE 2 EXHIBITS
i WILLITS. P.A q = 2w
* |
3 NUMBER DESCRIPTION PAGE
3 5
7 STLART :x_ll:':_t;':jl-.l.s:ll-.IN. ESQUIRE 6 Exhibit number | Photographs 45
B 7 Exhibit number 2 Transcript 130
. ] Exhibit number 3 Incident Report 137
9 Exhibit number 4 Incorporation Papers 149
;? T o LTOY L SR LA 10 Exhibit number 5 Incorporation Papers 150
ROTHSTEIN ROSENFELDT ADLER 11
i 12
13 13
14 14
15 KATHERINE W, EZELL, ESQUIRE 15
PODHURST ORSECK. LA, i
15 16
17
17
18
LE 19
19 ADAM ). LANGING, ESQUIRE .
1 BT T R 20
0 21
21 22
32 23
23 24
o 25

1 (Pages 1 to 4)

B  ~:ost courT REPORTING AGENCY, INC. [

Electronically signed by Sandra Townsend
Electronically signed by Sandra Townsend

Teof564a-4alc-ddee-8Tac-479098ccT004

EFTA00188910



Case 9:08-cv-BO736-KAn.

Document 291-17 Entered on FLE

Jocket 01/21/2015 Page 3 of 8

Page 5 Page 7
1 PROCEEDINGS 1
2 N 2 Q. All right, sir. Did you ever work for Jeffrey
3 Deposition taken before Sandra W, Townsend, Count 3 Epstein?
4 Reporter and Motary Public in and for the State of 4 A, Yes, | did.
5 Florida at Large, in the above cause, 5 Q. In what capacity?
& .- & A. Everything. | started with Jeffrey Epstein
7 VIRDEQGRAPHER: Today is September 8, 2009, 7 around 19 -- please bear with the dates because |
8 The time is |2 minutes after 10:00 in the moming, 8 trying --
9 This is the videotaped deposition of Juan 9 Q. Sure.
10 Alessi in the matter of Jane Doe number two versus 10 A, - to remember. 1969 as a part-time
11 Jeffrey Epstein. This deposition is being held at 11 maintenance guy.
1z 2139 Palm Beach Lakes Boulevard in West Palm Beach! 12 And then | become a full-time employee, |
13 Florida, 13 think it was January 1, 2 --'91,"92, 5092, Sorry.
14 My name is Stan Sanders. I'm the videographer 14 Q. You said you started in 19697 That would
15 representing Visual Evidence, Incorporated. 15 be --
16 Would the attorneys please announce their 16 A, Mo, No, Mo, Mo, No.
17 appearances for the record. 17 Q. Okay,
18 MR, WILLITS: Richard Willits, representing 18 A. 99,
19 19 Q. 19997
20 MR, BERGER: William J. Berger, representing 20 A. Yeah.
21 - -. and Jane Doc number two. 21 Q. Aliright. And how did you happen to get that
22 MR. MERMELSTEIN: Stuart Mermelstein of 22 job? Was it through an employment agency --
23 Mermelstein and Horowitz, representing Jane Does 23 A, No,
24 numbers two through eight. 24 ). --oran ad in the paper?
25 MR. LANGING: Adam Langino, on bchalf‘uf‘- 25 A. Thad a company at that time used to take care
Page & Page 8
1 M35, EZELL: Katherine Ezell from Podhurst 1 of a lot of residents in Palm Beach. And | got to know
2 Orseck, on behalf of Jane Does 101 and 102, 2 Jeffrey through Lesley Wexner, And 1 used 1o work in
3 MR. CRITTON: Bob Critton, on behalf of 3 about 20 different, 20, 25 different homes in Palm Beach
4 Jeffrey Epstein, 4 as a maintenance guy.
5 THEREUPON, 5 Q. Okay.
6 JUAM ALESSI, [ A, And | have basically my own company and | do
7 having been first duly sworn or affirmed, was examined| 7 repairs for them. 1 did home sit in for them,
] and testified as follows: B Q. And what was -- did you work for JefTrey
9 THE WITNESS: | do. 3 Epsiein? What was your position when you staried?
10 DIRECT EXAMINATION 1 A. When | started, he hire me to -- he just
11 BY MR. WILLITS: 11 bought the house.
12 . Good moming, sir. 12 Q. I'msorry?
13 A, Good moming, 13 A, He just had bought the house -
14 ). |introduced myself through the videographer. 14 0. Okay,
15 My name is Richard Willits, 15 A, --where he live on El Brillo. And he hire me
16 A, Okay. 15 through Mr. Wexner's references to do repair works, And
17 .| represent a young lady by the name of 17 basically what | did the most was taking walls apart,
18 ﬁ 18 windows and stuff that he didn't want to have it, -
19 A, Okay. 139 Q. [see
20 Q. Is that name familiar to you at all? 20 - A = fixit
21 A, Whose name? 21 Q. And when you started working for Mr, Epsiein,
22 Q. Do you recognize that namey 22 were you still working for other people in Palm Beach?
23 A, No. 23 A, Yes, | did,
24 . What is your residence address, sir? 24 . Okay. And about how long a period of time did
25 A, My address is 25 you do this type of work for Mr, Epstein, the

PROSE COURT REFPORTING AGENCY,

2 (Pages 5 to B)
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Page 9 Page 11
1 maintenance and taking out walls? 1 about seven months before -- after | become a full-time
2 A. It was couple months. It was couple months 2 employee.
3 before. 3 Q. Okay. And how did Ms. Maxwell come into the
4 . And what was the name of your company? 4 picture?
5 A, Alessi Maintenance, 5 A, 1t was his girlfriend, his main girlfriend,
& Q. And how were you paid? & ). Okay. Had you known her before she became -
7 A. By him? 7 A, No.
] Q. Yes, 8 Q. --your --
9 A, Usually by check or cash sometimes. ] A, Mever know her before,
10 Q. Do you know what company actually paid your | 10 Q. I'msorry. [ didn't get a chance to finish my
11 company? ) 11 question.
12 A, It was Jeffrey Epstein and Company, 12 Would you have referred to her as your
13 Q. Soyou said you had that position for a couple 13 supervisor or your superior or what would you have
14 of months, 14 called Mrs, Maxwell?
15 What happened next? 15 A. | used to call her Ghislaine.
16 A, Then Mr. Epstein asked me to, if | wanted to 16 Q. Okay. And how was it explained 1o you that
17 be his employee, because | was going from one house td 17 you were now 1o deal with Ms, Maxwell, as opposed to
18 another house to another house, one hour here. | was 18 Jeffrey Epstein?
19 just running around Palm Beach all day. 19 A. She would tell me, I am going to take care of
20 S0 he asked me if' | would just work for him, 20 the house,
21 exclusively for him. 21 (). Okay. That was explained to you by
22 Q. Okay. 22 Ms, Maxwell?
23 A, And we agreed with the terms and | become a 23 A, Uh-huh,
24 full-time employee as a maintenance guy. And [ was 24 ). Isthatayes?
25 taking care of everything, as far as maintenance. 25 A. Yes.
Page 10 Page 12
1 Then my job changed little by little to house 1 Q. And when Ms. Maxwell starled assuming
2 man, estate manager, and then 1o a majordomo, 2 responsibility for the house, did your duties change at
3 . Okay. When you first agreed to terms with 3 that time?
4 Mr. Epstein and you first started working for him full 4 A. Not much,
5 time, what were those terms, do you remember? 5 Q. Okay.
6 A. The terms is basically was how much -- he & A, Mot much,
7 asked me how much | was making in all the properties. 7 Q. And at that time when Ms, Maxwel| started
8 And | says, well, | make this -- this amount 8 taking responsibility for the house, what were your
9 of money. g duties?
10 And he says, fine. 10 A, Basically | was still doing the maintenance
11 Q. And how much was that, did he pay you? 11 work.
12 A, Around $45,000. 1 think | started with 45, 12 Q. Okay.
13 Q. Okay. And when you started to work for him as| 13 A. Was doing - they were trying to remodel the
14 a Tull-time employee, did you have anybody that you 14 home and they would told me, okay, tear down this wall.
15 reported o or did you deal directly with Mr. Epstein? 15 We want to see how it's going to look. Or put this
16 A, At the beginning with Mr. Epsiein, direcily to 16 windows and tear down -- we had a fishing tank. We tool
17 him 17 it out - 1 took it out. A kitchen on the second floor,
18 . Did that change? 18 1 ook it out. So it was basically dismantling the
13 A, Later on, yes, 1% house,
20 . And how did that change? 20 Q. Okay. And about how long a period of time did
21 A, When Ms, Maxwell, Ghislaine Maxwell came o 21 that project last?
22 the picture, 22 A, Dwould says, six 1o seven months,
23 . Okay. About when was it that she came into 23 Q. Okay. And after the remodeling slacked off or
24 the picture? 24 stopped, did your duties then change?
25 A, Exactly date, | cannot remember. But it was 25 A, Yeah. Increasingly they change.

3 (Pages 9 to 12)
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Page 45 Page 47
1 MS. EZELL: I'm going to ask -- | don't know 1 THE WITNESS: Could have been. Bui, you know
2 whether you've still been serially designating 2 I am not -- | don't think [ am a very good judge of
3 Exhibits or whether we're doing them separately for| 3 ages. Il you ask me how old you are, | really
4 deposition. 4 couldn't tell you.
5 MR. CRITTOM: 1 think we cannot trust that 5 MR, CRITTON: Kathy thinks she's 25,
[ people will do them serially. I'd do them with & MS, EZELL: Inmy dreams.
7 each one. 7 THE WITNESS: Mow, again, | must tell you, |
MS. EZELL: Then would you mark this, please,}] 8 was never told to check any I.d.s on any of the
as Exhibit | to this deposition. 9 people who work at the house,
10 And I'm just going to state on the record that 10 BY MS. EZELL:
11 I will keep that original. We will not attach it 11 2. 1 understand that. And, so, | think I'm just
12 to the deposition. 12 trying to establish that you didn®t consider it part of
13 {Exhibit number | was marked for 13 your job description to worry about or consider the
14 identification purposes and retained by Counsel for the| 14 Bges -
15 Plaintiffs.) 15 A, No.
16 THE WITNESS: Yes, that's -- 14 ). -- of the young women that came there?
17 BY MS. EZELL: 17 A, Absolutely not, Absolutely not,
18 ). Can you identify that -- the young woman in 18 Q. And, so, you never really focused on that or
13 those pictures? 13 particularly thought about it il they seemed young?
20 A, Yes, 20 MR, CRITTON: Form.
21 Q. Whoisit? 21 THE WITNESS: | don't — | didn" see that
22 A. That's ' - l. Mow that you 5&}‘5., that 22 many young girls, you know, young, underage girls
23 is -. definite, a hundred percent. 23 at the house, | never saw excepl the two girls
24 MR, CRITTON: Let me just note my objection, | 24 that | mentioned that I think it was underage was
25 as | did in A. Rod's deposition or Mr. Rodriguez's 25 M. for sure because she was still in high school,
Page 46 Page 48
1 deposition, that 1 know you're going to confiscate 1 And she -- she had dinner with her mother, a couple
2 Exhibit number 1. I think it's inappropriate. | 2 times with her mother, And she become an actress.
3 think 1 should be allowed to have a copy of 3 She's an actress and she has done movies, And he
4 Exhibits that are being used in deposition. But 4 help her in her career,
5 I'll file a motion with the Court so we don't get 5 That's the only girl that | knew she was young
& into a pulling match over your Exhibits. 6 because she was going to high school and | pick her
7 MR. BERGER: [ would ask that the court 7 up from high school sometimes. But she was not a
8 reporter initial that, 8 massage therapist. She will go for dinner. And
E MS. EZELL: Sure, 9 they will go for the movies and she sang sometimes
10 Oh, you did? 10 because she was a singer, So she sung at the
11 MR. WILLITS: She marked it. 11 house, Beautiful girl, Very talented,
12 MR. BERGER: Did she put her initials or did 12 That's the only girl that | know that it
13 she just putl a number or a letter? 13 was — | would says, underage,
14 MR. CRITTON: She's nodding that she did 14 BY MS. EZELL:
15 everything that she usually does, which means, 15 Q. Okay. Did -- whe told you that -. was a
16 initials, date and number. 16 massage therapist?
17 MR. MERMELSTEIN: You can talk. 17 A, MNobody.
18 MR, WILLITS: But when you talk, use your 18 (. Did you assume that she was a massage
19 initials, 1% therapist because you were told she was coming to give 4
20 BY MS, EZELL: 20 massage’?
21 Q. How old did you think -. was at the time shg 21 A, Mo, [ assumed she was a massage therapy
22 began coming to Mr. Epstein's home? 22 because [ was - | drove Ms. Maxwell to Mar-a-lago,
23 A. She could have been 17, 18, 19, 23 Donald Trump's residence. And | wait in the car while
24 2. Could she have also been 157 24 Ms. Maxwell got a -- | think it was a facial or massage.
25 MR. CRITTON: Form. 25 I don't know, But that day 1 remember this girl,l,

12 (Pages 45 to 48)
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Page 69 Page 71
1 MR, CRITTON: Form, 1 Diane's secretary, she stay there for a week with her
2 THE WITNESS: No, not that | can remember, 2 kids and we took care of her,
3 BY MS. EZELL: 3 Who else? Mr. Trump. That's a celebrity,
4 Q. Do you know if he and Mr, Epstein were 4 Mr. Robert Kennedy, Junior. Mr. Frederick Fekkai,
5 involved in any businesses together? L Q. Who is that?
6 A. Mr. Epstein, | never knew what businesses he [ A. Fekkai, Frederick Fekkai, the famous
7 was involved. He will - | was completely shut off of 7 hairstylist. Who else? 1don't think 1 can remember
B all of the business, except for the office, transfer of 2] anymore.
9 communications or faxes. But | have no idea of the 9 ). David Copperfield, the magician?
10 relationship with other business partners. 10 A, No, | never saw him,
11 ). Did you ever have to deal with his -- the 11 Q. You never saw him.,
1z office in New York with someone named Lesley in New 12 MNow, would these - the people that you named
13 York? 13 were all people that you saw visiting in the home?
14 A, The secretary? 14 A. Yes. Also was a Noble Prize winners, the - |
15 Q. Yes, 15 can't remember his name, It was an old gentleman, He
16 A, Yeah. | would call - | would call Lesley 16 was a Noble Prize, chemistry, | think, or mathematics,
17 almost every day or other secretaries, they live in New | 17 There was a couple -- a couple of those, very -- also,
18 York. Basically it came a point when Mr, Epstein will | 18 we had at one time at the house, it was a reunion of
19 call Mew York and Mew York call me to do things for | 19 very Moble Prize winners. But | don't know. They're
20 Mr. Epstein. But he was on the phone or busy or 20 not famous, | guess, | can't remember their names.
21 something and he would call the office and the office 21 Yery important people.
22 will send me an e-mail or call me or -- it was a 22 ). Was that a dinner or a reception?
23 constant report with the office in New York. 23 A, [ think it was a lunch.
24 0. And did you in turn sometimes call New York tg 24 0. A lunch,
25 gel a message to Mr. Epstein? 25 President Clinton, did you ever -
Page TO Page 72
1 A, Yes, 1 A, | met President Clinton on Mr. Epstein's plane
2 (). Did you ever overhear Mr, Epstein talking to 2 in the last, | think it was the last month or just
3 any people that you would consider celebrities? 3 before | left -- 1 left, | met President Clinton in
4 A. Yes. | knew some -- many celebrities, 4 Miami at his plane. We drove him to Miami,
5 Q. Who = what celebrities did you understand 5 Q. And do you know, was that a trip -- were they
6 that he spoke with? & going on a trip to Africa?
7 A. He spoke to it? 7 A, 1 hear about it, but it was not when 1 was
8 Q. Yes 8 there.
g A. 1 don't know who he spoke to because 1 never 9 Q. So that was not the time that you drove --
10 listen 10 his conversations. Bul | saw guesis al the 10 A. Mo, | was already out,
11 house that were celebrilies. 11 (). And Kevin Spacey, did you ever meet him?
12 . Who did you see at house? 12 A, Mo, | hear aboul it on the news, but | never
13 A. Many. It was senators. [t was Senator 13 met him.
14 Mitchell, George Mitchell. It was Prince Andrew. It 14 Q. Were Prince Andrew and Princess Sarah friends
15 was Princess Sarah. 15 of Ms. Maxwell?
16 Q. Princess? 16 A. Both of them.
17 A. Sarah, the wife of Andrew. 17 (). Both Ms. Maxwell and Mr. Epstein?
18 (). Sarah Ferguson? 18 A. Yeah.
19 A, Ferguson, 19 ). [d -- did they ever have massages when they
20 And it was a couple Misses, Misses Yugoslavia, 20 were there?
21 Miss Germany that | don't cven know the names. Bul they 21 A. Prince Andrew did. | think Sarah was there
22 were a lot of queens and other famous people that | 22 only once and for a short time. | don't think she slept
23 can't remember. [t was a very famous lawyers that I'm 23 in there. 1 cannot remember, | think she was visiting
24 sure you know, Alan Dershowitz, who spend at the house § 24 Wellington and she came Lo the house and we met her.
25 couple times. And he slept there. He - Princess 25 Bui Prince Andrew, yes, Prince Andrew spent weeks with
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Page 73 Page 75

1 us. 1 MR. LANGING: Go ahead. Sure.

2 . Where would he sleep? 2 BY M5, EZELL:

3 A. In the main room, the main guest bedroom. 3 Q. You said that you set up the massage tables.

4 That was the blue room, 4 And would you also set up the oils and the towels?

5 Q. And, so, when he would come and stay, during & A, Yes, ma'am.

& that time would he frequently have massages? & Q. And 1 think | read one time you said they used

7 MR, CRITTON: Form, 7 40 ar 50 towels a day?

8 THE WITHESS: | would says, daily massages. ] MR. CRITTON: Form,

9 They have a daily massage. 9 THE WITMWESS: That's correct. There was a
10 BY MS, EZELL: 10 tremendous amount of work in the house, especially|
11 Q. Was it sometimes more than one a day? 11 laundry towels, because they were -- we have
12 A. | can't remember if he had more than one, but 12 towels, piles of towels. And they use in the pool.
13 I think it was just a massage for him, We set up the 13 There was a lot of people in the pool and there
14 tables and -- 14 were a towel that went in the floor, we have to go
15 Q. Do you have any recollection of'- coming tof 15 and pick it up, wash it. So it was -- it was a lot
16 the house when Prince Andrew was there? 16 of towels, yes.

17 A, It could have been, but I'm not sure, 17 BY M3, ELELL:

18 Q. Not sure. When Mr. Dershowitz was 18 Q. And did you ever have occasion to go upstairs

19 visiting, -- 18 and clean up after the massages?

20 A, Uh-huh, 20 A. Yeah, uh-huh,

21 ). - how often did he come? 21 Q. Did you ever find any vibrators in that area?

