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Dear Judge Filip: 
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Joe D. ""Whitley 
_t\lston & Bird LLP 
The Atlantic Building 

950 F Street, .N\V 
Washington, DC 20004--1404 

Ph: 202-756-3189 
Fax: 202-654-4889 

j oc. whitley@alston.com 

CONFIDENTIAL 

In his confirmation bearings last fall, Judge Mukasey admirably lifted up the finest 
traditions of the Department of Justice in assuring the United States Senate, and the American 
people, of his solemn intent to ensure fairness and integrity in the administration of justice. Your 
own confirmation hearings echoed that bedrock detem1ination to assure that the Department 
conduct itself with honor and integrity, especially in the enforcement of federal criminal imv. 

\Ve come to you in that spirit and respectfully ask for a review of the federal involvement 
in a quintessentially state matter involving our client, Jeffrey Epstein. While we are well aware 
of the rare insi:ances in which a review of this sort is justified, we arc confident that the 
eircwnstances at issue wan-anl such an examination. Based on our coUective experiences, as 
well as those of other former senior Justice Department officials whose advice we have sought, 
we have never before seen a case more appropriate for oversight and review. Thus, vvhile neither 
of us has previously made such a requesL we do so now in the recognition that both the 
Department's reputarion, as well as rhe due process rights of our client, are at issue. 

Recently, the Criminal Division concluded a very limii:ed review of this matter at the 
request of lJ. S. Attorney Alex Acosta. Crirically, however, this review ddiberately excluded 
many important aspects of this case. Just this past Friday, on May 16, 2008, ,ve received a letter 
from the head of CEOS informing us that CEOS had conducted a review of this case. By its own 
admission, the CEOS revie-w was "limited, both factually and legally." Part of the self-imposed 
limitation was CEOS's abstention from addressing our "allegations of professional misconduct 
by federal prosecutors"---evcn though such misconducr was, as we contend it is, inextricably 
intertwined with the credibility of the accusations being made against Mr. Epstein by the United 
States Attorney's Office in Miami ('TSAO"). Moreover, CEOS did not assess the terms of the 
Defem:d Prosecution Agreement no\v in effect, nor did CEOS review· the federal prosecucors' 
inappropriate effon:s to implement those tenns. We detail this point below. 
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By way of background, we were informed by Mr. Acosta that, at his request, CEOS 
would be conducting a review to determine whether federaJ prosecution was both appropriate 
and, in his words, "fair." That is not whai occurred. Instead, CEOS has now ackncwvledgcd that 
v,ie had raised "many compelling arguments" against the USAO's suggested "novel application" 
of federal law in this matter. E:ven so, CEOS concluded. in minimalist fashion, that ''we do not 
see anything that says to us categorically that a federal case should not be brought" and that the 
C.S. Anorney "would not be abusing his prosecworial discretion should he authorize federal 
prosecution of Mr. Epstein'' thus delegating back to Mr. Acosta the decision of whether federal 
prosecution \Vas warranted (emphasis added). Rather than assessing whether prosecution would 
be appropriare, CEOS, using a lmv baseline for its evaluation, determined only that "it would not 
be impossible to prove .. " certain aJlegations made against Mr. Epstein. The CEOS revie\v 
failed to address the significant problems involving the appearance of impermissible sdectfvity 
that \.vould necessarily result from a federai prosecution of Mr. Epstein. 

We respect CEOS's conclusion that its authority to review "misconduei:'' issues \Vas 

pr~ciuded by Criminal Division practice. We further respecr CEOS's view that it understood its 
mission as significantly limited. Specifically, the contemplated objective was to determine 
whether the USAO \vould be abusing its discretion by bringing a federal prosecution rather than 
making its o,vn de novo recommendations on the appropriate reach of federal law. Hmvever, we 
respectfully submit that a full revie,.v of all the facts is urgenily needed at .senior ievels of the 
Justice Departmem. In an effort to inform you of the nature of the federal investigation against 
Mr. Epstein, we summarize rhe facts and circumstances of this matter below. 