22 A, He came pretty - pretty often, | would says, 22 A. Yes. [1old him, yes,

23 al least four or five times a year, 23 MS. EZELL: And did you ask that? I'm sorry,

24 . And how long would he stay typically? 24 MR. CRITTON: Yes,

25 A. Two, three days. 25 MS. EZELL: [ don't know how [ missed that.
Page 74 Page 76

1 (), Did he have massages sometimes when he was 1 BY MS. EZELL:

2 there? 2 . Since | did miss it, if you don't mind, let me

3 A, Yes. A massage was like a treat for 3 just ask you again,

4 everybody. 1f they want it, we call the massage and 4 Would you describe for me what kinds of

5 they have a massage. 5 vibrators you found?

[ ). MNow, Mr, Trump had a home in Palm Beach, 6 A, I'm not familiar -- not too familiar with the

7 correct? 7 names, but they were big dildos, what they call the big

8 A, Uh-huh, 2 rubber things like that {indicating). And 1 used to go

9 Q. So he didn"t come and stay there, did he? E and put my gloves on and pick them up, put them in the
10 A, Mo, never. 10 sink, rinse it off and put it in Ms. Maxwell --

11 . Hewould come for a meal? 11 Ms., Maxwell had in her closet, she had, like, a laundry
12 A. He would come, have dinner. He never sat at 12 basket, one of those laundry basket that you put laundry
13 the table. He eat with me in the kitchen, 13 in. She have full of those toys, And that was -- and

14 ). Did he ever have massages while he was there? | 14 that was me being professional, leaving the room ready
15 A. Mo, Because he's got his own spa. 15 for bed when he would come back to the room again.
16 Q. Sure, 16 Q. Okay.

17 MS. EZELL: | don't have any other questions 17 A, That happened a few times, few times.,

18 right now. I'd just like to reserve if something 18 ). Were there other sex toys that you found in

19 comes up to ask. But, otherwise, you may go ahead.| 19 the area --

20 MR. LANGING: It is noon, so | don't know whay 20 A, No.

21 everybody else's schedule is. | don't know how 2l (). -- sometimes? You mentioned she kept them in
22 you're feeling. 22 a basket in her closet?

23 THE WITNESS: | am fine, 23 A. She kept them in her basket. She had some

24 MS. EZELL: | do have another question. May [ | 24 videos there and she have a costume there. | know that
25 ask it? 25 she bought it, that she brought it with her.
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CERTIFICATE OF OATH

COUNTY OF PALM BEACH
I, the undersigned authority, certify that
JUAN ALESSI personally appeared belore me and was duly

sworn on the 8th day of September, 2009,

Dated this 19th day of September, 2009,

Sandra W. Townsend, Court Reporter
Motary Public - State of Florida

My Commission Expires: 6/26/12
My Commission No.: DD 793913

Page 77
1 . What kind of costume? 1
2 A, 1 don't know, 1t was a black, shiny costume. 2 STATE OF FLORIDA
3 1 never saw it on her, 3
4 Q. Was it leather? :
5 A, No. |1think it was like a vinyl. But we were E
[ very fussy about touching any of that stuff. We just... -
7 MS. EZELL: Mo other questions. Thank you, B
8 sir, 9
k] THE WITNESS: You're welcome, 10
10 MR. LANGINO: | shouldn't have more than a 11
11 half hour's worth of questions, il everybody is 12
1z okay to power through, i:
13 MR. BERGER: 1 probably have a half hour 1o an
14 howr. 3%
15 ME. LANGING: Okay.
16 MR. BERGER: Unless you cover what | cover, 16
17 MR, MERMELSTEIMN: 1 could say the same thing,
18 50 probably less than that. 17
13 MR, LANGIND: So | guess my guestion is - 1g
20 MR. BERGER: 1 think we ought to take a break. | 17
21 MR, LANGING: That was my question. 2?
2z MR. BERGER: We're going to take a break. 25
23 Do you have any problem with that? 23
24 THE WITNESS: MNo. Whatever you guys wantto | a4
25 do. 25
Page 78
* (l‘unﬂ_h recess.) ; STATE OF FLORIDA
2 {Continued to Volume I1.) 3 COUNTY OF PALM BEACH
4
3 5
4
5 [
L 7
1 !
a8
g 9
10 14
11 11 completed as hercinabove sed oul.
12 12
13 13
14 14 cti
15 - BCII.
16
16
17 of the cerifying reponer.
18 17
19 18
20 :
21
249 21
23 22
24 23
24
25 25

Page 80
CERTIFICATE

I, Sandra W. Townsend, Cowrt Reporter and
Matary Public in and for the State of Florida s Large,
da hereby cenify thal the aforementioned wiiness was by
me first duly swom 1o testify the whole wath; that |
was authorized 10 and did repon said deposition in
stenotype; and that the forepoing pages numbered 1 1o
T8, mclusive, are a true and correct ranscripion ol
my shonhand notes of sasd deposition.

| further certify thai said deposition was
taken st the time and place herginabove set forth and
that the taking of said deposition was commenced and

| further certifyy thal [ am not attomey o
counsel of any of the parties, nor am | a relative or

employee of any atlomey or counsel of party connecled
with the action, nor am | Minancially interesied in the
The fur:iulrlg_ cerhifieation of this I|tr|¢|.'|i|'|l!

does ol apply to any reproduction of the same by any
means unbess under the direct control and‘or direction

[inted this 19th day of September, 2009

Mgm-.g_____.____

Sandra W Townsend, Court Reporier
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

JANE DOE NO, 2, Case No: 08-CV-B011l%
Plaintiff,

Vs

JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
Defendant.

JANE DOE NO. 3, Case NO: 08-CV-80232

Plaintiff,
Vs
JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
Defendant.

JANE DOE NO. 4, Case No: 08-CV-80380

Plaintiff,

Vs.

JEFFREY EPSTEIN,

Defendant.
/
JANE DOE NO., 5, Case No: 08-CV-80381
Plaintiff,
Vs
JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
Defendant.
/
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1 JANE DOE NO. 6, Case No: 08-Cv-BOUS 1 VIDEOTAPED
2 Plaintil, i DEPOSITION
3 s 3 of
4 JEFFREY EPSTEIN, 4 ALFREDO RODRIGUEZ
5 Defendant, 5
/ [ taken on behalf of the Plaindilfs pursuant
[ 7 to a Re-Notice of Taking Depasition (Duces Tecurm)
MAME DOE WO, 7, Case Mo, DB-Cv-B033 B
7 9 -
PRainkiff, 10 APPEARAMNCES:
& 11
Vs MERMELSTEIN & HOROWITZ, P.A.
2 12 ' M N, ESC,
JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
10
Defendant. .
11 I | :
12 q Case No: 08-CV-B0B11 14 e Rl 23,45
i3 ainitiff, 15 ! !
14 Ws -
. 16 ROTHSTEIN ROSENFELDT ADLER
15 JEFFREY EPSTEIN, BY: BRAD J, EDWARDS, ESQ., and
156 Defendant,
17
_ !
17
JANE DOE, Case No: D8-Cv-80893 .
18
Plaintiff, .
19
W5 20
0 21
JEFFREY EPSTEIN, PODHURST ORSECK,
2 22 - RIME W. EFELL
Dl endan.
2 J [ ]
23
4 24 101 and 102,
25 25
Page 3 Fage 5
1 JANE DOE NO. 11, Case Mo: 08-CV-80469 1
2 Plaintiff, AFPEARANCES:
3 Ve 2
4 JEFFREY EPSTEIN, 3 LEOPOLD-KLVIN
5 Defendant. 4
/
6 |
JAME DOE MO, 101, Case No: 09-CV-80591
7 [
Plaintiff, 7
B
Vs 8
4 9 ey 100
JEFFREY EPSTEIN, 10
10 BURMAN, CRITTON, LUTTIER &
Defendant. 11 COLEMAN, LLP
11 / : ESQ.
12 JANE DOE NO. 102, Case Mo: 09-CV-80656 12
13 Plaintiff, 5
14 Vs
15 JEFFREY EPSTEIM, 14
16 Defendant, 5
R 16
17 ALSD PRESENT:
18 17
19 JOE LANGSAM, VIDEDGRAPHER
20 1B
19
n 2
21
22 11:00 a.m. bo 5:30 p.m. 22
23 23
4 4
25 25
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Page & Page 8
INDEX OF EXAMINATION 1 Doe right here on the copy you gave me. I'm
2 missing which Jane Doe this is.
I DIRECT  CROSS 3 They're all different case numbers. Do
ALFREDO RODRIGUEZ 4 "||'UU want me to gﬂ thl‘ﬂugh each case number?
5 MR. CRITTON: I'm going to note my
(By Mr. Mermelstein) 12 6 objection. Obviously if this deposition
7 gets played -- not obviously, I'm going to
(By Mr. Edwards) 157 8 object to the litany of each one so T don't
(By Mr. Langino) I60 9 know how we can separate it out. Maybe if
10 and when at the time of trial and depending
11 on how the Court determines what comes in
INDEX OF EXHIBITS 12 and what doesn't with regard to the
EXHIBITS PAGE 13 consolidated aspects of this. I have no
| Message pad 72 14 great idea other than just saying Jane Doe
2 Documents 115 15 versus Epstein, et al, or something like
16 that, or Jane Doe, et al.
17 MS. EZELL: Couldn't we just say and
18 those cases which have been consolidated
19 with it for Discovery purposes?
20 MR. EDWARDS: Although there is cases
21 here that have cross noticed this from state
22 court that haven't been consolidated so that
23 may not work, You may have to read them
24 all, if it works out your way that will just
25 get edited out, at least he will have read
Page 7 Page 9
1 Deposition taken before MICHELLE PAYNE, Court 1 that caption, every caption. Right? Is
2 Reporter and Notary Public in and for the State of 2 there a better suggestion?
3 Florida at Large, in the above cause. 3 MR. CRITTOM: No. There may be a better
4 - - - “ suggestion if he starts this is such and
5 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This is the case of 5 such day, it's the deposition of Mr,
[ Jane Doe No. 2, plaintiff, versus Jeffrey ) Rodriguez in the case such and such, and we
7 Epstein, defendant. Jane Doe No. 3, 7 can almost fill it in depending on which
8 plaintiff, versus Jeffrey Epstein, 8 tape it goes, how it fills in, at least
9 defendant. Jane Doe No. 4, plaintiff, 9 we'll have the context of the first and
10 versus Jeffrey Epstein, defendant. And Jane 10 depending on whether the Judge reads it in
11 Doe No. 5, plaintiff, versus Jeffrey 11 from a consolidated or they all come
12 Epstein, defendant. Jane Doe No. 6, 12 related, I have no great idea.
13 plaintiff, versus Jeffrey Epstein, 13 MR. EDWARDS: I was thinking if he read
14 defendant. Jane Doe No. 7, plainti 14 every one of them and it was the seventh in
15 versus Jeffrey Epstein, defendant. i 15 line then you just would edit it so you
16 plaintiff, versus Jeffrey Epstein, 16 would only read that one.
17 defendant. And Jane Doe, plaintiff, versus 17 MR. CRITTON: I'm okay with that too.
18 Jeffrey Epstein, et al, defendant. And Jane 18 THE VIDEOGRAPHER.:: On page number three
19 Doe -- is there a shorter thing that we can 19 there is something missing on the top here.
20 do here? It's also missing this one right 20 Do you want me to read each case number
21 here, 21 separately?
22 MR. MERMELSTEIN: Do we have a problem |22 MR. MERMELSTEIN: I don't think it's
23 with saying Jane Doe 2 and the Epstein and 23 necessary.
24 related cases? 24 MR. EDWARDS: I don't think it's
25 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: I'm missing this Jane |25 necessary either,
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Page 10 Page 12
1 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: So just go through 1 Jeffrey Epstein.
2 just the names. 2 ME. WILLITS: Richard Willits on behalf
3 MR. MERMELSTEIN: That's sufficient. And 3 of plaintiff
4 there is a cross notice for one of the state 4 MR. ED : And Brad Edwards on behalf
5 cases? 5 of plaintiffs and
6 MR. LANGINO: That would be our case, 6 Thereupon,
7 MR. MERMELSTEIN: So he's got that 7 ALFREDO RODRIGUEZ,
8 notice? Off the record. B having been first duly sworn or affirmed, was
9 {Thereupon, a discussion was held off the 9 examined and testified as follows:
10 record.) 10 DIRECT EXAMINATION
11 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This is the case of 11  BY MR. MERMELSTEIN:
12 Jane Doe No. 2, plaintiff, versus Jeffrey 12 Q. Can you state your full name for the
13 Epstein, defendant. Jane Doe No. 3, 13 record, please?
14 plaintiff, versus Jeffrey Epstein, 14 A. My name is Alfredo Rndrlguez
15 defendant. Jane Doe No. 4, plaintiff, 15 Q.
16 versus Jeffrey Epstein, defendant. Jane Doe
17 Mo. 5, plaintiff, versus Jeffrey Epstein,
18 defendant. Jane Doe No. 6, plaintiff, . Are you currently employed?
19 versus Jeffrey Epstein, defendant. Jane Doe A. No.
20 Mo. 7, plaintiff, versus Jeffrey Epstein, Q. Okay. When was the last time you were
21 defendant. H plaintiff, versus Jeffrey employed?
22 Epstein, defendant. Jane Doe, plaintiff, A. December of 2008,
23 versus Jeffrey Epstein, et al, defendant. Q. Was there a time you were employed in
24 Jane Doe 3, plaintiff, versus Jeffrey Palm Beach, Florida?
25 Epstein, et al, defendant. Jane Doe No. A. Yes, I was.
Page 11 Page 13
1 101, plaintiff, versus Jeffrey Epstein, 1 Q. When was that?
2 defendant. Jane Doe No. 102, plaintiff, 2 A. 1 began on September of 2004.
3 versus Jeffrey Epstein defendant. 3 Q. And where were you employed?
4 plaintiff, versus Jeffrey Epstein, 4 A. Twork -- well, I have several employers
5 defendant. 5 in Palm Beach. One of them was Jeffrey Epstein.
6 This is in the Circuit Court of the 15th 6 Q. By several employers in Palm Beach you
7 Judicial Circuit in and for Palm Beach 7 mean --
8 County, Florida. B A. Different employers.
9 This is the deposition of Alfredo 9 Q. At the same time?
10 Rodriguez. Today is July the 25th, starting 10 A. No, different times. From 2005 to 2006 1
11 time -- the year 2009, starting time 11  was employed by Dana Hammond.
12 approximately 11:16 a.m. 12 Q. Donna Hammond?
13 Will attorneys please state their 13 A. D-A-N-A, Hammond. Or Aimes is her single
14 appearance? 14 name. Dana Aimes Hammond.
15 MR. MERMELSTEIN: Stuart Mermelstein for | 15 Q. Dana Aimes Hammond?
16 plaintiffs Jane Doe 2, Jane Doe 3, Jane Doe 16 A, Yeah.
17 4, Jane Doe 5, and Jane Doe 6, and Jane Doe |17 Q. That was in Palm Beach?
18 7. 18 A, Yes,
19 MR. EDWARDS: Brad Edwards for plaintiff 19 Q. And in September 2004 you were employed
20 Jane Doe. 20 tr_.r whom?
21 MR. MNO: Adam Langino on behalf of 21 Jeffrey Epstein.
22 plaintiff, 22 Q. Did Mr. Epstein employ you as an
23 MS. E : Cathy Ezell on behalf of Jane 23 individual or through any business or corporate
24 Doe 101 and 102. 24  entity?
25 MR, CRITTOMN: Bob Critton on behalf of 25 A, As an individual.
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Page 194

Q. Sure, go ahead and answer however you
want.

MR. CRITTON: Form.
THE WITNESS: I don't think it was right.
BY MR. EDWARDS:

Q. Did you ever voice that opinion that you
didn't think that it was right that these young
girls were over behind closed doors upstairs with
Mr. Epstein in his bedroom?

MR. CRITTON: Form.
THE WITNESS: I been asked that question
before.
BY MR. EDWARDS:

Q. Excuse me?

A. 1 been asked that question before.

Q. By whom?

A. Palm Beach Police Department.

Q. Did you give the same answer that you did
not think it was right?

MR. CRITTON: Form.
THE WITNESS: Yes.
BY MR. EDWARDS:

Q. And what about it to you aside from the
fact that you had a daughter roughly the same age,
what besides that told you that it wasn't right?

W00 s T U L R

Page 196

A. No, exactly.

MR. CRITTON: Form.
BY MR. EDWARDS:

Q. 1 think that the next time you're
mentioned in the report, I believe it's page 70.
MS. EZELL: Off the record briefly.

(Thereupon, a discussion was had off the
record.)
BY MR. EDWARDS:

Q. Page 64. It says, Alfredo Rodriguez
resides in Miami had eluded, meaning you were
trying to evade or avoid service of process
servers previously and was not served the
investigative subpoena.

This is an investigator saying you just
weren't home or something. Right?

A. But I never elude anybody.

Q. You never intentionally tried to avoid
the police officers?

A. No, no, never.

Q. Okay.

MR. CRITTON: So much for the police
report.
BY MR. EDWARDS:
Q. All right. The bottom of page 70 says, 1

Page 195
MR. CRITTON: Form.
THE WITNESS: Ask me your question again.
BY MR. EDWARDS:

Q. My question is, why is it your opinion
that it wasn't right for these young girls to be
up in Mr. Epstein's --

A, It wasn't

MRE. CRITTOM: Form.
BY MR. EDWARDS:

Q. It wasn't right?

A. It wasn't,

Q. And why not?

MR. CRITTON: Form.
THE WITNESS: Because I'm a father, I
have two daughters.
BY MR. EDWARDS:

Q. And given Mr. Epstein's wealth and power
and influence, is that something that you as a
father could have seen your daughters doing at
that age?

MR. CRITTON: Form.
THE WITMESS: I don't think that my
daughters would be doing that.
BY MR. EDWARDS:
Q. You would hope not.
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Page 197
brought Mr. Rodriguez to the interview room.
Were you taken to an interview room, to a

room in the police department?

A. This was in the District Attorney's
Office.

Q. Oh, it was at the State Attorney's
Office?

A, Yes.

Q. Okay. Was a State Attorney there as
well?

A, Yes, Mrs. Weiss,

Q. Daliah Weiss?

A, Young lady, Weiss. D-E-I-5-S.

Q. Okay. I have D-A-L-I-A-H, Daliah Weiss,
W-E-I-5-5,

A, Yes,

Q. That's her?

A. Yeah,

Q. Okay. Did she ask you any questions?

A. Both of them.

Q. Okay. So it was both -- if there is a --
I think you said earlier there is a taped
statement, there is a tape of this?

A. Yes.

Q. If we listen to that tape if we ever get
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Page 198 Page 200
1 that tape it's going istant Attorney 1 friends, 1 will say, yeah.
2  Weiss and Detective asking questions? 2 Q. Then you mentioned that you typed into
3 A, Yes, 3 Google, I guess you Googled Prince Andrew and Bill
4 Q. It says, during the sworn taped statement 4 Clinton. Why would you pick those names, were
5 Mr. Rodriguez stated he was employed by Jeffrey 5 they assoclated with Mr. Epstein?
& Epstein for approximately six months. 6 A, Yes.
7 I think we already talked about that. 7 Q. And what is your understanding as to how
8 [I'm skipping ahead a little bit. B8 Prince Andrew is associated with Jeffrey Epstein?
9 If Rodriguez needed to relay a message to 9 A, Because there were pictures with him
10 Epstein he would have to notify Epstein's 10 together.
11 secretary Lesley in New York who would then notify | 11 Q. Inthe house?
12 Epstein's personal assistant Sarah who would relay | 12 A, Yes.
13 the message to Epstein, 13 Q. Many pictures or are we talking about
14 A. Yeah, 14 one?
15 MR. CRITTOM: Form. 15 A. Many pictures.
16 BY MR. EDWARDS: 16 Were these pictures that looked that
17 Q. That's pretty much the process you 17 appeared to be at social events, at Mr. Epstein's
18 described? 18 house or where?
19 A. Yes, it was normal procedure. 19 A. Mrs. Maxwell took him to England to
20 Q. Rodriguez stated Epstein did not want to 20 introduce him to the royalty.
21 see or hear the staff when he was In the 21 Q. Isit's your understanding that Ghislaine
22 residence? 22 Maxwell knew Prince Andrew and introduced --
23 MR. CRITTON: Form. 23 A, Yes,
24 THE WITNESS: That's correct. 24 Q. Isit also your understanding that at
25 BY MR. EDWARDS: 25 some point in time Ghislaine dated or had a
Page 199 Page 201
1 Q. That's something you agree with? 1 romantic relationship with Prince Andrew?
2 A, Yes, 2 MR. CRITTON: Form.
3 MR. CRITTON: Form. 3 THE WITNESS: I don't know that.
4 BY MR. EDWARDS: 4 BY MR. EDWARDS:
5 Q. Rodriguez advised Mr. Epstein had many 5 Q. Do you know around what time period it
& guests, 6 was that Mr. Epstein was introduced to Prince
7 In addition to the girls who are roughly 7 Andrew?
8 C. andT. age who had come to the house to have a B A. 2003, T believe,
9 good time, who were some of the other guests that 9 Q. How do you know that?
10 you know of, if you know their name? 10 A, T've heard dates.
11 MR. CRITTON: Form. 11 Q. From people in the Epstein group?
12 THE WITNESS: [ mentioned Alan 12 A, Yes,
13 Dershowitz. 13 Q. Okay.
14 BY MR. EDWARDS: 14 MR. CRITTOM: Let me note my objection,
15 Q. That's a lawyer from Harvard? 15 move to strike, it's based on -- his
16 A. Yes. The magician, David Copperfield, 16 testimony is based on hearsay.
17 some other lawyers from New York, you know. There |17 BY MR. EDWARDS:
18 were some other guests. 18 Q. During the six month period of time when
19 Q. And how frequently would these other 19 vyou worked directly for Mr. Epstein, how often did
20  guests come over? 20 Mr, Epstein get together with or hangout with
21 A. Once a month, something like that. 21  Prince Andrew; if you know?
22 Q. Okay. Soifit's only once a month and 22 A. I didn't see him once.
23 you were only there six months you're saying you 23 Q. You never saw Prince Andrew at the huuse?
24 only saw six guests come over in addition to -- 24 A. No, no, he called.
25 A. They have people, you know, they have 25 Q. I'm sorry, how often would he call?
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1 JAME DOE WNO. &, CASE NO: 08-Cv-80954 1 IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 15TH i
2 Plaintiry, JUDICIAL CIRCUTT IN AND FOR 11
Vs 2 PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA i
; -‘EFEEE‘ EPSTEIN, 3 CASE NO. S02008CAD37319000(MB AB !
ndant. 4 }
R |
6 B.B, |
JAME DOE O, 7, CASE NO: DB-CV-80993 5 |
7 Plaintiff,
Plaintiff, 1
8 Vs.
Vs, 7
9
JEFFREY EPSTEIN, . JEFFREY EPSTEIN.
10
pefendant. Defendant. i
1 g | :
12 " CASE NO: 08-0v-BD811 10 |
13 *;w, 11 [
14 Vs i I
15 JEFFREY EPSTEIN, 12 éﬁ;é 'I;Ieﬂs Dpiry Road i
16 Defendant.
13 Narth Miami, Florida |
e August 7, 2009 |
JANE DOE, CASE NO: DB-CV-B0893 14 1:15 p.m. to 5:30 p.m, I
18 15
Plaintifr, 16 CONTINUED |
19 17 VIDEOTAPED |
Vs, 18 DEPOSITION
w JEFFREY EPSTEIN 19 of 'r
3% P 20 ALFREDO RODRIGUEZ |
Defendant, 21
2 ] 22 taken an behalf of the Plaintiffs pursuant
3 23  to a Re-Natice of Taking Continued Videotaped
4 24 Deposition (Duces Tecum) |
% 25 .- |
|
Page 272 Page 274 lr
1 JANE DOE NO. II, CASE NO: 0B-CV-B0469 1 APPEARANCES: |
2 Plainti, 2
3 Vs 3 l-'IEIRFEhSI'E]N .1 fmﬂh'ré? A
4 JEFFREY EPSTEIN, 4 ’
5 Defendant.
/ 5
6 2,3,4,5 |
JANE DOE NO. 101 CASE NO: 08-CV-B0591 - & wnd7, |
7 8 ROTHSTEIN ROSENFELDT ADLER i
Plaintift, ; , ESGQ., and i
8 ¥ !
3 I
9 v 10 !
JEFFREY EPSTEIN, 1 i
10 {
Defendant. 12 :
11 / 13 i
12 JANE DOE NO. 102, CASE NO: 0B-Cv-80656 14 PODHURST ORSECK " s
13 Plaintiff, . ESQ. [
14 Vs, |
15 JEFFREY EPSTEIN, 16 i
16 Defendant. - 101 and 102. |
/
17 18
18 19
19
20 20
21 21 |
22 2 f
23 7
24 24 {
25 s '
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Page 275 Page 277
1 APPEARANCES 1 Deposition taken before PAYNE, Court
- 2 Reporter and Notary Public in and for the State of
1 3 Florida at Large, in the above cause.
4 - - -
5 5 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This is a continuation
Appeared via 6 of the deposition of Alfredo Rodriguez.
? 7 Today is Friday, August the 7th, the year
BURMAN, CRITTON, LUTTIER & 8 J_IZHJEI, sl:artlng time apprmﬂmal:el',r 1:15 p.m.
COLEMAN, LLP g Will the court reporter please swear in
; 10 the witness?
11  Thereupon,
12 ALFREDO RODRIGUEZ,
1 13  having been first duly sworn or affirmed, was
12 14 examined and testified as follows:
:: ALSD PRESENT: 15 MR. CRITTON: Before we get started just
J0E LANGSAM, VIDEOGRAPHER 16 with regard to Ms. Ezell represents Jane Doe
15 17 101 and 102, the alleged time of her
16 18 incidents as of least have been plead in the
1 ’ 19 complaint for 101 is '99 -- I'm sorry, '98
18 20 through 2002, with Jane Doe 102 the Spring
;3 21 of -- Spring/Summer of 2003. Mr. Rodriguez
21 22 never even began employment until ‘04 and
P 23 '05. I think her questioning I think -- I
;i 24 can't say she doesn't have standing based on
25 25 the court order, but I would say it's
Page 276 Page 278 |
% CONTINUED INDEX OF EXAMINATION 1 completely irrelevant and immaterial and has
WITNESS DIRECT CROSS REDIRECT RECROSS 2 no probative value with regard to this
3 3 particular witness based upon the two
. ALFREDO RODRIGUEZ ; cll?nts at least that are in suit at this
point in time,
g bR an o WM 6 MS. EZELL: As Mr, Critton well knows I
6 (By Mr. Wilits) 334 453, 469 7 represent a number of other clients whose
B cases have not been filed and 1 believe we
7 (By M. Crtton) 8 he 9 do have standing to ask questions, and I do
" (By Mr, Edwards) 419, 454, 468 10 intend to do that today,
11 EXAMINATION
g Y M Langino) 2 12 BY MS, EZELL:
i? ii " Q. Mr, Rodritgsuez, ;_:r:t;. stc'ﬂ:f.w:.:E last time that
12 CONTINUED INDEX OF EXHIBITS ere were guests at the house, frequent guests,
13 PLAINTIFFS PAGE 15 friends from Harvard.
14 3 Drawing 315 16 Do you remember that testimony?
15 4 Photograph 327 17 A. Yes, ma'am.
{? 2 :mzﬁ ;g: 18 Q. And was there a lawyer from Harvard named |
S e B Rl
. Yes, ma'am,.
2 (B 4,5, 6, 7, and B ere retnined by M. 21 Q. And are you familiar with the fact that
Ezell,} 22 he's a famous author and famous lawyer?
g% 23 A. Yes, ma'am,
24 24 Q. How often during the six months or so
that you were there was Mr. Dershowitz thera?
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Page 279 Page 281
1 A. Two or three times. 1 Q. Can you tell me where those were?
2 Q. And did you have any knowledge of why he | 2 A. One in the kitchen, and the one in the
3 was visiting there? 3 formal -- the main entrance. And there was one
. 4 A. Mo, ma'am. 4 more added later on, but there is two when [ was
5 Q. You don't know whether or not he was a 5 working there.
6 lawyer -- acting as a lawyer or whether he was 6 Q. Could you just give me a rough sketch of
7 there as a friend? 7 the house of where the main entrance was and where
B A, I believe as a friend. B the kitchen was?
9 Q. Were there also young ladies in the house 9 A. T'm not an architect but it's something
10  at the time he was there? 10 like this. This is the kitchen, this Is the main
11 MR. CRITTON: Form, 11 entrance,
12 THE WITNESS: Yes, ma'am. 12 Q. WIll you mark the kitchen with a K,
13 BY MS EIELL. 13 please, and the main entrance with ME?
14 14 A, This Is the pool,
16 A. Yes, maam,. 16 A. Yes, ma'am.
17 Q. Were there other young ladies there when 17 Q. And in the upper left?
18  Mr. Dershowitz was there? 18 A, In the terrace, yeah, there was a balcony
19 MR. CRITTON: Form,. 18 here.
20 THE WITNESS: Yes, ma'am. 20 Q. And where were the stalrcases?
21 BY MS. EZELL: 21 A, This is one, the kitchen, one In the
22 Q. Do you have any idea who those young 22 foyer, and the pool.
23  women were? 23 Q. Okay. And would you just put an F where
24 A. No, ma'am. 24 the foyer staircase began? And KS where the
25 Q. Were any of those the young women that 25 kitchen staircase began.
Page 280 Page 282
1 you have said came to give massages? 1 And you said that later another staircase i
2 A, Yes, ma'am, 2 was added? |
3 Q. And do you have any idea whether or not 3 A, Yeah, we rehabilitated this, you know, l
4  Mr. Dershowitz was also receiving massages? 4  but you asked me how many stairs there were, to |
5 A. Idon't know, Ma'am. 5 answer your question there were three, |
6 Q. 1 want to ask you to take this piece of 6 Q. Three. So where was the third one? |
7 paper, please, and a pencil -- 7 A. The pool, this leads to the pool. [
8 MR. WILLITS: Can anybody hear me? 8 Through the outside master bedroom you could go |
9 MS. EZELL: Yes. Can you hear me? 9 downstairs to the pool. '
10 MR. WILLITS: I've heard nothing for 10 Q. Okay. A stairway then from the outside, t
11 about @ minute or so. 11 from outside the master bedroom? :
12 MR. CRITTON: Can you hear me now? 12 A. Yes, ma'am. t
13 MR. WILLITS: Yes, 13 Q. Down to the pool? !
14 MS, EZELL: I'm asking questions, I'm 14 A, Yes, ma'am.
15 SOrTY. 15 Q. One of your duties was to answer the t
16 MR. CRITTON: Why don't we go off the 16 door. Is that correct? i
17 record for a second, 17 A. Yes, ma'am. |
18 (Thereupon, a discussion was held off the 18 Q. Whlr.:h door would you answer?
19 record.) 19 A. Mainly the kitchen. |
20 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We're back on the 20 Q. And why was that, why would pecple mainly
21 record. 21 come to the kitchen?
22 BY MS, EZELL: 22 A, T'll say it was for practicable reasons
23 Q. Mr. Rodriguez, you indicated that there 23 because not to go to the main -- it was shorter f
24 were several staircases in the house? 24 because the entrance was here, so this was the b
25 A. Yes, ma'am. 25 dnveway and we used to take into the back door of
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Page 383
you about having driven & and you recalled
having had her in the Su an specifically.
A. Yes.
Q. Do you remember any of the other girls,
women whi e to give massages ever having driven
them, or Eg‘me only one that you remember?
MR, ARDS: Form,
THE WITNESS: I only remember
now for the fact that 1 was driving by
10 alrport and I showed her Mr. Epstein's
11 plane.
12 BY MR. CRITTON:
13 Q. All right. Which really takes me back to
14 really where [ started with this series of
15 questions.
16 You saw the girls, the women who came In
17 to give the massages, when they came In If you
18 were advised or if you heard conversation and you
19 saw them you would see them when they left?
20 A. Yes,
21 Q. Andyou saw [JJJ} because she was in the
22 Suburban on at least one occasion?
23 A. Yes.
24 Q. And, therefore, you never saw these

right

W0~ SN b W R =
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Page 385 |j

Q. All right, Ms, Ezell asked you about Mr,
Dershowitz being present in Mr. Epstein’s home,
and I think she asked -- and I think that you said
Mr. Epstein was a -- and he and Mr. Dershowitz
were friends?

A Yes,

Q. She also I think asked was Mr. Dershowitz
ever there when one of the women who gave a
massage was present in the home?

A. I don't remember that.

Q. That's what I want to clear up. Isit ;
your testimony that Mr. Dershowitz was there when |
any of the women came to Mr, Epstein's home to |
give a massage?

A. Yes,

MR. EDWARDS: Form,
BY MR, CRITTOM:

Q. Asto whether any of those women were
ever associated with Mr. Dershowitz would it be a
correct statement that you have absolutely no
knowledge?

A. Idon't know, sir.

Q. You don't know?

A. Idon't know, sir.

25 girls, these women who gave the massages in the MS, EZELL: Form.
Page 384 Page 386
dining room or the library. Would that be a fair BY MR. CRITTON:

1

2 statement?

3 A. That's correct.

4 MR. EDWARDS: Form.
5 BY MR. CRITTON:
6

7

B

g

Q. Allrig ore, the pictures
that you saw taking of girls, women,
either in the dining room or library, those were

other individuals other than those who may have
10 given or who came for massages. Is that correct?

11 MS, EZELL: Form.

12 MR. EDWARDS: Form.

13 THE WITNESS: It's confusing, sir,

14 because there were a bunch of girls, I

15 don't know which cne they were but I saw her
16 taking pictures of the groups.

17 BY MR. CRITTON:

18 Q. As to whether they were people who came
19 in on the planes or there may have been a massage
20 girl or more than one woman who gave a massage,
21 you just don't know as you sit here, you'd just be
22 speculating. Is that correct?

23 MR. EDWARDS: Form.

24 THE WITNESS: I don't know.

25 BY MR. CRITTON:;

B )
FELRN RSl hitRlcvoNauswmm

saw Mr, Epstein initiate a phone call to anyone?

Q. Okay. Were you in any way attempting in
your response to Ms. Ezell to imply that Mr.
Dershowitz had a massage by one of these young
ladies?

A. Tdon't know, sir.

Q. You have no knowledge?

A, No, sir,

Q. And you certainly weren't implying that
that occurred, you just have no knowledge.
Correct?

MR. EDWARDS: Form.

THE WITNESS: I don't know.

BY MR. CRITTON:

Q. Sorry?

A. Idon't know.

Q. Ithink in response to one of Ms, Ezell's
questions you responded that -- let me ask it this
way.

You never saw Mr. Epstein ever take
photographs of anyone. Would that be a correct
statement?