The 1vvo base-level concerns we hold arc that (1) federal prosecution of tl1is matter is not 
\Varranted based on the purely-local conduct and the unprecedented application of federal 
statutes to facts such as these and (2) the actions of federal authorities are both highly 
questionable and give rise to an appearance of substantial impropriety. The issu~s that we have 
raised, but which have not yet been addressed or resolved by the Department, are more than 
isolated allegations of professional mistakes or misconduct. These issues, instead, affect the 
appearance and administration of criminal justice with profound consequences beyond the 
resolution in the matter at hand. 

* 

In a precedent-shattering investigation of Jeffrey Epstein that raises important policy 
questions-and serious issues as to the fair and honorable enforcement of federal law-the 
\JS.AO in Miami is considering extending federal law beyond tbe bounds of precedent and 
reason. Federal prosecutors stretched the underlying facts iu ways that raise fundamental 
questions of basic professionalism. Perhaps most troubling, the USAO in Miami, as a condition 
of deferring prosecution, required a commingling of substantive federal criminal law with a 
proposed civil remedy engineered in a way that appears intended to profit particular iawyers in 
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private practice in South Florida wiih personal relationships to some of the prosecutors involved. 
Federal prosecmors then leaked highly sensitive infom1ation about the case to a New 'fork 
Times reporter. 1 The immediate result of this confluence of extraordinary circumstances is an 
onslaught of ci vii la\.vsuits, all save one brought by the First Assistant's former boutique law fin11 
in lVIiami. 

The facts in this case all revolve around the classic state crime of solicitation of 
prostitution.~ The Srate Attorney's Office in Palm Beach County had conducted a diligent 
investigation, convened a Grand Jury that returned an indictment, and made a final determination 
about how to proceed. That is where, in our federal republic, this mat1er should resl. 
!'v1r. Epst.:!in faces a felony conviction in state court by virtue of his conduct, and the oniy reason 
the State has nm r;:;solved this matter is that the federal prosecutors in Miami have continued to 

insist that we, Mr Epstein's counsel, approach and demand from the State Attorney's Office a 
harsher charge and a more severe punishment than that Office believes are appropriate under the 
circumstances. Yet despite the USAO's refusal to allow the State to resolve this mutter on the 
terms the State has determined are appropriate, the USAO has not made any attempt to 
coordinate its efforts with the State. ln fact, the USAO mandated that any federal agreement 
,vould be conditioned on Mr. Epstein persuading the State to seek a criminal punishment unlike 
that imposed on other defendants within the jurisdiction of the State Attorney for simi!ur 
conduct. 

From the inception of the USAO's involvement in this case, which at the end of the day 
is a case about solicitation of prostitution within the confines of Palm Beach County, Florida, we 
have asked ourselves why the Department of Justice is involved. Regrettably, we are unable to 
suggest any appropriate basis for the Department's involvement. Mr. Epstein has no criminal 
history whatsoev:::r. Also, Mr. Epstein has never been the subject of general media interest until 
a few years ago, after it was widely perceived by the public that he was a close friend of former 
President Bill Clinton. 

The conduci at issue is simply not within the purvic"v of federal jurisdiction and lies 
outside the heartland of the ihree federal statutes that have been identified by prosecu10rs-l 8 
l ' SC' s~ 1 -91 ?",.,'l(b) • d ,4')"(b) • . . • ~ C' :i. ' _..,..""_. ' an ~ _., . 

Om, of the other members of Mr. Epstein's defense team, Jay Letkowitz, bas personally reviewed the reporter's 
cvntemporaneous notes. 