A, Yes,

Q. Would it be a correct statement you never
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Page 423 Page 425 |
1 York house? 1 Q. And is your understanding that Mr, i
2 A.  He will have massages. 2  Epstein was intimate with any of those girls?
3 MR. CRITTON: Form. 3 MR. CRITTON: Form.
4 BY MR. EDWARDS: 4 THE WITNESS: Yes.
5 Q. And are we still talking about a habit of 5 BY MR. EDWARDS:
6 two aday? 6 Q. With all of them?
7 MR. CRITTON: Form. 7 MR. CRITTON:; Form,
8 THE WITNESS: I don't know that. 8 THE WITNESS: Yes.
9 BY MR. EDWARDS: 9 BY MR. EDWARDS:
10 Q. Okay. So for the time period when you 10 Q. With Sarah as well?
11 have been familiar with Mr. Epstein and known his | 11 A, Yes.
12 habits, is it fair to say that he would have 12 MR. CRITTOMN: Form,.
13 roughly two girls a day in that same age group 13 BY MR. ED :
14  wherever he was? 14 Q. With 7
15 A. Yes, 15 A. Yes,
16 MR. CRITTON: Form. 16 MR, CRITTON: Form,.
17 BY MR. EDWARDS: 17 BY MR, EDWARDS:
18 Q. All right. And have you talked to 18 Q. And the girls who would come over on the
19 anybody that has given you similar information 19 airplane?
20 from his Island home? 20 MR. CRITTON: Form.
21 A. No. 21 THE WITNESS: Yes.
22 Q. Do you know any of the girls that have 22  BY MR. EDWARDS:
23 been over to his Island? 23 Q. Did you ever have occasion to go into the
24 A. Yes, 24  bedroom and find the vibrators or back massagers
25 Q. And who are they? 25 out after Mr. Epstein was in the room with any of
Page 424 Page 426 ||
1 A. the girls who used to stay at the 1 the girls that came over on the plane? -
2 homein rillo used to go over there to the 2 MR. CRITTON: Form.
3 Island. 3 THE WITNESS: Yes,
4 Q. When he would have these girls -- I guess 4 BY MR. EDWARDS:
5 we've kind of categorized them as the girls who 5 Q. So that's something that would be out
6 would come over with him on an airplane and stay | 6 after the girls that came over on the plane or the
7 atthe house. 7 girls that came over for the massages?
B A. Yes, 8 A Yes,
9 Q. When they would be staying at the house 9 MR, CRITTON: Form.
10 would he also have the local Palm Beach girls 10  BY MR. EDWARDS:
11 coming over that you were told to call masseuses? |11 Q. And at the time when you were house
12 A. Yes. 12 manager you had a 15-year old daughter?
13 Q. So these girls that came on the airplane 13 A, Yes,
14  with him, were they also -- did they also have 14 Q. Did she live down here?
15 knowledge that these young girls were coming over | 15 A, In New Jersey,
16 to give massages? 16 Q. Okay. When Alan Dershowitz was at the
17 MR. CRITTON: Form. 17 house I understood you to say that these local
18 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 18 Palm Beach girls would come over to the house
19 BY MR, EDWARDS: 19 while he was there but you're not sure if he had a
20 Q. Okay. Who e girls from the 20 massage from any of those girls.
21 airplane other than ﬁ that you remember? 21 A. Exactly.
22 A. Sarah. There were so many, sir 't 22 Q. And what would he do while those girls
23 recall right now. But Sarah Is for sure, ﬂ’ 23 were at the house?
24 was one of the main girlfriends, but I don 24 MR. CRITTON: Form,
25 remember that, 25 THE WITNESS: He will read a book with a
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Page 427 Page 429 i
1 glass of wine by the pool, stay inside. 1 usually it's Yahoo dot com or at Bellsouth dot
2 BY MR. EDWARDS: 2 net
3 Q. Did he ever talk to any of the girls? 3 A. It was very uncommon. I don't remember,
4 A. I don't know, sir. 4 sir,
5 Q. Certainly he knew that they were there? 5 Q. Did everybody in the -- I think you
6 MR. CRITTON: Form. & called it the organization, did everybody have
7 THE WITNESS: I don't know, sir. 7  e-mails?
8 BY MR. EDWARDS: 8 A. Yes,
9 Q. Do you know ho-- knows Mr. 9 Q. Okay. Would that Inr:iud-?
10 Epstein? 10 A, Yes.
11 A. No, sir. i1 Q. Al right. And did Mr. Epstein have an
12 Q. Or how long she's known him? 12  e-mail?
13 MR. CRITTON: Form. 13 A. Yes,
14 THE WITNESS: She was on board two years | 14 Q. Did you ever correspond with Mr. Epstein
15 or a year and a half before I came on board. 15 by e-mail?
16 BY MR. EDWARDS: 16 A, Yes,
17 Q. Okay. 17 MR. EDWARDS: You can go ahead.
18 A. Soit's probably 2003 or 2. 18 THE WITNESS: That's the only one that [
19 Q. All right. You mentioned this Citrix 19 remember,
20 system. 20 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Okay, we're off the
21 A, Yes, 21 record.
22 Q. Isthat a system that was used to operate 22 (Thereupon, a recess was had.)
23 the phones and the computers? 23 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We're back on the
24 A. The computers mainly. 24 record with tape number four.
25 Q. All right. But you then also described 25 BY MR. EDWARDS:
Page 428 Page 430 |§
1 some system where someone would call on the 1 Q. Mr. Rodriguez, what was Mr. Epstein's
2 telephone and that would be automatically 2 e-mail?
3 downloaded to the computer? 3 A. Jeep project at something -- Jeep
it A. Yeah, you can retrieve who called in a 4 project - I can't remember it right now.
5 transcript written who called, what's the message, 5 Q. Okay. In the course of this next 10 or
6 the time so you have it on a piece of paper, you 6 15 minutes --
7 can print it out. 7 A. T1can recall,
B Q. Is it your understanding that is also 8 Q. --if it comes to you just tell me, So
9 part of the Citrix system? 9 it was Jeep project -
10 A. Yes, 10 A. Like Jeep, the brand name Jeep, Jeep
1 Q. All right. Did you have an e-mail? 11 project at - I can't remember.
12 A. Right now, yes. 12 Q. Okay. Was that his only e-mail to your
13 Q. Mo, when you were working at -- 13 knowledge?
14 A, Yes, [ did. 14 A, No.
15 Q. -- Mr. Epstein? 15 Q. He had other e-mail addresses?
16 And dfdh have an e-mail? 16 A, Yes.
17 A. Yes. 17 Q. Do you know what any of his other e-mail
18 Q. And did all of the e-mails end the same 1B addresses were?
15 way such as Epstein's house dot com or something? | 19 A. No, I don't remember. |
20 A. Yes. 20 Q. Do you know who the carriers were for the |
21 Q. Okay. What was— e-mail? 21 other e-mail addresses owned by Jeffrey Epstein? |
22 A, Idon't remember. 22 A. No, sir., i
23 Q. What was your e-mail? 23 Q. Whether it was Yahoo or hot mail or -- |
24 A, Staff house -- I don't remember, sir. 24 A, No, none of those, |
25 Q. |
)
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Page 1 Page 3
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 1 IM THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 15TH JUDICIAL CIRCUTT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 2 N AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA
CASE NO. 502008CAD2R051 X000KMB AR
CASE NO. 08-CIV-801 19-MARRAJOHNSON 3
. 4 ,
M“E]ﬁ':l':!;r”- 2, 5 Plaintif,
' 6 “Wie YOLUME [ OF 111
- VOLUME I OF 11
IE?I"REY EPSTEIM, L JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
Defendant. ] Defendant.
/
9
Related cases: 10
DE-80232, 08-08380, 02-80381, 08-E0904 11
08-80993, 08-80811, 08-80893, 09-B0469 12 VIDEGTAPED DEPOSITION OF
09-B0591, 09-80656, 09-80802, 09-B1092 13
/ 14
15 Wednesday, March 24, 2010
16
Wednesday, March 24, 2010 17
10:37 - 6:51 p.m. 18
= 21
22 Reporied By:
i Cynthia Hopkins, RPR, FFR
Reported By: 23 Notary Public, State of Florida
Cynthia Hopkins, RPR, FPR P Court Reporting Servi
MNotary Public, State of Florida T F”" FPOTLIng SBrvioes
Prose Court Reporting Services 24 Job No.: 1484
Job No.: 1484 2
Page 2 Page 4
1 IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 15TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 1 IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL
N AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA CIRCUIT IN AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA
2 CASE NO. 50200ECAQ2B0SEX XX XMB AD 2 CASE Mo 502008CA03TINNME AB
3 3
, B , 1
g Plaintiff, Plaintiff,
6 -5 VOLUME 1 OF Il S
7 & Y= YOLUME I OF 11l
JEFFREY EPSTEIN, 7 IEFF
g AND
Defendant. -
g clendant / Defendants
. 2
11 VIDEOTAPE SITION OF
' W 11 vl SITION OF
13 12
13
14 Wudr.u.czsday_. March 24, 2010 14 Wednesday, March 24, 2010
10:37 - 6:51 p.m. nesday,
10:37 - 6:51 p.m.
15 15
1
- — .
L] 18 ::IIIII:::::'
] ™
20 20
21 =21
2z Reported By: 22 Reporied By:
Cynthia Hopkins, RPR, FFR Cynthia Hopkins, RPR, FPR
23 Motary Public, State of Florida 23 Notary Public, State of Florida
Prose Court Reporting Services Prose Court Reporting Services
24 Job No.: 1484 o4 Job No.: 1484
25 25

1 (Pages 1 to 4)
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Page 5 Fage 7
1 APPEARANCES 1
2 O behalf of the I‘Ialnl:il’l':,‘gl;I 2 INDEX
1 SPEMCER T. KUYIN, IRE k|
. " p e
1 I EXAMINATION DIRECT CROSS REDIRECT
. . I
7 Onbehalf of the Plaintiffs, [JJJj. JJJ =2 BY MR.KUVIN 9
Jane Dae: B
] 4 o
9 MATTHEW WEISSIMNG, ESQUIRE 10 EXHIBITS
FARMER, IAFFE, WEIS3IMG, EDWARDS 11
10 13 ---
. I EXHIBIT DESCRIPTION PAGE
. PLAINTIFFSEX. | PHOTO 16
15 PLAINTIFFS EX. 2 JEGE, INC., 24
O of Jane 5 | through 8 Wy
! ADAM D. HOROWITZ, ESQUIRE PASSENGER MANIFEST
ey : WITZ, P A 16 PLAINTIFFS EX. 3 HYPERION AIR, INC.,
18 PASSENGER MANIFEST
B PLAINTIFFS EX. 6 PHOTO &3
. PLAINTIFF'S EX. 7 PHOTO 65
. PLAINTIFF'S EX. 8 PHOTO [
! PLAINTIFF'S EX. 9 PHOTO T
15 DHKATH;RN;E W, EZELL, ESQUIRE 1 PLAINTIFF'S EX. 10 PHOTO 100
1 =W \ PLAINTIFFS EX. 11 PHOTO 101
- AMY JOSEFSBERG EDERI, ESQUIRE 20 PLAINTIFFSEX. 12 PHOTO 103
PLAINTIFF'S EX. 4 PHONE MESSAGE FPADS
21 . PLAINTIFF'S EX. 5 CELLPHONE RECORDS
PLAINTIFF'S EX. 13 PHOTO 144
22 oine; 303, 22
FE] {Via telephone) 23
24 24
25 25
Page & Page H
1 Appearances contimued. . PROCEEDINGS
F ] On behall of the Plaimiff, Jane Doe [1
3 1ISIDRO MAMUEL GARCIA, ESQUIRE

7
8

22

23
24
25

CARCIA, ELKINS & BOEHRINGER

Un behalf of the Defendant:
JACK ALAN GOLDBERGER, ESQUIRE
ATTERBLURY, GOLDBERGER & WEISS, P.A.

On behal [ of the Witness:
BRUCE E. REINHART, ESQUIRE
W E OF BRUCE E. REINHART

ALSO PRESENT:

Jessica Cadwell, Paralegal

Burman, Critton, Luttier & Colémnan, P.A.
Joseph Kozak, Videographer

Prose Court Reporting Services

el

=
=]

B B R R R B =
N & W ka2 O W o

THE VIDEOGRAFPHER: We are now on video
record. This is Media Mo, 1 in the videotaped
deposition of in the matter of
Jane Doe versus Jeffrey Epstein, et al. Today
is Wednesday, March 24th, 2010, [tis
10:36 a.m, We are here at Prose Court
Reporting, 250 South Australian Avenue, West
Palm Beach, Florida.

My name is Joe Kozak. I'm the
videographer. The reporter is Cindy

Hopkins from Frose Court Reporting Agency.

Would counsel please introduce
yourselves, and then the court reporter

will swear in the witness.

MR. KUVIN: Good morning. Spencer Kuvin
on behalf of one of the Plaintiffs.

MR. HOROWITZ: Adam Horowitz on behaII'LLf
Jane Does 2 through 8. And just for the record
purposes, the deposition is also being taken in
the federal cases, | believe, case being
Jane Doe 2 versus Jeffrey Epstein.

MR, WEISSING: Matt Weissing on behalf of
three of the Plaintiffs.

FROSE COURT

REPORTING AGENCY,

2 (Pages 5 to 8)

INC.
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Page 207 Page 209

1 BY MR. KUVIN: 1 compound, instruct the witness not to answer.

2 . Have you ever used the alias of P THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my

3 7 3 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment right

4 MR. RHEINHART: Objection to the -- I'm 4 BY MR. KUVIN:

5 sorry. Instruct the witness not to answer 5 . Have you ever used illegal drugs with

& based on Fifth Amendment privileges. 6

1 THE WITNESS: Upon the instruction of my 7 MR. RHEINHART: Same objection and

B lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment right] & instruction as to the previous question.

9 BY MR. KUVIN: e THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my
10 Q. Do your parents live in North Carolina? 10 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment right
11 MR. RHEINHART: Instruct the witnessnot | 11 BY MR. KUVIN:

12 to answer the question based on her Fifth 12 . Did you ever use the phone number of
13 Amendment privilege. 13 !
14 THE WITNESS: On instruction of my lawyer] 14 MR. RHEINHART: Instruct the witness not
15 I must invoke my Fifth Amendment right. 15 1o answer based on her Fifth Amendment
16 BY MR. KUVIN: 16 privilege.
17 Q). Do you have any brothers and sisters? 17 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my
18 MR. RHEINHART: Same instruction as the | 18 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment right
19 previous question. 19 BY MR. KUVIN:
20 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my 20 . Have vou ever used the phone number
21 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment right] 21
22 BY MR. KUVIN: 22 ME. RHEINHART: Thank you.
23 Q). Hawve your parents met Jeffrey Epstein? 23 THE WITNESS: | don't recognize that
24 MR. RHEINHART: Objection to the form, 24 number.
25 Standing objection and also instruct the 25
Page 208 Page 210

1 witness not to answer based on her Fifth 1 BY MRE. KUVIN:

2 Amendment privilege. 2 Q. Okay. When the police entered Jeffrey

3 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my 3 Epstein's home, they took something that's called a

4 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment right] 4 bottle of Peach Flavored Joy Jelly. Justa

5 BY MR. KUVIN: 5 foundation of what I'm about to ask you.

6 Q. Do your parents know what you've done withl & Have you ever seen anything called Peach

7 Jeffrey Epstein as it relates to this case? 7 Flavored Joy Jelly ever anywhere, first of all?

B MR. RHEINHART: Objection to the form as 8 Have you ever seen that before anywhere?

5 stated to the previous question, and same 9 MR. RHEINHART: Just so 1 am clear about
10 instruction. 10 your question ==
11 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my 11 MR. KUVIN: Mot necessarily in a home,

12 lawyer, I must invoke my Fifth Amendment right] 12 just anywhere in her entire life has she ever

13 BY MR. KUVIN: 13 seen a bottle of something called Peach

14 Q. Have you ever used illegal drugs with 14 Flavored Joy Jelly,

15 Jeffrey Epstein? 15 THE WITNESS: Mo, I have not,

16 ME. RHEINHART: Objection to the form. 16 BY MR. KUVIN:

17 Standing objection, instruct the witness not 1o 17 (). Okay. Also taken from the home were, was
18 answer. 18 an adult sex toy called a Twin Torpedo which,

19 THE WITMESS: On the instruction of my 19 according to Detective during his depusiliml
20 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment right] 20 was a double-headed dildo. Not with respect to

21 BY ME. KUVIN: 21 Mr. Epstein, but in your life, have you ever seen

22 (0. Hawve you ever used illegal drugs with 22 something called a Twin Torpedo or double-headed
23 Ghislaine Maxwell? 23 dildo?

24 MR. RHEINHART: Objection to the form, 24 A. No, | have not,

25 assumes knowledge of Ghislaine Maxwell. It's | 25 Q. Also confiscated from the home was soap in

PROSE COURT REPORTING AGENCY, INC.

6 (Pages 207 to 210)
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Fage 211 Page 213
1 the shape of a penis and vagina. Once again, not 1 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my
2 necessarily with respect to Mr. Epstein's home, in| 2 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment right
3 your entire life have you ever seen soap in the 3 BY MR. KUVIN:
4 shape of a penis and vagina? 4 Q. Do you agree that these corporations that
5 A. Not that | recall. 5 I just mentioned were utilized by Jeffrey Epstein in
[ Q. Do you ever recall being in Ohio? B an attempt to have sexual relationships with
7 MR. RHEINHART: Ever in her life? 7 underage girls?
8 MR. KUVIN: The state, ever in her life. B MR. RHEINHART: Objection to the form as
9 BY ME. KUVIN: 9 to compound, and also assumes knowledge of
10 Q. Let's start there, recall being in the 10 Mr. Epstein, asks for more than one answer to
11 State of Ohio for any reason? 11 the question. 1 would instruct her not to
12 A. Maybe for a layover, but not that | 12 answer based on her Fifth Amendment privilege
13 specifically remember, 13 because the question assumes knowledge of
14 Q. Okay. Do you know an Ivan Robles? 14 Mr. Epstein.
15 A. No. 15 THE WITNESS: Upon instruction of my
16 Q. Have you seen a gentleman by the name of 16 lawyer I must invoke my Fifth Amendment right.
17 Alan Dershowitz at the home of Jeffrey Epstein | 17 MR. KUVIN: [ think I am done. Hang on
18 before? 18 one second.
19 MR. RHEINHART: Objection to the form.| 19 All right. [ appreciate it. That's all
20 Standing objection, presumes knowledge of | 20 the questions | have at this time. Reserve the
21 Jeffrey Epstein or his home. Instruct the 21 right to ask any follow-up questions if other
22 witness not to answer, 22 attorneys raise new and different issues by
213 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my | 23 their questioning.
24 lawyer, | must exercise my Fifth Amendment | 24 MR, RHEINHART: Understood.
25 right. 25 MR. KUVIN: Pass the witness at this time,
Page - Page 214
1 BY MR. KUVIN: 1 Who wanits to go? Mr. Horowitz, do you have a
2 Q. Have you ever heard of the El Zorro Ranch 2 microphone?
3 Corporation? 3 MER. HOROWITZ: [ do.
4 MR. RHEINHART: Instruct the witness not 4 CROSS
5 to answer based on her Fifth Amendment 5 BY MR. HOROWITZ:
6 privilege. & Q. Ms. did you use the telephone
7 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my 1 number, the at any time between 2001
B lawyer | must exercise my Fifth Amendment B and 20067
g right. 9 A, Onthe advice of my lawyer, | must exercise m
10 BY MR. KUVIN: 10 Fifth Amendment right.
11 Q). Have you ever heard of the New York 11 . Did you use the telephone number
12 Strategy Group? 12 H between 2001 and 2006 at Jeffrey
13 MR. RHEIMNHART: Same instruction. 13 Epstein's expense?
14 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my 14 MR. RHEINHART: Objection to the form in
15 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment right} 15 that it assumes knowledge of Jeffrey Epstein.
16 BY MR. KUVIN: 16 Standing objection as previously stated with
17 ). Have you ever heard of the Ghislaine 17 Mr. Kuvin. Instruct the witness not to answer,
18 Corporation? 18 based on her Fifth Amendment right.
19 MR, RHEINHART: Same instruction. 19 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my
20 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my 20 lawyer, | must exercise my Fifth Amendment
21 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment right] 21 right.
22 BY MR. KUVIN: 22 BY MR. HOROWITZ:
23 ). Have you ever heard of the Financial 23 . Did vyou use the telephone number
24 Strategy Group? 24 at Jeffrey Epstein's direction?
25 MR. RHEINHART: Same instruction. 25 MR. RHEINHART: Same objection as the

FROSE COURT REFPORTING AGENCY,

7 (Pages 211 to 214)

me.
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Page 315 Page 317
1 So can we focus on the specific guestions 1 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my
2 that she can answer or from which you can draw 2 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment
3 an adverse inference if asked properly, and 3 privilege.
4 let's move it along, 4 BY MR. WEISSING:
5 MS. EZELL: Each young woman's case is an 5 . Do you know Alan Dershowitz?
6 individual case, and we have the right to ask, 6 MR. RHEINHART: The question was asked ang
7 ask whatever questions that we need to with 7 answered about three-and-a-half hours ago.
8 regard to each one. 8 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my
9 MR. RHEINHART: I -- 9 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment
10 MR. GOLDBERGER: Let's just go forward 10 privilege,
11 until 5:00 and see where we're at. 11 BY MR. WEISSING:
12 BY MR. WEISSING: 12 Q. Do you know David Copperfield?
13 Q. Did you know that Jeffrey Epstein received 13 MR. RHEINHART: That question was asked
14 sexual gratification from directing others to 14 about three-and-a-half-hours ago.
15 sexually abuse minor children? 15 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my
16 MR. RHEINHART: Objection to the form. 16 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment
17 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my 17 privilege.
18 lawyer, | must invoke the Fifth Amendment 18 BY MR. WEISSING:
19 right. 19 Q. In addition to his place at, in Palm
20 BY MR. WEISSING: 20 Beach, are you aware that Jeffrey Epstein has an
21 Q. Did you know that Jeffrey Epstein received 21 apartment located at 301 East 66th Street, Apartment
22 sexual gratification from directing _m 22 14G through E in New York?
23 sexually abuse minor children? 23 MR. RHEINHART: That question was asked
24 MR. RHEINHART: Objection to the form, It | 24 about four hours ago. It's been asked and
25 assumes knowledge of a person named 25 answered.
Page 316 Page 318
1 It is otherwise compound and objectionable, 1 THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my
i THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my 2 lawyer, | invoke my Fifth Amendment privilegd.
3 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment right.| 3 BY MR. WEISSING:
q MR. WEISSING: Let's go off the record for 9 Q. While in New York, have you procured
5 a moment, 3 underage minor children to engage in sexual acts
6 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Are we all good with 6 with Jeffrey Epstein at that location?
1 going off the record? 7 ME. RHEINHART: Object to the form,
B MR. RHEINHART: Yeah, that's fine. B THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my
9 ME. HOROWITZ: Yes. g lawyer, I must invoke my Fifth Amendment
10 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We're now offthe | 10 privilege.
11 record at 4:22 p.m. 11 BY MR. WEISSING:
12 {A brief recess was held.) 12 Q. With regard to the minor children procured
13 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Weare now onthe | 13 for him at that location, were they school children
14 record, Itis 4:24 p.m, 14 in the New York area?
15 BY MR. WEISSING: 15 MR. RHEINHART: The previous question,
16 Q. Do you know 16 objection to the form. The same as all the
17 MR. KUVIN: 17 previous questions, it assumes a fact that's
18 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my 18 not been established, It can't fairly be
14 lawyer, | must invoke my Fifth Amendment 1% answered.
20 privilege. 20 THE WITNESS: On the instruction of my
21 BY MR. WEISSING: 21 lawyer, I must invoke my Fifth Amendment
22 ). Do you know -- have you procured minor 22 privilege.
23 children to have sexual relations with 23 BY MRE. WEISSING:
24 at Jeffrey Epstein’s mansion? 24 Q. Did Jeffrey Epstein have sexual encounters
25 MR. RHEINHART: Objection to the form. 25

PROSE COURT REPORTING AGENCY,

with underage people while at that apartment?
33 (Pages 315 to 318)

me.
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Page 433 Fage 435
1 know what the Edge Group was, but whatever, you car] 1 BY MS. EZELL:
2 answer the question. 2 Q. Do you want to respond? 1 didn't give you
K| THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawyer, 3 time,
4 | must choose to invoke my Fifth Amendment right. 4 MR. REINHART: I've instructed her not to
! BY MS. EZELL: 5 answer the question. Let's move on.
[ Q. Do you know Max Brockman? & BY MS. EZELL:
7 MR, REINHART: I'm sorry, can you repeat? 7 Q. Do you recall a dinner at El Brillo Way
] BY MS. EZELL: 8 attended by David Copperfield where Jane No, 103 was g
9 Q. Do you know a Max Brockman? 9 puest? L
10 MR, REINHART: | believe that was asked and 10 MR. REINHART: Objection to the form, lack of |
11 answered already, but -- 11 foundation, and a standing objection as to her
12 THE WITHNESS: At the instruction of my lawyer, | 12 knowledge of anything involving El Brillo Way or
13 I must invoke my Fifth Amendment right. 13 leffrey Epstein. Instruct her not to answer.
14 BY MS. EZELL: 14 THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawyer|
15 Q. Have you ever been photographed with Max 15 [ must invoke my Fifth Amendment right.
16 Brockman at an Edge Science dinner? 16 BY MS. EZELL:
17 A, At the instruction of my lawyer, | must invoke 17 Q. What is the relationship between Jeffrey
18 my Fifth Amendment right, 18 Epstein and David Copperfield?
19 MR. REINHART: You should letme -- Ineedto | 19 MR. REINHART: Objection to form, lack of
20 object to the form of the question first, but go 20 foundation as to her knowledge of either one of
21 ahead. | know we all want to get out of here, Go 21 those people, Instruct her not to answer,
22 ahead, 2z THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawyer|
23 THE WITHESS: Say it again, 23 I must invoke my Fifth Amendment right,
24 MR. REINHART: Mo, you are okay. Go ahead, 24 BY MS5. EZELL:
25 Ms. Ezell. Thank you. 25 Q. To your knowledge, do they recruit girls for
Page 434 Page 436
1 BY MS. EZELL: 1 one another?
2 Q. Do you know whether Jeffrey Epstein attended 2 MR, REINHART: Object to the form, compounfl,
3 the Edge Science dinner in Monterey, California? 3 and again, lack of foundation. Instruct her not to
4 MR. REINHART: Objection to the form, lack of 4 answer,
5 foundation. Instruct the witness not lo answer. 5 THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawye]
6 THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawyef, & I must invoke my Fifth Amendment right.
7 1 must invoke my Fifth Amendment right. 7 BY MS. EZELL:
8 BY MS. EZELL: B . To your knowledge, are they involved in any
8 Q. You testified a moment ago that you were 9 sexual trafficking of young women?
10 photographed nude by your boyfriend or a former 10 MR. REINHART: Object to the form for the
11 boyfriend and that you hoped there are no photographs| 11 reasons previously stated. Also calls for a legal
12 disseminated elsewhere. 12 conclusion as to what sexual trafficking is.
13 At what age were those photographs taken? 13 Instruct her not to answer.
14 MR. REINHART: I'm going to instruct her not | 14 THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawyef,
15 to answer that. It has nothing to do with 15 I must invoke my Fifth Amendment right.
16 anything. It's not reasonably calculated to lead 16 BY MS. EZELL:
17 to discoverable evidence. We can move on, 17 Q. [believe you asked about Allen Dershowitz
18 BY MS. EZELL: 18 earlier.
19 Q. Were you in any way damaged by that 19 ME. REINHART: Twice.
20 experience? 20 BY MS. EZELL:
21 MR. REINHART: Same instruction. Let's movg 21 ). And were instructed not to answer.
22 on. 22 MRE. REINHART: Twice.
23 BY MS. EZELL: 23 BY MS. EZELL:
24 . Do you have any regrets? 24 Q. Allright. I'm going to ask again on behalf
25 MR. REINHART: Same instruction. Moveon. | 25 of my client. Are you aware of the friendship between

o

Electronically signed by Rachel Bridge (201-272-61T-462T)

FROSE COURT REPORTING AGENCY,

18 (Pages 433 to 436)
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Fage 437 Page 439
1 Allen Dershowitz and Jeffrey Epstein? 1 BY MS. EZELL:
2 MR. REINHART: And for the third time, I'll 2 Q. Do you know that when David Copperfield is in
3 ohject to the form and instruct her not to answer 3 town, he gives Jeffrey Epstein tickets and Jeffrey gives
4 the question, 4 some 1o young women to attend those shows?
5 THE WITNESS: For the third time, | take the 5 MR. REINHART: Object to the form, multiple,
6 advice of my lawyer and invoke my Fifth Amendment| & compound question, and a complete lack of
7 right. 7 foundation. Instruct the witness not to answer,
& BY MS. EZELL: B THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawyer,
e Q. When Allen Dershowitz comes 1o Palm Beach, he 9 I must invoke my Fifth Amendment right.
10 stays at the E| Brillo mansion, doesn't he? 10 BY MS. EZELL:
11 MR. REINHART: Objection to the form. There 11 Q. And do you know that those girls are invited
1z is no foundation for her having any knowledge of 12 back stage after the show?
13 anything having to do with a person by the name of 13 MR, REINHART: Same objection, complete lack
14 Allen Dershowitz. [ instruct her not to answer, 14 of foundation, and standing objection previously
15 THE WITHESS: At the instruction of my lawyer, | 15 stated.
16 I must invoke my Fifth Amendment right. 16 THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawyer,
17 BY MS. EZELL: 17 | must invoke my Fifth Amendment right.
18 Q. When Allen Dershowitz, or has Allen Dershowitz| 18 BY MS, EZELL:
19 ever been there when young ladies came to give massaged? 19 3. Do you remember on or about, in or about March
20 MR, REINHART: Same objection stated to the 20 of 2005 having conversations with one of the young women
21 previous question. Same instruction. 21 who came to the house to give massages about her
22 THE WITMESS: At the instruction of my lawyer, | 22 conversations with Jane Mo, 1037
23 I must invoke my Fifth Amendment right. 23 MR. REINHART: Objection to the form, standing
24 BY MS. EZELL: 29 objection, lack of foundation. Instruct the
25 Q. Has Allen Dershowitz ever been the beneficiary 25 witness not to answer, because the question implies
Page 438 Page 440
1 of those massages? 1 that she has any knowledge at all of El Brillo Way.
2 MR. REINHART: Same objection and same 2 BY MS. EZELL:
3 instruction. 3 Q. Same question — sorry.
4 THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawyef, 4 A, At the instruction of my lawyer, | must choose
B [ must invoke my Fifth Amendment right. 5 to invoke my Fifth Amendment privilege.
& BY MS. EZELL: & (). Same question as to March of 2006,
7 Q. Do you know John Casablanca? 7 MRE. REINHART: Same objection and same
8 A. Never heard that name before. g instruction.
8 Q. Have you ever heard of a world-famous 9 THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawyer,
10 illusionist whose stage name is David Copperfield? 10 I must choose to inveke my Fifth Amendment
11 MR. REINHART: That's also been asked at IE:ESL 11 privilege.
12 three times. I'll instruct her again not to answer 12 BY MS. EZELL:
13 the question. 13 Q. Do you have any recollection of a conversation
14 THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawyef, 14 in which one of the young women told Jane No. 103 tha
15 I must invoke my Fifth Amendment right. 15 those girls who, those girls who would help Jeffrey in
16 BY MS. EZELL: 16 regard to the investigation would be compensated and
17 (3. Have you ever gone to one of David 17 those who would not or who would hurt him in the
18 Copperfield's shows? 14 investigation would be dealt with?
19 MR. REINHART: Objection to form, lack of 19 MR. RETNHART: Objection to the form, lack of
20 foundation as to knowledge of any person by the 20 foundation, compound question. Instruct the
21 name of David Copperfield. Instruct her not to 21 witness not to answer, because the question implies
22 answer. 22 some knowledge of anything relating to a person by
23 THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawyef, 23 the name of Jeffrey Epstein,
24 I must invoke my Fifth Amendment right. 24 THE WITNESS: At the instruction of my lawyer,
25 25 1 must invoke my Fifth Amendment right.

19 (Pages 437 to 440)
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Case 9:08-cv-80736-k. . Document 291-21 Entered on_
2
1 April 13, 2000 1
2 INDEX ?
i WITHESS DIRECT CROSS REDIRECT RECROSS| 3
4
5 BY MR, EDWARDS 5 93 )
6 BY MR, HOROWITZ 635 .
7 BY ME LANGIND 7 7
B BY MS. EZELL 8l 8
9
10 EXHIBITS ¥
11 PLAINTIFF'S .
FOR IDEMTIFICATION PAGE "
12 12
| Messape doled August 21, 2005, 45 .
13
14 |1
15 | 15
i6 i6
17 -
1B
19 .
20 ‘B
1 f 20
22 21
23 <t
24 23
zs K
3
The videotaped deposition o | 1
i ﬂin the above-entitled and numbered i 2
J cause, was ken before me, TERRI BECKER, a |
] Registered Professional Reporier and Notary | 3
5 Public qu the State of Florida at Lacge, at 444 | 4
_E Wesl Railroad .-"hﬂ_zn'au, in the City of West Palm | 5
7 I:l-cm;h, Palml Ijt..:ucn County, in the State af | 6
] Flovida, beginning at the hour of 10:00 o'clock
9 f.m., pursuant to the Notice in said enuse for ‘ 1
10 the taking of snid deposition which is annexed to B
} 1 :_l'.:: court file Iuc:u_cm. Ol ll'.luhlLH' nt'_lhr:_l‘-'LAINTJFI‘ | 9
12 in the above-entitled action pending in the |
13 above-named court. no
14 The appearances at sgid lime and ploce 11
15 were a8 fol lows: 12
16 FARMER, IAFFE, WEISSING, EDWARDS,
FISTOS & LEHRM AN, PL 13
17 Attorneys for Plaintiffs Jone Does, 14
18 - 15
LG
17
= L8
i? BY: . EDWARDS, ESQ, g
MERMELSTEIN & HOROWITZ, P.A. 20
22 Attorneys for Plaintiffs Jane Dioes, 71
23 r 22
23
- 24
25 BY: ADAM D, HOROWITZ, ESQ. =5

E. .0 Docket 01/21/2015 Page 3 of 7
i

APPEARANCES (CONTINUE
LEQOMOLD-KUVIN

il s

Il-‘r:.: ADAM ), LAMGING, ES0.

MODHURST, ORSECK
Allarmeys for Jane Docs | aisd 3
ity Malignnl Bonk Huilding, Swi 88

EZELL, ESC).

BURMAN, CRITTON, LUTTIER & COLEMAN, LLIF
Albmeys foe Delendnil Jeilicy Epsicin

el | 42
oy DAVID YAREMA, ESQ.
ROBERT CRITTON, ESC).

ATTERBURY, GOLDBERGER & WEISS
CenCpainsel for Dielesdnnls

LDBERGER, ESC

ALSO PRESENT:
JESSICA CADWELL
JOE ROVHER, Yideogmpluer
(LS. Legal)

THEREUPMOM,
]
being by Terri Becker first duly sworn to tell
the whole truth, as hereinafier certified,
testified as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY ML EDWARDS:

0 Can you tell ug your name.

~

) What is your date of birth?

) What is your Social Sceurity number?

A Under advice of my counsel, | involke my
privileges under the Fifth and Sixth Amendments
(o the United States Constitution and
respectfully decline to answer the question.

Q0 Where were you born?

A I'msorry, though | would like lo answer
your question, | must invoke my Fifth and Sixth
Amendment privileges and refuse Lo answer your
guestions.

Q) What is yvour eurvend address?

MR GOLDBERGER: There is going to be a

continued, obviously, yeu anticipate I'm

sure, continued invoeation of Fifth

2 [Pages 2 to 5)
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7] 1]
1 Amendment privileges. IF il is okay with 1 A The Fillh,
2 all counsel, (o shorten things, Il simply 2 (Do you know a lndy by the name of
3 hawe e witness say “Fifth,® if that 3 Muritsn Vazques?
4 snlisfics overyone's inleresl. q A The Fillh,
5 MR EDWARDS: Thal is fine with me, 5 0 s this somebady who helped to falsify a
6 MR GOLDBERGER: Okuy, wilh that Cathy? 6 vign for you?
7 M5, EZELL: Yes 7 MR Y AREMA: Object io the form.
8 MIL HOROWITZ: Yes. a A The Filth,
9 Q11 reask the question, what's your 9 Q Do you know Evelyn Velnsagques?
10 current adiress? 10 A The Fifth.
11 A Fifth, 11 0 Were you ever n working model in the
12 Q0 Are you enreently living at 358 El 12 United States?
13 Brille Way with a man named Jeffrey Epstein? 13 A The Fifth.
14 A The Fifth. 14 Q0 Can you tell us your parents' names?
15 0 Are you also familiar with an address in 15 A The Fifth.
16 Mew York, 301 East ifth Street? 16 () How s it that you have supported
17 A The Fifth, 17 yoursell financially, since you have been in this
18 0 When Mr, Epstein was incarcerated in 14 country?
19 Jaily you went o visit him on numerons 1% MR, YAREMA: Object to the form,.
20 oceasions; is that correct? 20 A The Fifth,
21 MR, Y AREMA: Objection. 21 Q0 Have you supported yoursell finnncially?
22 A The Fifih, 22 A The Fifth,
23 ©Q When you went to visit him you indicated 23 Q) What is the Iast grade you completed in
24 to jall personnel your address was 301 East 66th 24 school?
_2'_5 Street, apartment 8-0 in Mew York City, New Yorl; 25 A The Fifth, | take the Fifth Amendment.
7 9
1 is that correct? 1 Q Are you in sehool now?
2 MR, YAREMA: Objection. 2 & The Fifth,
3 A Fifth. 3 Q Have you ever ntiended nny school in the
4 0 Isn't it true when Mr. Epstein was in 1 United States?
3 Jail, you visited him on more than 50 occasions? 5 A The Fifth.
f MR. YAREMA: Form objection, 6 ) Have you ever been employed since
7 Q) True? T residing in the United States?
i A The Fifth, g A The Fifth.
9 ) How long have you been in the United 9 Q Is Jelfrey Epstein your sole means of
10 States, Ms. Marcinkova? 10 financinl support today?
11 A The Fifth. Fl.l MR YAREMA: Object to the form.
12 ) Who brought you to the United States? 12 A The Fifth,
13 ME. YAREMA: Form objection. 13 () Since coming to this country, hasn't
14 A The Fifth. 14 Jeffrey Epstein always been yonr sole means of
15 0 What is your current status in this 15 Mnancial support?
16 country? 16 MR, YAREMA: Object to the form.
17 A The Fifih. 17 A The Fifth,
14 MR. YAREMA: Form objection. L8 Q' How much does Jelfrey Epstein pay you
19 ME, QOLDBERGER: Lel me take a halfa 19 today?
20 second. 20 MR, YAREMA: Object to the form.
21 [(Witness and her counsel confer.) 21 A The Fifth.
22 0} Arveyouna US, citizen? 22 ) What does every Epstein pay you for?
23 A The Fifth. 23 MR YAREMA: Object to the form.
24 0 What type ol visa are you here on? Z4 A The Fifth,
25 ME. YAREMA: Form objection, 2 5 ) Does he pay you specifically to be his