Although some of the women allt:ged to be involved were 16 and 17 years of age, several of these women 
openly admitted to lying to Mr. Epstein about their age in their recent sworn statements. 
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These statutes are intended to rnrget crimes of a truly national and international scope. 
Specifically, § l 591 \Vas enacted to combat human trafficking, § 2422 is aimed at sexual 
predation of minors through the Internet, and § 2423 deals with sex tourism. The nature of these 
crimes results in multi-jurisdictional problems that state and local authorities carmot effectivei:' 
confront on their ov-m. However, Mr. Epstein's conduct was purely local in nature and, thus, 
does not implicate federal involvement. After researching every reported case brought under 18 
lJ.S.C. §§ 159L 2422(b), and 2423(b), we found that not a single case involves facts or a 
scenario similar to the situation at hand. Our review of each precedent reflects that there have 
been no reported prosecutions under § 1591 of a 'john' whose conduct with a minor lackt:d 
force, coercion, or fraud and who was not profiting from commercial sexual trafficking. There 
have likewise been no cases under § 2422(b)-·--a crime of communication-where there was no 
use of Lhe lnternet, and ·where the content of phone communications did not contain any inducing 
or enticing of a minor to have illegal sexual activity as expressly required by the language of the 
statute. Furthermore, the Government's contention that "routine and habit" can fill the factual 
and !..::gal void created by the lat>k of evidence that such a communication ever occurred sets this 
case apan from every reported case brought under§ 2422(b). Lastly, there are no reported cases 
of violations or§ 2423(b) of a person '1-vhose dominant purpose in traveling was merely to go to 
his O\\'Tl home 3 

Although these matters were within the scope of the CEOS review, rather than 
considering ,>.·hethcr federal prosecution is appropriate, CEOS only determined that C.S. 
Attorney Acosta "would noi be abusing his prosecutorial discretion should he authorize rederal 
prosecution" in this case. The "abuse of discretion'' standard constitutes an ~xtn:me!y low bar of 
evaluation and while it may be appropriate \Vhen the consideration of issues arc exclusively 
factual in nature, this standard fails to address concerns particular to this situation, namely the 
'·novel application" of federal statutes. The «abuse of discretion" standard in such pure legai 
matters of statutory application risks causing a lack of uniformity. The same federal statutes that 
would be stre1ched beyond their bounds in Miami have been limited to their heartland in each of 
the other federal districts. Also, because this case implicates broader issues of the administration 
of equal justice, federai prosecution in this matter risks the appearance of selectivity in its 
strecching of federal law to fit these facts. 

h:dcral prosecution of a man who engaged in consensual conduct in his home that amounted to, at mos1, the 
,olicitation of prostitution, is unprecedented. Since prostitution is fundamentally a state concern, (see L'nited 
Siat.::.1· v. Evans, 4 76 F.3d J 176, n. l (J Ith Cir. 2007) (federal law "does not criminalize all acL, of prostitution (u 
vice traditionally govemed by slate regulation)")), and there is no evidence that Palm Beach County authoriries 
c:nd Florida prosecutors cannot effoctive!y prosecute and punish the conduct, there is no reason why this matter 
should he extracted from the hands of state prosecutors in Florida. 

lQ on:; 
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[n fact, recent tescimony of several alleged "victims" contradicts claims made by federal 
prosecutors during Lhe negotiations of a deferred prosecution agreement. The consistent 
representations of key Government witnesses (such as , -
- and confirm the following critical points: First, there was no 
communication, telephonic or otherwise, that meets the requirements of§ 2422(6) . for instance, 
Ms. - confirmed that Mr. Epstein never emailed, text-messaged, or used any fadlity of 
interstate commerce whatsoever, before or after her one (and only) visit lo his home. -
Tr. (deposition) at 30. Second, the women who t.;:stified admitted chat they lied to Mr. Epstein 
about their age in order lo gain admittance into his home. Indeed, the women wbu brought their 
underage friends to Mr. Epstein testified that they would counsel their friends to iit: aboui their 
ages as well. Ms. - tatcd the following: "I would tell my girlfriends just iikc -
approached me. Make sure you tell him you're 18. Well, these girls that I brought, I know that 
they were l 8 or 19 or 20. And the girls that I didn't know and I don ' t know if they were lying or 
not, 1 would say make sure that you tell him you ' re 18." ■■■Tr. at 22. Third, there was no 
routine or habit of improper communication expressi..Qg an intent to transfom1 a massage into an 
illegal sexual act. In fact, there was often no sexual activity at all during the massag~. Ms. 
- testified that ·'[s]ometimes (Mr. Epstein] just wanted bis feet massaged. Sometim1:s hi 

just ,vanted a back massage." - Tr. at 19. also stated that Mr. Epstein 
"never touched [her) phys~ that all she did was "massage(] his back, hi s chest and his 
thigh:; and that \Vas it. " _...,r. at 12-13. Finally, there was no force, coercion, fraud. 
violence, dru~ven alcoh~) prese_nt in_ connectio~ with Mr. Epstein• s encow:iter:. \.Yilh these 
women. Ms. - tated that .. (Mr. Epstem) never tned to force me to do anythmg. --r. 
A ut I 2. These accounts are far from the usual testimony in sex slavery, Imemec stings and sex 
tourism cases previously brought. The women in actuality were not younger than 16, which is 
the age of consent in most of the 50 states, and the sex activity was irregular and in large part, 
consisted of solo se.lf-plcasuring. 

The recent crop of civil suits brought against Mr. Epstein confirm that the plaintiffs did 
not discuss any sexually-related activities with anyone prior to arriving at !vlr. Epstein 's 
residence. This reinforces our contention that no telephonic or Internet persuasion, inducement, 
enticement or coercion of a minor, or of any other individual, occurred. In addition, ~1r. Jeffrey 
Herman, the former law partner of one of the federal prosecutors involved in this matter and the 
atlorn~y for most of the civil complainants (as described in detail below), was quoted in the Palm 
B~:.i.ch Post as saying that "it doesn't matter" that his clients lied about thei r ages and told Mr. 
Epstein that they were 18 or 19. 

Not only is a federal prosecution of this matter unwarranted, but the in-egularity of 
conduct by prosecutors and the uno11bodox terms of the defened prosecution agreement are 
beyond any reasonable interpretation of the scope of a.prosecutor' s responsibilities . The list of 
improprieties includes, but is not limited to, the following facts: 

RFP MIA 000373 
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• Federal prosecutors made the unprecedented demand that Mr. Epstein pay .:i 

minimum of $150,000 per person to an unnamed list of women they referred to as 
minors and whom they insisted required representation by a guardian ad litem. Mr. 
Epstein's counsel later established that all but one of these individuals were actually 
adults, not minors. Even then, though demanding payment to d1e women, the 
USAO eventually asserted that it could not vouch for the veracity of any of tbe 
claims that these women might make. 

• Federal prosecutors made the highly unusual demand that Mr. Epstein pay the fet:.:, 
of a civil attorney chosen by the prosecutors to represem these alleged "victims" 
should they choose to bring any civil litigation against him. They also proposed 
sending a notice to the alleged "victims," stating, in an underlined sentence, that 
should they choose their own attorney, Mr. Epstein would not be required to pay 
their fees. The prosecutors further demanded that Mr. Epstein vvaive his right to 
challenge any of the allegations made by these "victims." 

• The Assistant U.S. Attorney involved in this matter recommended for the civil 
attorney, a highly lucrative position, an individual that we later discovered \Vas 

closely and personally connected to the Assistant U.S. Attorney's 0\\11 boyfriend. 

• Federal prosecutors represented to Mr. Epstein's counsel that they had identified 
(and later rechecked and re-identified) several alleged •'victims" of federal crimes 
that qualified for payment under 18 U.S.C. § 2255, a civil remedy designed to 
provide financial benefits to victims. Only through state discovery provisions did 
we later learn that many of the women on the rechecked "victim list" could not 
possibly qualify under § 2255. The reason is that they, themselves, testified that 
they did not suffer any type of harm "vhatsoever, a prerequisite for the civil recovery 
under § 2255. Moreover, these women stated that they did not, now or in the past, 
consider themselves to be victims. 

• During the last few months. Mr. Herman, First Assistant Sloman's fonner law 
partner, has filed several civil lawsuits against Mr. Epstein on behalf of the ulleged 
"victims." It ·is our understanding that each of Mr. Herman's clients are on the 
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Government's confidential "list of victims." Most of these lawsuits seek $50 
million in money damages 4 

• Assistant U.S. Attorney David Weinstein spoke about the case m great detail w 
Landon Thomas, a reporter with tbc New York Times, and revealed confidential 
information about the Government's allegations against Mr. Epstein. The Assistant 
U.S. Attorney also revealed the substance of confidential pica negotiations. 