3 (Pages 6 to 9)
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54 S0
1 A Fifth, 1 Jellrey Epstein specifically New to Palm Beach
2 0 Do you lknow Bill Clinton? 2 for the purposes of engaging in sex nets with
3 A Fifth. 3 Jane Doe?
i1 0 You have been on Jelfrey Kpstein's 4 ME. YAREMA: Ohject to the form,
5 airplane with Bill Clinton? 5 A Fifth.
& MR YAREMA: Ohject to the form. & ) Generally, isn't it troe Jeffrey Epstein
T A Fifih. 7 wauld My from place Lo place for the purpose of
] Q lsn't take true you have been on Jeffrey B engaging in sexual activity with minors at his
9 Epstein's airplance with Dong Band, Bill Clinton's 9 destination?
10 righthand man? 10 MR, YAREMA: Object to the form,
11 MR YAREMA: Object to the form, 11 A Fillh
12 A Fifth, 12 0 Isu'tit true that he employed numerons
13 0 Hove you witnessed lmproper sexual 13 peaple for the sole purpose ol scheduling
14 activity between Jelfrey Epstein and minors, 14 appolntments with underage minor females at each
15 while he was in the presence of Bill Clinton? 15 destination he lnnded?
16 MR, YAREMA: Object 1o the form. 16 MIL YAREMA: Ohjeet to the form.
17 A Fifih, 17 A Fifth,
18 3 How many times have you ridden on the 18 Q What is Jeffrey Epstein's relationship
19 alvplane with Jean Lue Brunel? 15 with Sandy Berger?
20 MR YAREMA: Object to the form. 20 MR. YAREMA: Object to the form.
21 A Fifth. 21 A Fifth,
22 @ Ench time that Jean Lue Brunel visits 22 QDo you know what Jeffrey Epstein's
23 Jelfrey Epstein's house, does he bring unidernge 23 relationship is with Alan Dershowitz?
24 minors to Jeffrey Epstein's house to engage in 29 MR YAREMA: Object to the form.
_2_E_=m_ sex with? 25 A Fifth,
55 57
1 MR YAREMA: Object fo the form, 1  That's somebody who you know fo have
2 A Fifth, 2 stnyed at Jeffrey Epstein's house on many
3 Q) Do you know Glenn Dubin? 3 occasions, correct?
41 A Fifth, q MR, ¥YAREMA: Object to the form,
5 Q Do you know || G0N 5 A Fifth,
G A Fifth, G 0 And also somebody who you know to have
7 Q0 Is that somebody that was 2 sexunl abuse T been at the house when - was in Jeffrey
L victim at one point in time of Jeffrey Epstein B8 Epstein's bedroom petting sexunlly abused,
9 and Jean Lue Brunel? 9 correct?
10 MR, YAREMA: Object to the form. L0 MR, YAREMA: Object to the form.
11 A Fifth. 11 A Fifth,
12 ()} Between 2002 and 2005 when -. Wils 12 Q Alan Dershowitz is also somebody thnt
13 abmsed by Jeflrey Epstein sexually, isn't it true 13 you also know te have been at the house when .
14 that Jefleey Epstein took Mights to Palm Beach 14 was being sexunlly abused ln Jeflrey Epstein's
15 for the purposes of sexanally abusing -.'f 15 bédronii, correct?
16 MR YAREMA: Object to the form. 16 M. ¥ AREMA: Object to the form.
17 A Fifth, 17 A Fifith.
18 Q  And between those sume years of 2002 and |18 0 Generally, Alan Dershowliz is Tnmilinr
1% 2005, isu't It true that Jeffrey Epstein took 14 with Jeffrey Epstein's habit of engaging in
20 pirplane flights to Palm Beach from places 20 sexual pets with minors on o daily basis,
21 outside of the State, to engage In sexual acts 21 correet?
22 with .2 22 MR. YAREMA: Object to the form.
23 MR YAREMA: Object to the form, 23 A Fifth.
24 A Fifth. 24 Q0 When Alnn Dershowits was in town,
25 3 From 2003 throngh 2005, isn't it troe 25 Jelfrey Epstein did not brenk his sehedule for

15 (Pages 54 to 57)
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1 Alan Dershowits, meaning he continued to sexunlly | 1 0 Whant was the purpose of that Mlght?
2 abuse minors despite Alan Devshowits being n 2 MR, ¥ AREMA: Object Lo the form.
3 puest in the honse? 3 A Filth,
L MR, YAREMA: Object to the fonm, 4 O Did you sign a conlidentialily ngreement
5 A Fifth. 5 with Jeflvey Epstein?
] ) Alnn Dershowity never engaged in any 6 ME, YAREMA: Object to the form,
T sexual petivity with these underage minors; isn't 7 A Fifil.
8 that true? B 0 When is the last time that you obscrved
9 MR YAREMA: Object (o the form, 9 Jeffrey Epsteln have sex with a milner?
10 A Fifth. 10 ML, Y AREMA: Object to the form.
11 3} Have you been made to have sex with 11 A Filth.
12 Ghislnine Maxwell? 12 ' Slnee being on probation, has Jelfrey
13 MR YAREMA: Object to the form, 13 Epstein been able to, or has he Town to his
14 A Fifth, 14 islancd?
15 Q Do you know | G- 15 MR. YAREMA: Object to the form.
le A Filth. 16 A Fitlh,
17 Q' Similar to you being Jeffrey Epstein's 17 0 Toyour knowledpe, i Jeffrey Epstein
18 sex slave, ts_ or wns_ 18 flown to Mew York while on probation or community
19 Ghislnine Maxwell's sex slave? 19 control?
20 ML YAREMA: Object to the form, 20 MR, YAREMA: Object to the form.,
21 A Fifth, 21 A Filth.
22 Q) Ghislaine Maxwell Is somebody who you 22 Q lsn'tit true that he has Town both to
23 know to be bi-sexual, true? 23 Mew York and to his island, and you have
24 MR, ¥ AREMA: Object to the form. 24 aceompanied him on those trips, since he was on
25 A Fifth. 25 community control?
59 &6l
1 Q0 You know that Ghislalne Maxwell engaged | 1 ME. YAREMA: Object to the form,
2 in sexunl nets with undernge minor females, true? | 2 A Fifih.
3 MR YAREMA: Object to the form. 3 0 lsn't it also true that Jeffrey Epstein
4 A Fifth, 4 hins Indicated to you that e will always engnge
5 ) This is yet another friend of Jelfrey 5 in sex acts with underage minor femnles?
] Epstein's that is info the act of molesting 6 MR. YAREMA: Object ta the form.
7 undernge minor females, vight? 7 A Fifth.
8 MR YAREMA: Object to the fomm, 8 Q In fact, that's something that he lins
9 A Fifih, o told you, that he believes he is entitled to do;
10 Q0 MNow, you are the next participant in 10 Isn't that right?
11 thut activity, meaning you have been groomed to |11 ME. YAREMA: Object to the form,
12 enjoy and appreciate the acts of sex with 12 A Fifih.
13 nndernge minors, true? 13 Q Isn'tit true that Jeffrey Epstein
14 MRE. YAREMA: Object to the form, 14 believes and has told you that if he doesn't
15 A Fifth, 15 physicolly foree the underage minor lemale into
16 0 Has Jeflrey Epstein instructed you to 16 any net, then he is entitled to enpgage in sex
17 lie to his Probation OfMicer in any way? 17 with nny underape minor female despite the age?
18 MR YAREMA: Object to the form, LB MIL YAREMA: Object to the Form.
19 A Fifth, 10 A Fifth.
20 Q' Mr. Viseski testified that you tool n 20 0 What is the youngest female you have
21 helicopter Might within the Inst year with 21 witnessed or observed JefTrey Epsteln to engape
22 Jeffrey Epstein to Minmi. Do you remember that 22 i sex with?
23 Might? 23 MR, YAREMA: Object to the form,
24 MR YAREMA: Object 1o the form, 24 A Fifth.
25 A Fifth, 25 Q Do you have a bank neeount at Chase Banl

16 (Pages 58 to 61)
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9d LO0
1 A Fifth, 1 THE §TATE OF FLORIDA)
2 Q) Did you know that Jellrey Epstein gave 2 COUNTY OF PALM BEACH)
1 A.D. n digital eamera? 3 l.TEIiIiI BECKER, o ﬁ:gisll:rn[l.
4 MR. YAREMA: Objest to the form. q Prol‘uﬁsn:mﬂ].[{c.]:url.cr anel Motory I’ublmi lior the
5 A Fifth 5 Siate urT’IumliLlu[ Large, do h:rlclbgr ’.T-I:I"llﬁl' it
6 | reporied the videoinped deposition ol -
& M3, EZELL: I don't have any other i s WITHESS, calbsl by the PLAINTIFF
T questions, Thank you, i in the above-entilled action; that the wilness
8 MR. GOLDBERGER: You still have your 9 was duly swom by me; thal the foregoing pages,
9 microphone on. You must have something on 1 iumbered from | 1o 104, inclusive, constitule o
10 your mind, Brad, 11 true recortd of the deposition by said wilness,
11 REDIRECT EXAMINATION 12 1 further certily that | am notl atlomey
L BY MR EDHARDS b ot o
13 Q Ms. - fhrongh Bie whole doy 15 wilh the action, nor linancially inerested in
14 you've taken the Filth on just about every single |, - the setion.
15 question, [s there any reason why we should not |19 WITHESS MY HAND and official seal in the
16 presume that the answer (o these questions would | L1a City of Wesi Paln Beach, County ol Palim Beach,
17 incriminate you? 14 Ste of Flovick, this 191h day of Apil 2000,
18 MR. YAREMA: Object to the form, 20 CTN e '
1% A The Fifth. - ot =D o __..
20 ) The reason that you have taken the Fifth a IEF‘,m _EELKE“' Regisiersd "CN0
21 is beenuse the questions you have been ashed Professional Reporter and
22 Motary Public, Stale of Floridn
22 wionild have been answered in the alMrmative and at Large. My Commission expires
23 vou're afrald of prosecution for your a9 Mareh 13, 2011,
24 involvement, true? 24
25 MR. GOLDBERGER: Don't answer that 25
99 101
1 question, 1t interfieres with the 1 THE STATE OF FLORIDA)
2 attormey/client relationship that | have 2 COUNTY OF PALM BEACH)
3 with Mz, -uu:l any discussions she 3
1 anel 1 may hawve had would come under that 4
5 privilege. 5 The loregeing certificate was
3 You can try and dance around that, but 6 acknowledged beforemethis
7 I'm simply not going to allow her o answer ! doyof _______2010.
g that question. [Fyou wanl o bring it up g
9 with the Judge, you can, hao
10 MR. EDWARDS: Thanks, Jack. 11
11 MR. GOLDBERGER: Okay, 12
12 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Off the video record 13
13 ot 141 pm, L4 -
14 THE COURT REPORTER: You're ardering Matary Public, State of Flarida,
15 thiz, Brad? L5 My commission Mo,
16 MR. EDWARDS: Yes. Copies? Expires March 13, 2011.
17 MS. EZELL: Yes. Lo
18 MR. YAREMA: Yes: L
19 THEﬂOURTREPDRTER:Amdﬁdm1wwmﬂh;1a
20 i& that rglt? ! 3
21 MR. EDWARDS: Yes. 1
22 (Time noted: |45 pan.) bo
23 23
24 24
25 25

U.s.

26 (Pages 98 to 101)

Legal Support

(561) B835-0220

EFTA00188951



EFTA00188952



Case 9:08-cv-80736-K, .M Document 291-22 Entered on FL .0 Docket 01/21/2015 Page 2 of 7
1

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

Case No. 08-CV-80893-CIV-MARRA/JOHNSON

JANE DOE,

Plaintiff,
wa.
JEFFREY EPSTEIN, et al.,

Defendants,

DEPOSITION OF
Volume 1 of 1
Pages 1 through 138
Videotaped

Monday, March 15, 2010
10:13 a.m. - 12:42 p.m.
U.S. Legal Support
515 East Las Olas Boulevard, 23rd Floor
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301

Stenographically Reported By:
Janet L. McKinney, RPR, FPR, CLR

Registered Professional Reporter
Florida Professional Reporter

Certified LiveNote Reporter

U.S. Legal Support
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ON

ON

ON

ON

APPEARANCES:

BEHALF OF THE PLAINTIFF:

FARMER, JAFFE, WEISSING, EDWARDS,
FISTOS & LEHREMAN

BY: BRADLEY EDWARDS, ESQ.

BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT JEFFREY EPSTEIN:

BURMAN, CRITTON, LUTTIER &
COLEMAN, LLP

'|1

BY: MICHAEL J. PIKE, ESQ.

BEHALF OF OTHER PLATNTIFFS IN RELATED CASES:

MEEMELSTEIN & HOROWITZ, P.A.

Ssm@sexabuseattorney.com
BY: STUART 5. MERMELSTELN, ESQ.

BEHALF OF THE WITNESS:

ROBBINS, TUNEKEY, ROSS, AMSEL,
RABEN & WAXMAN, P.A.

J

BY: ALAN S. ROSS, ESQ.

Also Present: Sean McGuire, Videographer
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36
1 Q. Jane Doe 102 ultimately escaped from him and
2 left to _4. ies that your understanding?
3 A. I refuse to answer.
4 MR. PIEKE: Form.
5 Q. Have you ever spoken with Jane Doe 1027
& A. I refuse to answer.
7 Q. On one of Epstein's birthdays a friend of
B Jeffrey Epstein sent to him 12 -- three 1l2-year-old
9 girls from France who spoke no English for Epstein to
10 sexually exploit and abuse and after doing so he sent
11 them back to France the next day. Are you familiar
1z with that?
13 MR. PIEE: Form.
14 A. I refuse to answer,
15 Q. Isn't that something that is fairly common for
16 Mr. Epstein?
17 4. I refuse to answer.
18 MR. PIKE: Form.
13 Q. Who are the friends that send to Jeffrey
20 Epstein underage minor females for his birthday so that
21 he can abuse?
22 A. I refuse to answer.
23 ME. PIEKEE: Form.
24 0. Is one of those friends Jean Luc Brunel?
25 4., I refuse to answer.

U.S. Legal Support
(954) 463-2933

EFTA00188955
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a7
1 Q. Have you ever met Prince Andrew?
2 A. I refuse to answer.
3 Q. Has Prince Andrew been involved with underage
4 minor females to your knowledge?
= A. I refuse to answer.
& Q. Have you ever met Alan Dershowitz?
7 A. I refuse to answer.
8 Q. When Alan Dershowitz stays at Jeffrey
k) Epstein's house isn't it true that he has been at the
10 house when underage minor females have been in the
11 bedroom with Jeffrey Epstein?
1z A, I refuse to answer,
11 Q. Has -- are you familiar with the media
14 publication or online resource RadarOnline?
15 A. I refuse to answer.
16 Q0. 1Is that something that you assisted
17 Mr. Epstein with when he purchased RadarOnline?
18 A. I refuse to answer.
13 Q. And do you know his business partner in that
20 endeavor?
21 A. I refuse to answer.
22 Q. Isn't it also true that he used RadarOnline as
23 another way to gain access to underage minor females
24 for sex?
25 ME. PIKE: Form.

U.S5. Legal Support
(954) 463-2933

EFTA00188956



Case 9:08-cv-80736-K. ../ Document 291-22 Entered on FL J Docket 01/21/2015 Page 6 of 7

81
1 friends?
2 MR. PIKE: Form,
3 A. I refuse to answer.
4 Q. Who is Sandy Berger?
5 A. I refuse to answer.
& Q. That's somebody else that was affiliated with
7 Bill Clinton at one point in time, correct?
B A. I refuse to answer.
3 Q. A close friend of Jeffrey Epstein's?
10 MR. PIKE: Form.
11 A. I refuse to answer.
12 0. He called the house within three weeks of the
13 search warrant being executed. Did he tip off Jeffrey
14 Epstein?
18 MRE. PIKE: Form.
16 A, I refuse to answer.
17 Q. Is he somebody that's involved with underage
18 minors?
19 A. I refuse to answer.
20 Q. Do you know Igor Zinoviev?
21 A. I refuse to answer.
22 o. I
23 A. I refuse to answer.
24 Q. Have you flown on the airplane with Alan
25 Dershowitz before?

U.S. Legal Support
(954) 463-2933

EFTA00188957
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82
1 MER. PIKE: Form.
2 A. I refuse to answer.
3 Q. And Jean Luc Brunel is somebody who you have
4 been on the airplane with several times, correct?
5 A. I refuse to answer.
& MR. PIKE: Form.
7 Q. And when Jean Luc Brunel is on this airplane
B there are underage minor -- minor females on the
9 airplane with you, correct?
10 MR. PIEKE: Form.
11 A. I refuse to answer.
12 Q. Ies there a back room to this airplane? 1Is
13 there any sort of separation or is it all one big room?
14 MRE. PIKE: Form.
15 A. I refuse to answer.
16 Q. 8So if Jeffrey Epstein and Jean Luc Brunel are
17 engaged in sex acts with underage minors did you --
18 A. I refuse --
13 Q. BSorry -- did you observe any of those acts?
20 A, I refuse to answer.
21 MR. PIKE: Form.
22 Q0. And on numercus of the flights the flight logs
23 indicate somecne's name then oftentimes initials, but
24 sometimes it would just say "three females". Do you
25 know why?

U.S. Legal Support
~ (954) 463-2933

EFTA00188958
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Page 1 Page 3
IM THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT| 1 - - -
IN AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA -
CASE Mo, S02009C ADSDE00K XX XMBAG 2 EXHIBITS
3 -
JEFFREY EPSTEIN, 4
Plaintiff NUMBER DESCRIPTION PAGE
Vs 5
& “xhibi - : 3.
SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually, ° Exhibit number | Eyeglasses 133
BREADLEY ). EDWARDS, individually, and
, individually, 8
Deefiendant ?
Hienoants
10
VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION OF JEFFREY EPSTEIN 11
Wednesday, March 17, 2010 12
10:17T am- 1:27 pm
v 13
14
15
16
17
Reported By: 18
Sandra W. Townsend, FPR 19
Naotary Public, State of Florida 20
West Palm Beach OiMice Job #1358 21
22
23
24
25
Page 2 Page 4
1 APPEARANCES ) 1 PROCEEDINGS
2 Om behalf of the Plaintaf¥ 5
3 MICHAEL PIKE, ERQUIRE : ot
BURMAN CRITTON LUTTIER & COLEMAN, LLP 3 Deposition taken before Sandra W, Townsend, Court
4 4 Reporter and Motary Public in and for the State of
g 5 Florida at Large, in the above cause.
6 I .- -
7 Om behalf of the Defendant Bradley Edwards . + S—_— . ) e .
g JACK SCAROLA, ESQUIRE 7 _"- I.I.}L{J{.JRJ‘!'I.P} IER.: "-‘-’_r: are m_rw on video record.
SEARCY, DENNEY, SCAROLA, BARNHART & SHIPLEY ) This is media number one in the videotaped
N 2 deposition of Jeffrey Epstein in the matter of
10 10 leffrey Epstein versus Scott Rothstein, Bradley
11 Om behalf of the Defendant [l 11 Edwards and -
12 BRADLEY EDWARDS, ESQUIRE e .
FARMER, JAFFE, WEISSING, EDWARDS, FISTOS, 12 Today is Wednesday, March 17, 2010 at
13 ; 13 10:17 a.m.
" 14 We are at the law offices of Burman,
15 Critton -- Banyan == of Burman, Critton on
15 16
16 Also Present: 17
17 STEVEM JAFFE, ESQUIRE ’ e :
FARMER, JAFFE, WEISSING, EDWARDS, FISTCS, 18 The court reporter is Sandra Townsend from Prose
H ‘ 1% Court Reporting Agency,
19 20 Would Counsel please introduce yourselves and
o 21 then the court reporter will swear in the witness,
j'[ 22 MR. SCAROLA: My name is Jack Scarola. | am
az 23 Counsel on behalf of Brad Edwards in his capacity,
;: 24 both as Defendant and Counter-Plaintiff in this
25 !23 action. Mr. Edwards is present with me.