• When counsel for Mr. Epstein complained about the media leaks, First Assistant 
Sloman responded by asserting that "Mr. Thomas was given, pursuant to his 
request, non-case specific information concerning specific federal statutes " Based 
on Mr. ·rhomas' contemporaneous notes, that assertion appears to be false. For 
example, Mr. Weinstein told Mr. Thomas that federal authorities believed that 
Mr. Epstein had lured girls over the telephone and traveled in interstate commerce 
for the purpose of engaging in underage sex. He recounted to Mr. Thomas the 
USAO's theory of prosecution against Mr. Epstein, replete with an anaiysis of the 
key statutes being considered. Furthermore, after Mr Epstein's defonse team 
complained about the leak to the CSAO, Mr. Weinstein, in Mr. Thomas' O'Wn 

description, then admonished him for talking to the defense, and getting him in 
trouble. Mr. Weinstein further told him not to believe the "spin" of Mr. Epstein's 
''high-priced attorneys," and then, according to Mr. Thomas, Mr. Weinstein 
forcefully "reminded" Mr. Thomas· that all prior conversations were merely 
hypothetical. 

We are constrained to conclude that the actions of federal officials in this case strike at 
the heart of one of the vitally important, enduring values in this country: the honest enforcement 
of federal law, free of political considerations and free. of the taint of personal financial 
motivations on the part of federal prosecutors that, at a minjmum, raise the appearance of serious 
impropriety. 

We were told by U.S. Attorney Acosta that as part of the review he requested, the 
Department had the authority, and his consent, to make any determination it deemed appropriate 
regarding this matter, including a decision to decline federal prosecution. Yet, CEOS's only 
conclusion, based on its limited review of the investigation, is that U.S. Attorney Acosta would 
nol abuse his discretion by proceeding against Mr. Epstein. Thu:;, the decision of whether 

As recently as two months ago, Mr. Sloman was still listed publiciy as ;:i part of his fonne, l<Jw firm. While we 
assume this was an oversight, :\'fr Sloman's identification as pan of the firm raises the appearance of 
improprieiy. 
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prosecution is fair and appropriate has been placed, once agam, m LLS. Attorney Acosta's 
hands. 

In light of the foregoing, we respectfully ask that you review this matter and discontinut: 
all federal involvement so that the State can appropriately bring this matter to closure. We 
would greatly appreciate the opportunity to meet with you to discuss these imponam issues. 
Such a meeting would provide the Department with an opportunity to review· the paramount 
issues of federalism and the appearance of selectivity thal are generated by the unprecedemed 
attempts io broaden the ambit of federal statutes to places that they have never before rea:.:hed. 
We sincerely appreciate: your attention to this matter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Kenneth W. Starr 
Kirkland & Ellis LLP 

0 
Joe D. Whitley 
Alston & Bird LLP 
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Child i·-:pl,1i::11i,,11 :md Ohsccnity· SccliPn r·CTOS'") In, ;dn:;Hh Ji.:ll..:nnirn:d J1:1t ClU, ,;ubst:mt:v~­
:,rsumc:cl:-. n::,:;1rdrn~~ wh: :1 f,.:dcr:il prosccution :1J !\Ir. Lpstcin 1s no! ,,:,r:·:nHl'd \\L"!:: 

··c11111p .. :llin~. I l11w.:-v::'.r. JI) L.:ll!l![';,dic1ion lo i\1r. si.-,111:in·s :,,sc>r!ion tk11 CL<JS ll;1,i pnr,idc:d ;111 

1mkpcntk!ll.. de /11.'l'(I ,c,·i(:\\ .. (. ·1:ns m;.Jl.lt' i..'kar thal i[ did 11()1 dP Sil. l11dccti. ( l ns Jec:li:.~·l: [l\ 

..::-;a111iw..: sc··.·c:·.:?l nf th;.• more lroublin~! :tspcc!s 1ii' th,~ invcsti2atinn oi :,,,1r lps1vin i:1dttd1:1:.-· 1!1c 

d..:lib,:r..111: leak In :lie .,\{-:, >',ll'k T1111t'Y ol n111n,·nlus highl_', ;.;omidc:1;ul ::spc:ct:-: o:· rile· 
invL·.stigalit>n ;md 11l:L',oli:11ions h:...:t1s•..:cn !he p:1nics ;is wt:ll <1::- tiJL· r~·ct::i: cr,i:, lll ,T, ii !;l\\~t1iis 

likd ;n;;J1n-.:1 :'v1r t-psll""ln bv ;\,fr Si,)!11,111 s r(\r!1"1C~ Li\\ p;ir·1111.:r 

Th~- t!llltL:c,:s,:ir·y ;ind :1rhi1;·:irily impn,;ed Jcadlin;.; Sl"l by lllc I ':--.A( J ,1 ;:~. d,,:i: .. ,,ci1:1n,1i :,n\· 
rt:':-.pecl {or Ilic i:1,im,1' i'urn:\Hm1111_! :111d sclJL•c.lulm!,'. uf sL:lc .rud1t.:i:tl m,?!lc·s. 11 rup11rc, ih:l' 

:\·Jr Lpstcm·;, l'L'UflS~:i f.K'l":;il!:!di..: the SIUll'. '\lh)rncy 0.f fl:ilrn ne:tch lt1 isstu.: ;1 cr1mi11:d inlt1:111;1\1trn 
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• 

• 

• 

I !n1:(1r:1hk \i:irk I· i!q, 
\,),1\ ?. 7. ::'OOS 

Ll'.-'.-C.:: 

lg] \J l; ;:; ,° \J \J C• 

k• :: •.:lnr:-::..: :ha, ti:c Si.:!lc :\ll11rr:<.:; li;i:-. tll.l!. ,ks;,itc :1 ll·•,• )'l·:1r ir1,·,·,;i::':11i,,t:. ,kl·,T11!1:!.:d Ill hl· 
:;j)p:-opru1..:. Mr. FpstL-111·,; Clll!ll:--1.:·i n,ust :1bo succ(·ssfully e:--pcdi;c :? pk;, ,,C ~·.ud,:- 1,1 ih1, ch:ir~·.: 
,111 :1 d:11,· pri1ff t., .l:iiy S. -~{)()~. \\'hich b thi:.· th111:.· prL·scntly sci hy 1hc sL-:lc coll:·1 l11d:·c 

hmi1cr. rlic rnrncccss:irv dc;idli11c is C\'cn more pr()hk111;iiic hcc:111sl' \,1r i .j'qc1:1 ·, cfi'nn 
t,) i·ccL'ncik tl11: sl,:ll: ch;.r~~1.: ;rnd sc11ti.:n.:c with ilw 1<.:nn:-: l'r the: .-'\;_.=,rcc111c111 r1:quirc::-, :lll u,JL:suat 
anJ unpn.:..:cdcnted thn:~1lc-ncd appl:catio?; o( kdcr~d Lt,-.. Thus. :l pL1cc- \.fr fps,L·1:, i;1 thL' 
ln~lil) iifl\lSU,d po:-,;itinn ll!' IU\'illt; to ck1n:ind 1h;it 1iic :--;;;11..:: :1cqui:.'.SCL· 1,; :t r,t\lr<.: :-,n c'lc: 

p1mish111::n1 th;m ;; h:id :drc:1dy d.:lcrmin:..·d \\:.1., :1J1rropri:!lc 

\\~: li,1vc ;1llcmptcd i\\ rcsnhc th;,;st.: :iml ot!ic;· i:--suc., thr,.,ugli the l ·-:.;_\( l :1:1d (TOS. 
111..:ludin:; r;1i_,;11~~ lH:r c1.,nu:·rns ,1bou1 ihc US.-\(_l·s in:-1ppr,11'ri;-1k CL 1ndt1c1 \.\·1th r._·:,;p..:..:I '.t1 !l1i::­
m~1\\c.r. Dut thr.sc avenues k1vc" ,10w been shut dm\·n \-fr Slom:.m·,; l~t,cr purpdrt" if• {Ynbhi, 
;u,,· lurlhcr c11nlacl hc:!wccr~ i\1r Frs!cir:'s dcknsc cL':!r!l ;uid l: S AlttirnL·, .~\..:1,,1::. :tnd :nsk:->d 