1 (Pages 1 to 4)
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Page 83 Page 91
1 Amendment Rights as provided by the U5, 1 about, The one in which your deposition is being taken
2 Constitution, 2 today.
3 BY MR. SCAROLA: ] Do you know who brought those persons' names
4 Q. Doesa flight log kept for a private jel used 4 into this lawsuit?
5 by you contain the names of celebrities, dignitaries or 5 A, As a reaction, and only as a reaction to total
6 Internaticnal figures? & misbehavior on Mr. Edwards’ part, and the Complaint was
7 A, At least today, sir, I'm going to have to 7 obviously written by my attorneys, sir,
8 respectiully decline to answer based on my Fifth, Sixth ] Q. So you know that those names are in your
g and 14th Amendment Right, though I'd like to answer thay 9 Complaint, right?
10 question. 10 A, Yes, sir,
11 (). Have you ever had a personal relationship with 11 . Okay. So because those names are in your
1z Donald Trump? 12 Complaint, I'm asking you about the people you named.
13 A, What do you mean by "personal relationship," 13 Have you had a social relationship with Tommy
14 sir? 14 Muottola?
15 Q. Have you socialized with him? 15 A. The names in my Complaint are strictly as a
16 A, Yes, sir. 16 reaction to the abusive discovery process by
17 Q. Yes? 17 Mr. Edwards, his partners, Scott Rothstein, who sits in
18 A, Yes, sir. 18 Jail, in an attempt to imperil my friendships.
19 ). Have you ever socialized with Donald Trump in 19 But, ves, | have socialized with Mr. Motiola,
20 the presence of females under the age of 187 20 (). Have you ever socialized with Mr. Motiola in
21 A, Though I'd like 1o answer that question, at 21 the presence of females under the age of 187
22 least today I'm going to have to assert my Fifth, Sixth 22 ME. PIKE: Form,
23 and l1dth Amendment Right, sir. 23 THE WITNESS: At least today, the typical to
24 (). Have you socialized with Alan Dershowitz? 24 the Edwards contention of bringing cases of a
25 A, Yes, sir. He's my attorney, as well as a 25 malicious nature where his partner sits in jail for
Page 30 Page 322
1 friend. 1 this -- just this type of behavior, the answer is,
2 Q. Have you ever socialized with Alan Dershowitz| 2 today, at least, | must assert my Fifth, Sixth and
3 in the presence of females under the age of 187 3 14th Amendment Right, though I'd like to answer
1 MR. PIKE: Form, : 4 each and every one of your questions, Mr. Scarola.
5 THE WITNESS: Sir, at least here today, I'm 5 BY MR. SCAROLA:
6 going to have to assert my Fifth Amendment, Sixth [ (2. Have you had a social relationship with David
7 Amendment and 14th Amendment Rights, 7 Copperfield?
B BY MR. SCAROLA: : A, As areaction to, once again, the abusive
- Q. Have you ever socialized with Tommy Mettolad 9 discovery process of bringing in names of people that
1a A. This is the type of questions where people who | 10 have absolutely nothing to do with any of Mr. Edwards'
11 have nothing to do with this case whatsoever have been| 11 Mr. Rothstein's or their clients' claims, by bringing in
1z brought into the case by Mr. Edwards in an attempt to | 12 the names of friends of mine strictly in an attempt to
13 simply imperil my relationships with social friends and| 12 stress my relationships, imperil my business
14 serves as an example of why this case has been brought 14 relationships, I'm going to say, ves, | do know
15 against Mr. Edwards and his firm, sir. 15 Mr. Copperfield.
16 MR. PIKE: Form as well. 16 (). Have you ever socialized with David
17 BY MR. SCAROLA: 17 Copperfield?
18 Q. Well, do you know who brought those persons' | 18 A, Again, as --
19 names into this lawsuit? 19 MR. PIKE: Form.
20 MR. PIKE: Form, 20 THE WITNESS: Sorry.
21 And just to be clear, what Mr. Scarola, | 21 It's a typical Edwards/Rothstein strategy of
22 believe, talking about this lawsuit, Epstein versus 22 trying to involve well-known people in maliciously
23 RRA? 23 fabricated cases in order to fleece investors out
24 BY MR. SCAROLA: 24 of millions of dollars. They brought up names in
25 0. Yes, sir, that's the lawsuit I'm talking 25 attempts at abuse of discovery process 1o try and

23 (Pages 89 to 92)
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 15th JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA

CASE No. 50200BCAQ27319XXXXME AB

Plaintiff,

HVEF

JEFFREY EPSTEIN,

Defendant.

CONTINUED DEPOSITION OF JEFFREY EPSTEIN

VOLUME II

Thursday, October 8, 2009

10:07 - 1:03 p.m.

Reported By:

Jeana Ricciuti, RPRE, FFE, CLRE
Notary Public, State of Florida
Prose Court Reporting Agency, Inc.
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Page 121
1 respect to the charges brought against you in Palm Beach
2 for having sex with underaged girls and soliciting
3 underaged girls for prostitution?
4 (Interruption in the proceedings.)
5 MR. GOLDBERGER: Thank you.
6 Hey Kathy, it's Jack Goldberger. You're back
7 on.
B MS. EZELL: Okay, good. ' Thanks, Jack.
9 MR. GOLDBERGER: Okay.
10 MS. EZELL: I'm putting the mute on.
11 MR. GOLDBERGER: Okay.
12 THE WITNESS: Can you read me the guestion?
13 MR. KUVIN: Sure. Could you read it back,
14 please?
15 (A portion of the record was read by the
16 reporter.)
17 THE WITNESS: No.
18 BY ME. KUVIN:
19 Q. Isn't it true that you pledged $30 million to
20 Harvard University in 2003, which is shortly before
21 charges were brought against you in Palm Beach?
22 A I'll answer that gquestion the same way I've
23 answered most of your other questions here today, which
24 ig, I fully intend to respond to all relevant questions
25 regarding this lawsuit; however, at the present time, my

EEEEEENE  ©ROSE COURT REPORTING AGENCY, Inc. [
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Page 122
1 attorneys have counseled me I cannot provide answers to
2 any questions relevant to this lawsuit. I must accept
3 this advice or risk leosing my 6th Amendment right to
4 effective representation. Accordingly, I assert my
5 federal constitutional rights as guaranteed by the 5th,
6 éth and l4th Amendment to the US Constitution.
7 Q. And isn't it true also that you have retained
8 Alan Dershowitz to defend you in the criminal charges
9 that were brought against you in Palm Beach?
10 MR. GOLDBERGER: Attorney-client.
11 MR. PIKE: Attorney-client, work product.
12 BY ME. KUVIN:
13 Q. Isn't it also true that Alan Dershowitz works
14 on staff at Harvard University as a professor? I mean,
15 if you know.
16 A. I'm going to answer that question like I've
17 answered most of your other guestions here today, which
18 is, I fully intend to respond to all relevant questions
19 regarding this lawsuit; however, at the present time, my
20 attorneys have counseled me I cannot provide answers to
21 any guestions that may be relevant to this lawsuit. I
22 must accept this advice or risk losing my 6th Amendment
23 right to effective representation. Accordingly, I
24 assert my federal constitutional rights as guaranteed by
25 the 5th, 6th and l4th Amendment to the US Constitution.

BEENN  ©ROSE COURT REPORTING AGENCY, Tne. [
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Page 3

Page 4

Page 1
IN THE FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURT ; b Tlﬂ:_dﬂnﬁism 0';-“? IAEL RE:TEH- :-:F:mm in the
. . above-entitied and numbered cause was laken before me,
IN AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 3 Vanessa G, Archer, Court Reporer, Notary Public for the
CASE MNO.: S0200BCAD37319 XXXX MB AR 4  Siate of Florida at Large, at 2925 PGA Boulevard, Pulm Beach
% Gardens, Florida, on the 23rd day of November, 2009,
6 pursuant to Molice in said cause for the laking of said
7 deposition on behalf of the Plaintiff.
8
Plaintiff, 5 appEARING ON BEHALF OF PLAINTIFE ([}
Vg, 10 SPEMCER T KEUWVIM, ESC)
CEREY EPS LEOPOLD-KUVIN, P.A.
JEF RLY. EPSTEIN, 11 2925 PGA Boulevard, Suile 200
Defendant. .f Palm Beach Gardens, Florida 33410
12
13 APPEARING ON BEHALF OF PLAINTIFFS' JANE DOES 2-8:
14 ADAM HOROWITZ, ESQL
15
VOLUME | Miami, Florida 33 160
VIDEQ-TAPED DEPOSITION OF MICHAEL REITER |16
A WITNESS 17 APPEARING ON BEHALF OF PLAINTIFF C.A.
) 18 JACK HILL, ESQ.
TAKEN BY THE PLAINTIFF SEARCY, DENNEY, SCAROLA, BARNHART & SHIPLEY, P.A
15 2139 Palm Beach Lakes Boulevard
West Palm Beach, Florida 33409
20
21 APPEARING OM BEHALF OF PLAINTIFF:
23 ISIDRO GARCLA, Esg
DATE: Movember 23, 2009 _IG_;;RIEIA Lﬁl.;-r_1|;1_RM. Y
T r o 23 arvey Bullding
TME: 10:12 a.m. - 7:38 p.m. 224 Datura Street, Suite 900
24 West Palm Beach, Florida 33401
25
Page 2
I-M-D-E-X 1 APPEARING ON BEHALF OF DEFEMDANT:
Movember 23, 2005 2 ROBERT D. CRITTOM, ESG).
MICHAEL REITER . BURMAN, CRITTON, LUTTIER & COLEMAM, LLP,
DIRECT CROS5 REDIRECT RECROSS 3 515 Morth Flagler Drive, Suite 400
West Palm Beach, Florida 33401
By Mr. Kuvin ] 3152 4
5 JACK GOLDBERGER, ESO.
By Mr. Garcia 15 164 ATTENBURY, GOLDBERGER, RICHARDSON & WEISS, P.A.
By Mr. Crit 190 4 250 South Australian Avenae, Suite 1400
Yy Mr. Crition West Pulm Beach, Florida 33401
.
EXHIBITS ] APPEARING OM BEHALF OF WITNESS:
Marked 5 JOANME ONCOMNMNOR, ESC).
. " JOHN RANDOLPH, ESQ.
Plaintil's Exhibit No. 1 14 10 JONES, FOSTER, JOHNSTON & STUBRS, P.A.
:pq!m_amh_ P intelligence Report | lﬂ!‘?;ﬂ 503 South Flagler Drive, Suite 1100
5':;‘;::1‘5:;‘;::]”“ : 11 West Palm Beach, Florida 33401
- ; 12
it E:;b;:;_.}i” ” 13 ALSOPRESENT: JEFFREY EPSTEIN
Flaintifl's Exlubil No, 4 131 14
[Pm::gr:phs of El Brillo Way) 15 VIDEOGRAPHERS: MICHAEL D. DOWNEY
PlaintifTs Exhibit No. § 132 EDIDME GUERRERD
{Phate of 358 El Brillo Way) 16 VISUAL EVIDENCE
Defendant's Exhibit Mo, 6 118 601 Morh Dixie Highway, Suite A
tr;?u_hpggaED;{::is anu?ml 156 17 West Palm Beach, Florida 33401
ainbiils Exhibal Mo 18
{Money Transfers) 19
PlaintilF's Exhilsii Mo, 8 357 a0
(Flight Summary ) a1
Certified Question: Page 160, Line 10 S
21
Leter to John Randolph, Esq. ::

25 Emaln Shests (o be forwarded upon completion)

Pleasanton, GrWnd Associates

1 (Pages 1 to 4)
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Page 53 Page 55
1 And at what point did you learn that 1 A No.
2 Mr, Epstein, in fact, did become aware of the 2 () First time ever?
3 investigation? 3 MR. CRITTON: Form.
4 A 1 think the point that | actually knew 4  BY MR. KUVIN:
5 that it was, it was reported to me by one of the 5 Q First time you can recall it going to this
& detectives that one of the victims had been 6 extent?
7  contacted by a private investigator that the 7 A The only time | ever recall anyone ever
8  department believed was employed by a lawyerof --| 8  going to this extent.
3  employed by Mr. Epstein. 9 () How long were you aware there was
10 Q On that topic, at some point did you 10  surveillance on you personally?
11  become aware that Mr. Epstein was actually 11 A Well, you know, | just took the approach
12  investigating you? 12  that | have nothing to hide, and 1 just lived my
13 MR, CRITTON: Form. 13 life so I tried not to look around every corner. |
14 THE WITNESS: Yes. 14 felt like it was around three months.
15  BY MR.KUVIN: 15 Q Atany time during the investigation, did
16 Q Tell me about that? 16  you become aware that investigators were also
17 A Well | heard through various individuals 17  surveilling and investigating potential victims?
18  that one of his lawyers, Mr, Dershowitz, had been 18 A That had been reported to us by victims.
19 contacting private investigators in the area to 1%  And the lead investigator in the case also felt like
20  perform background investigations on me. Iknow | 20 he was being surv eilled, people were picking up his
21 that there was a public records law demand filed by | 21 trash and so on.
22 several private investigators on the Town of Palm 22 Q s that Detuliva-?
23 Beach for my personnel records. And | actually ran | 23 A Yes,
24 into one of the private investigators very early 24 Q So there was a time that your officers
25  on-- you asked me when | first became aware — 25  became aware it was being investigated on?
Page 54 Page 56
1 Q) Yeah. 1 MR. CRITTON: Form.
2 A - that basically told me that. 1also - 2 THE WITHNESS: One officer, one detective.
3 [ mean | saw surveillance a number of times. | 3 BY MR. KUVIN:
4 didn't know precisely who had hired those persons, 4 ) To the extent they were picking up his
5 but | mean | had surveillance for a fairly long 5  trash?
& period of time. 6 A Yes.
7 Q There was surveillance you noticed on you? | 7 Q Were you aware of that ever occurring in
B A Yes, 8  your career to officers working under you?
9 Q Do you know why? 5 A 1 didn't say it never occurred to this
10 A Mo, no, 1 don't. 1t would be an 10 degree.
11 assumption. In general sense, you know, there's an | 11 Q Gotyou,
12 attack on the case and if that doesn't work there's 12 A 1think if you're asking the question do 1
13 an attack on the investigators. [ don't know. | 13 know of any other law enforcement officers who know
14 don't know. Shouldn't say that. 14  as part of their job somebody investigated them and
15 MR, CRITTON: Form, move to strike. 15  picked up their trash, not that I can specifically
168 BY MR, KUVIN: 16  recall.
17 Q You were working as a police officer for 17 Q  Okay.
18  twenty-eight years and then as a chief -- well -- 18 A Other than the police department itself,
19 A And two years prior to that actually. 19  we've had private investigators take trash at the
20 Q Right. During your entire history as a 20  police department itself, we've caught people doing
21 police officer, can you ever recall someone going to| 21 that.
22 that length? In other words, a suspect conducting 22 Q Obviously at some point Mr. Epstein was
23 an investigation on you such as the lengths that 23 tipped off as to the investigation because of the
24  occurred in this case which include surveillance on | 24 investigators that you became aware of. Did you
25  you? 25  ultimately know how he became tipped off?

14 (Pages 53 to 56)
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Page 101 Page 103
1 MR, CRITTON: Form. 1 directly?
2 THE WITNESS: Well, early on | had -- wh-anr 2 MR. CRITTON: Form.
3 | first told him about the case and | realized 3 THE WITNESS: He told me that he had
4 that it was a serious case, there were multiple 4 conversations with Mr. Dershowitz. 1 know Roy
5 victims, that the suspect was very well known, 5 Black. At least the news media reporter was
6 I told him about it. And we were -- it was in 6 involved in this and I think that he said that
7 person, | talked to him after a meeting that he 7 he had a conversation with him. 1 think Roy
8 and | were both involved in. And | had known ] Black had another case with that circuit around
9 him to be a victim advocate and to protect the 2 the same time and maybe even other lawyers that
10 rights of children. Well | know that he even 10 represented Mr, Epstein, and they were
11 wrote a portion of the statute that addresses 11 obviously discussing the case. And he
12 those issues. And when I told him about it 12 basically told me that he looked at Facebook
13 originally he said let's go for it, this is an 13 pages of some of the victims and that he felt
14 adult male in his fifties who's had sexual 14 like they were incredible.
15 contact with children of the ages of the 15 And | have never felt like prosecutions,
16 victims. He said this is somebody who we have | 16 evidence should be weighed outside of the
17 to stop. And whatever we need, he said, in the 17 judicial process. [ just don't -- we wouldn't
18 State Attorney's Office, we have a unit that's 18 cover our ears and eyes when a person under
19 equipped to investigate and prosecute these 19 investigation's lawyer would bring forward
20 kinds of cases. | think he probably mentioned 20 exculpatory evidence, but on the other hand
21 Lanna's name to me and anything that youneed | 21 we're not the weigher of fact in these things.
22 and, you know, this is basically a case that 22 We reach the standard of probable cause and
23 needs to be prosecuted. 23 beyond, and that's when a judge, or in this
24 - And [ didn't have too many facts early on 24 particular case a State Attorney, should make
25 when [ talked with him, but I knew that there 25 those decisions. o
FPage 102 Page 104
1 were multiple victims and to our detectives 1 And he had been meeting with them without
2 they were believable. So when time wentonand| 2 the presence of our investigators. | don't
3 Mr. Epstein became aware of the investigation 3 mean he personally but at least - probably he
4 and his lawyers contacted the State Attorney's 4 personally but definitely members of his
5 Office, they told me that, 5 office, and he hadn't been sharing that
6 And from that point on, and | believe it 6 information with us.
7 was Mr. Dershowitz initially, the tone and 7 He hadn't, you know -- he characterized it
8 tenor of the discussions of this case with B with me but he didn't show us the things, at
9 Mr. Krischer changed completely. One point he g least not exhaustively, that had been given to
10 suggested that we write him a notice to appear 10 him by Mr. Epstein's attorneys. | just felt
11 which would be for a misdemeanor. He just 11 like that was wrong. Those are the reasons.
12 completely changed from not only our first 12 BY MR. KUVIN:
13 conversation about this and he didn't know the 13 Q) Have we exhausted the reasons why you felt
14 name Jeffrey Epstein, till when he had been 14  that this case, at least you put in your letter,
15 informed on Mr. Epstein's reputation and his 15  was the handling of this case was highly unusual?
16 wealth, and I just thought that very unusual, 16  Was there anything else that you felt was highly
17 I feel like 1 know him or knew him very 17  unusual regarding the investigation?
18 well, the State Attorney, and | just felt like 18 A Well the Dahlia Weiss being involved in
19 he could not objectively make decisions about 19  this case with her husband as a lawyer for -- I'm
20 this case; that is why [ wrote it. 20 not saying that anything happened there, but there's
21  BY MR. KUVIN: 21 certainly an appearance of impropriety. | felt like
22 Q Was there anything that you learned 22 that alone should have been reason enough. First of
23 through discussions with him that led you to believe| 23 all for her to be disqualified as soon as she became
24 maybe his objectivity had been altered in some 24 aware that a law firm that -- not disqualified but
25  regards; in other words, anything he told you 25  removed from the case as soon as she became aware

Pleasanton, Greenhill,

26 (Pages 101 to 104)
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Page 105 Page 107
1 that her husband's law firm had represented M. 1 record at 1:44. This is the beginning of tape
2 Epstein. And maybe even done damage to the point| 2 3.
3 that because that happened it should be handled by 3 BY MR. KUVIN:
4 another circuit. 4 Q Okay. When we left off we were talking
5 This was a case that | felt 5  about Barry Krischer's office. And before | move on
6 absolutely needed the attention of the State & from that subject | just have one other question.
7 Attorney's Office, that needed to be prosecuted in 7 Are you aware of any contact that was
8  state court. 1t's not generally something that's g8  made with Mr. Krischer's office from anyone in the
9 prosecuted in a federal court. And | knew that it 9  democratic party or the DNC at all?
10 didn't really matter what the facts were in this 10 MR. CRITTON: Form.
11  case, it was pretty clear to me that Mr. Krischer 11 THE WITNESS: Relative to this case?
12  did not want to prosecute this case. 12 BY MR. KUVIN:
13 Q Did he, in fact, make that clear to you at 13 Q  Yes, relative to the Epstein case?
14  some point verbally? 14 A Mo
15 A Mot in those exact words. But the 15 Q Are all of the officers that were involved
16  suggestion that multiple victims and some of the 16  in the investigation listed or contained within the
17  ecrimes, felonies, that he should write a notice to 17  incident report that we've marked as Exhibit 2, and
18  appear for a misdemeanor and the scheduling of & 18  were there any additional officers that were
19  grand jury on an issue like this is extremely rare. 1%  involved that may not be listed in there?
20 The fact that he and | had an 20 A Typically and generally when you say
21 excellent relationship. | was the speaker at his 21 involved, | mean that could encompass all sorts of
22 swearing in ceremony, And that he wouldn'treturn | 22 different people. It might be - 1 don't even know
23 my phone calls, | mean it was clear to me by his 23 that this was the case but it might ask the patrol
24 actions that he could not objectively lock at this 24 officer in the area to collect license tags from a
25  case. 25  street or something like that. 1 mean if they
Page 106 Page 108
1 Q At some point, did you feel, or did you 1  aren't writing a report and they aren't doing
2 become aware, that maybe he had been threatened in 2 something that's probably important later on as a
3 some regard, either regarding his job or personally 3 witness, they might not appear in there. But the
4 inany regard? 4  detectives who conducted the investigation are
5 A Mo 5  listed in there from what | recall the last time |
6 ME. CRITTON: Form. & read it, and it's been a while, but as far as |
7 BY MR. KUVIN: 7 know,
8 Q You're aware that obviously his position ] Q At any point, did you have to remove for
% iz an elected position? 9  any reason anyone in your department from the
10 A lam aware, 10  investigation for any reason?
11 Q Did you know whether or not he had had any 11 A No. It took place over a fairly long
12  discussions with anyone about his political career 12  period of time so people were transferred and so on,
13 ifthis case did not go a certain way; did you ever 13 but | didn't personally remove someone for any
14  become aware of that in any regard? 14  reason.
15 MR. CRITTON: Form. 15 Q And it may not have been you personally,
16 THE WITNESS: No. He had already publicly | 16  but just to make sure that it encompasses all
17 announced he wasn't running for re-election. 17  potential iterations of that question, was anyone
18 MR. KUVIN: All right. This is actually a 18  removed for any reason other than just someone
19 good stopping point for a quick lunch if you 1%  transferring out?
20 want to take a quick one, I just have to eat. 20 A Do you mean for - | think you have to
21 I'm hopefully not far from concluding. 21 explain that,
22 THE VIDEQOGRAPHER: We're off the record atf 22 Q  Were any of the investigating police
23 12:35. This is the end of tape 2. 23 officers removed for any potential conflicts,
24 (Recess) 24 refusal to follow direction, any reason, other than
25 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We're back on the 25 just a transfer out of the department for some

27 (Pages 105 to 108)
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Page 2 Page 4
1 M THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL 1
CIRCUIT IM AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA §
2 CASE No S0200BCAN3T3193000MB AB
3 4
, B "
Plaintiff, ]
2 .
6 -vs VOLUME 1 OF TI 7 Onbelaifofihe vt [ T o<
T JEFFREY EFSTEIL 8 :
ANL 5 BRADLEY J, EDWARDS, ESQUIRE
B FARMER, JAFFE, WEISSING, EDWARDS
Deefendants, 10 RMAM FL
9 !
10 .
11
12 DEPOSIT : u :
DETECTIVE 14 JESSICA ARBOUR, ESQUIRE
13 : 'WITE, LA
14 Friday, March 19, 2010 15
15 T
16 16
. 17 ] abuseatiomey. com
:s; 18 On behalf of the Plaintiffs; Jane Does 101, 102 and
103
19 19
20 20 KATHERINE W. EZELL, ESQUIRE
21 1 v
22 Reported By: 2
Cynthia Hopkins, RPR, FPR -
23 Motary Public, State of Florida
Prose Couwrt Reporting 23
24 Job No.: 1509 24
25 25
Page 3 Page 5
1 1 Appearances continged ..
2 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 2 Onbehalfofthe Plaintfls O
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA ? I AL O,
3 4
CASE WO, 10-80309 !
q
5 JANE DOE NO. 103, 7 TARA A FINHIGAN, ESQUIRE
[ Plaintiff, T AN, P.A
7 V- YOLUME 10OF 11 8
B JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
9 Defendant. |
/ 10
10 11 O behalf of the Defendant, Jeffrey Epsicin:
11 12 MICHAEL PIKE, ESQUIRE
12 DEPOSITION OF , LUTTIER & COLEMAN, LLP
DETECTIVE 1
13 .
14 Friday, March 19, 2010
15 37 - 5 1...'!
16 16 and
17 JACK ALAN GOLDBERGER,
TROGER & WEISS, F.A
17 18
18
19 n
2l 20
21 21 and
22 Reported By: 22 MILTON 0. WEINBERG, ESQUIRE
Cynthia Hopkins, RPR, FPR ' : OF MILTON G. WEINBERG
23 Motary Public, State of Florida 23
Prose Court Reporting .
Job Mo 1509

PROSE COURT REPORTING AGENCY,

2 (Pages 2 to 5
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Page 279 Page 281
1 Q. 1 mean, I'm sorry for such a bad question, 1 A. 1 remember getting documents from Alan
P but in looking at these property receipts, I just 2 Dershowitz which were flight logs pertaining to
3 don't see where it tells me how much time each 3 Mr. Epstein's plane. And I subpoenaed the information
q interview had taken. So, | mean, is there an 4 from Jet Aviation, but 1 don't, | don't recall preparing
5 average? 5 a flight log.
& A. That's not going to indicate on any property 6 Q. Okay. Do you remember receiving
7 receipt. There is no... 7 information from Jet Aviation directly?
B Q. Right. Okay. Have you ever seen the B MR. PIKE: Form.
9 nonprosecution agreement? 9 THE WITNESS: Jet Aviation does not keep
10 A. No. 10 records according to them as to who flies on
11 ). Have you ever seen the attached list of 11 what plane, I guess you can just driveup toa
12 victims that was attached as an addendum to the 12 plane, board it. They have no idea who's on
13 nonprosecution agreement? 13 the, who is flying on the plane. They have
14 MR. PIKE: Form. 14 records of when the plane comes in, if the
15 THE WITNESS: I believe the Chief had a 15 plane is serviced, and when the plane leaves,
16 copy of it. He may have, you know, done one of |16 BY MR. EDWARDS:
17 these, but, no, not in my physical hands. 17 Q. Did you ever attempt to check with customs
18 MR. PIKE: And just for the record when 18 or FAA on any of the passengers that have ever been
19 the witness said -- 1% on international flights with Jeffrey Epstein or on
20 THE WITNESS: 1held it up. 20 his planes?
21 ME. PIKE: -- one of these, he held up 21 MR. PIKE: Form.
22 Exhibit 29, 22 THE WITNESS: I'm trying to recall.
23 ME. EDWARDS: Which said memorandum. |23 BY MR, EDWARDS:
24 MR. PIKE: Memorandum. 24 (). At the current time do you have any
25 THE WITNESS: 1 just held it up. 25 knowledge of that being done by either the U.S.
Page 280 Page 282 |
1 BY ME. EDWARDS: 1 Attorney's office or the FBI?
2 Q. If a memorandum exists and it is the 2 A. 1have no idea what the FBI does. They are
3 attached addendum to the nonprosecution agresment 3 primarily one way. You give them the information and
4 containing the names of the underage victims, would 4 nothing comes back, so...
5 that be something in the possession currently of the 5 Q. 1am starting to get that idea. 1am
6 Palm Beach Police Department? 6 understanding that. Okay.
7 MR, PIKE: Form. 7 A. But vou know, and I work with them almost on a
g THE WITNESS: | don't believe so. 2] daily basis, s0 1 am in direct contact with them. And
9 BY MR. EDWARDS: 9 still 1 have yet to sce information come back the other
10 (). Is that something that's been destroyed or 10 way.
11 also - 11 Q. Just 50 the record is clear, when you say
12 MR. PIKE: Form. 12 you're working with them on a daily basis, when
13 THE WITNESS: I never received a copy of 13 you're in the Organized Crime Unit on other cases,
14 it s0... 14 correct?
15 BY MR. EDWARDS: 15 A. Yeah, and I am also assigned to the JTTF, the
16 Q. Have you ever seen it? 16 Joint Terrorism Task force here in West Palm Beach.
17 A, Like | said, | may have seen it. 1 may have 17 ). My understanding from reading your reports
14 been shown it, you know, and just by holding it upand I |18 is that you also subpoenaed phone records of
19 am only using this exhibit as an example. It may have 19 numerous individuals, correct?
20 been just shown to me like this but not in my hands 20 A. Correct.
21 where 1 actually read the entire document. 21 Q. Omne of those individuals is Jeffrey
22 MR. PIKE: Move to strike. 22 Epstein?
23 BY MR. EDWARDS: 23 A. 1 believe so,
24 Q. In your investigation, did you prepare a 24 Q.
25 flight log summary? A. Yes.

a 39 (Pages 279 to 282)
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Page 299 Page 301
1 stuck around just to assist the victims. 1 between the Palm Beach Police Department and the
P BY MR. EDWARDS: 2 State Attorney's Office?
3 Q. And when you talk about the statement that 3 A, Yes, there was,
4 you provided, did you present testimony related to 4 Q. And -
5 all of the minor females that you discovered to have 5 A, This case was originally brought to their
[ come in contact with Jeffrey Epstein or only the 6 attention very early on in the investigation to which
7 four or five names that ultimately were at the end 7 they were, you know, very gung-ho, very let's go, let's
B of your probable cause affidavit? B do this, up until, up until, up until the meeting with
9 MR. PIKE: Form and compound. 9 Alan Dershowitz and the State Attomey. And then it, it
10 THE WITNESS: As far as my testimony at 10 all took a turn,
11 the grand jury, | only answered the questions 11 Q. Were you at that meeting?
12 that were asked of me by the state. At that 12 A. attended one meeting where | believe it
13 point it was Lanna Belohlavek. 13 Dershowitz, Krischer, and Belohlavek,
14 I'm sorry about the last name. [ don't 14 MR. PIKE: Object to form.
15 know how to spell her last name, 15 BY MR. EDWARDS; -
16 BY MR. EDWARDS: 16 ). What was said during that meeting?
17 Q. And in talking with the State Attorney's 17 MR. PIKE: All right. With regard to this
18 Office during the investigation, did you indicate to 18 line of questioning, 1 just want to be clear
19 them the number of underage females that you were 19 that | have form objections to this line of
20 aware had come in contact sexually with Mr. Epstein? |20 questioning. And the fact that under various
21 MRE. PIKE: Form and assumes facts not in 21 Federal Rules, I believe it's 408, 410 as well
22 evidence. 22 as various rules under Florida Evidence Code,
23 THE WITNESS: Yes, they were aware of the 23 some of these discussions are protected as
24 probable cause affidavit which indicated all 24 potential plea negotiations. So, having said
25 the facts, 25 that...
Page 300 Page 302
~—=1 BY MR. EDWARDS: 1 BY MR. EDWARDS:
2 Q. And can you recall what their position was 2 Q. What was said during these, this meeting
3 on the various acts that are related in the probable 3 that you attended?
4 cause affidavit? And ultimately 1 am asking why is 4 A. Several of the girls' MySpaces were discussed.
5 it that they were not interested in hearing from all 5 MySpace being the social network. They all had
[ of the girls and only a select few? B MySpaces. And the girls, the girls were actually who
7 ME. PIKE: Form and compound, 1 had the MySpaces had inputted, you know, various
] THE WITNESS: That's a question that g different things regarding alcohol use or marijuana use
9 you're going to have to ask Lanna Belohlavek 9 or that kind of thing.
10 because she was aware of all the people that [ 10 Q. And what was brought up at that mesting as
11 submitied to her, and yet she choose three 11 to the relevance of whether or not these females
12 people to appear before the grand jury, one 12 that had been to Jeffrey Epstein's house while
13 knowing that she was not going to be able 1o 13 underage used alcohol or drugs? What was the point
14 pear. 14 of that?
15 MR, PIKE: Move to strike. 15 MR. PIKE: Form,
16 BY MR. EDWARDS: 16 THE WITNESS: To show that the character
17 Q. And who was the person that was not going 17 of the girls were not, was not to be believed.
18 1o be able to appear? 18 BY MRE. EDWARDS:
19 A. That would have been Jane Doe No. 103, 19 Q. Okay, It was specifically to attack their
20 Q. Do you know why she was unable to appear? |20 credibility?
21 A. Because it was finals week in her university 21 MR. PIKE: Form, move to strike.
22 and the limited time that they had scheduled the grand |22 THE WITNESS: Correct.
23 Jury and the time that it would have been for her to 23 BY MR. EDWARDS:
24 make arrangements to come down was very short, 24 Q. So, at that point in time who was making
25 (). Was there a disagreement about this case 25 those arguments on behalf of Jeffrey Epstein?
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Page 307 Page 303
1 attorneys have been unanswered and messages remain 1 A, Correct.
2 unreturned, 1s that a statement that you agree 2 ME. PIKE: Form,
3 with? 3 BY MR. EDWARDS:
4 A. Absolutely. 4 . So, are you talking abm-,
5 (). How many messages do you think that you 5 and Jane Doe Mo, 1037
6 left the State Attorney's Office that were 6 MR. PIKE: Form.
7 unreturned? 7 THE WITNESS: From 5.G.'s family | had
8 A. Quite a few. I actually showed up at Lanna's B gotten multiple phone calls during that day.
5 office because I had lefi her several messages and g BY MR. EDWARDS:
10 didn't, didn't return get a return phone call. And it 10 . During any of the meetings -- how many
11 was during the time where: We're going to the grand 11 meetings are you aware of that Mr, Dershowitz
12 jury, no, we're not going to grand jury; yes, we're 12 participated in with the State Attomey's Office?
13 going; no, we're not. 13 A. There were a couple. Like I said, 1 attended
14 And it was, | believe, the following day 14 one,
15 when we were supposed to go to the grand juryand I [15 MR. PIKE: Form.
16 still had not heard from her as to what time nor had 16 THE WITHESS: 1didn't attend the second
17 I received a subpoena. So, I had comacted her 17 one. | want to say two to three.
18 numerous times during that day. I would say three 18 BY MR. EDWARDS:
19 to four times during that day. In the afternoon | 19 Q. And he is a person who also is found in
20 actually showed up at her office where she was 20 the message pad as somebody who has called Jeffrey
21 sitting in her office, 21 Epstein's home, correct?
22 Q. Did you speak with her? 22 A, As far as | can recall, yes,
23 A Yes, | did, 23 ). And did he ever indicate to them that he
24 Q. And what happened within that 24 was actually at the home on various occasions when
25 conversation? 25 some of these underage girls would come over to :
Fage 308 Page 310 |
1 MER. PIKE: Form. 1 Mr. Epstein's house?
2 THE WITNESS: There was actually a time 2 MR. PIKE: Form.
3 where there was a plea negotiation being 3 THE WITNESS: Mot that I recall.
4 discussed where it was to one count of felony, 4 BY MR. EDWARDS:
5 five years probation, and 1 believe no one had ] (). In fact, was he trying to convey to the
6 been contacted regarding 1o that negotiations. E State Attorney's office that you should not believe
7 BY MR. EDWARDS: 1 these girls that they were at his house at all
8 Q. When you say no one, are you speaking B because they have credibility problems?
9 about the police or victims? 8 MR. PIKE: Form, asked and answered.
10 MR, PIKE: One second. Form. I'm going 10 THE WITNESS: That's, that was the
11 to move (o strike and 1 am going to continue to 11 impression | received, yes.
12 assert the same privileges under the Federal 12 MR. EDWARDS: The next portion is going to
13 Rules 408, 410, and 401.9. I'm sorry. Go 13 take a long time. | mean it's petting into the
14 ahead, 14 juice of it. So, are we at a point that you
15 BY MR. EDWARDS: 15 want to stop rather than getting into something
16 (J. 'When you say no one had been contacted, 16 that's going to take a long time?
17 are you speaking about no police officers that were |17 MS. O'CONNOR: How long?
18 on the case or no victims? 18 MR. EDWARDS: Couple of hours,
19 A. Both the police officers and the victims 19 MS, O'CONNOR: 1 need to stop.
20 because [ was getting phone calls from the victims' |20 MR. KUVIN: Okay.
21 parents as to what time are we needed, 21 MR. PIKE: All right. So we are going to
22 Q). And when you say we were getting phone 22 break, W agreement on the record that
23 calls from the victims' parents, are those the 23 Detective and correct me if I am
24 victims that ultimately were listed as victims in 24 wrong, Ms, O'Connor will get back to us through
the, in the plea that transpired? ou sometime next week with a few available
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