require-; us to cnrn1T;unic~1LL' "·ith lhe l;S.-\0 only lhPu~h \,'Ir. Slorn:rn·s sub"nlrn;itc.·c; 

\\'hik it p~i:;1:-; u-. ltl s,1\ thi-.. thi.-.; ;11is~1!iJcJ 11:-u:-.ccLtlio,1 from ,h:.: ucihcl _~jv._·s tk· 
;:pp,:;;:·:11:cc i!l~t1 i1 111:1y h:1vc hc~:ll p.->!ilic;:lly lllllll\·:1iL'.(l \;;r_ F.p-;1,:i11 IS :1 l:1::•I),,. '-llC.:cL·sslul. scll­
rn:ak husincssm;·in ::mi phil:1111hrnpi,.;; whn entered lb,· p11hlic ;ir-:n:1 1111i,· h, ,·,n1i,· ,1:· iii, L·l,i-.v 

~xrs<!n;tl a:;s,:ci:1liL•n ,, ith funll,:r Prc:;id1.::1l l3ili Clin:un Th\.·rc is lillk i..llltibl ,1; p·_,r !r:ll~J'.i th~H 
1hc l'S\() :1cn:r ,v,nild hav:: conLernpL.Hcd a prn.-.;ecuti,rn m this cas.: if \fr i .1,s;~;n \\'<.:•··.: jll'.,~ 
;•1?:11!1..::r ··Jtdin ... 

l I S. ,\rtnrn,.:, .\cp,1;1 prL·vic,11sly h;-1s s,;Hcd th;!! he is ··s~'!ll:J;!tllL·t 1c· i(, ,,tn 1,·,k-::ilisni. 
rcL!tcd c(,nc..::rn.s. but lie h~is t~1kcn tlic p 1.,~itit111 th;:! hi~ ;1uth(,rity is limited [,\ cnf,,r~c::iuit 
pn 1icics sc! i'o1·,h i11 \V:.1shi11;pn11. I)_{·. .'\S L',prcs,c;\ in ,·,rn p:·inr cnm11111:,ic,nin11 tt, v,,11. ''-·,, 

liL·!iL'Vi:.' !h:1i :1 cornpk1L' ;-llld i11,kpend:..'.l1i :!ppr:1is;ii :ind n:sol111io11 r,r 1his c:1:-,;L· mt1,:;1 ::ppr\1pri,t1L"!) 
\.\(lLJ!d ht· undenak1::T! o_v Yt'LIT OfftCl' bc~inninµ wi:h the rc,cission or the ~irh1tr:.ir::_ unt·:iT. :md 
1rnprcccdcmcd dc;idfi11c 1h;n ~.fr. Sl,-.m:111 dc:i1;111ds 1(1 :l:i'-'C i111p,-.scli i:1 1li1:-; c;1sc. \, tl1..: \',:n 

k:1c:l. \\·c \Vl'Uid ::ppr..:ci.ilc :t lt>llin}'. ur the :1rhitr;try lt!lli.c·ii,1c i,:lJW-icd tm tlUI :.:l:c:11: h:, the [ \.-\{) 
i11 1•rckr 1\1 ;d!•1\1 llfnc 11:ir your of!ict: in 1.:llll..,itk·r rnn rup!,·-.r 1i::it n1t1 lll!tk-!·t:d-x ;1 ri:\ icn Pl tiii:-, 
C:l'°l'.. 

l\.·..:r:nctli \\. St:1r;· 

k irl,1,rnd & !·l!is I f .!' 

<._·:·~/!;i~:rk!f,11,. 
lex: IJ \\ hi:!L·y / 
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