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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND
FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA

Case No. 50-2009CA040800XXXXMBAG

JEFFREY EPSTEIN,

Plaintiftf/Counter-Defendant,

PART 5

V.

SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually, and
BRADLEY J. EDWARDS, individually,

Defendants/Counter-Plaintiff,
/

PLAINTIFF/COUNTER-DEFENDANT JEFFREY EPSTEIN’S APPENDIX OF
DOCUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF HIS REVISED OMNIBUS MOTION IN LIMINE

Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Jeffrey Epstein,(“Epstein”) files this Appendix of Documents

in support of his revised Omnibus Motion«in Limine:

No. Date Document
1 1/5/11 Epstein®s Motion to Amend Complaint (D.E. 195)
2 4/9/09 Plaintiff’s§ Motion to Strike References to Non-Prosecution

Agreement or, in the Alternative, to Lift Protective Order
Barring Jane Doe’s Attorneys from Revealing Provisions in the
Agreement (D.E. 32); Jane Doe v. Jeffrey Epstein; S.D. Fla. Case
No. 9:08-cv-80893-KAM

3 4/17/09 | Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint (D.E. 38)
Jane Doe v. Jeffrey Epstein; S.D. Fla. Case No. 9:08-cv-80893-KAM

4 4/30/09 | Jeffrey Epstein’s Deposition Transcript Excerpts (pp. 148, 151-
152); E.W. v. Jeffrey Epstein; 15 Judicial Circuit Case No. 50-2008-
CA-028058-XXXX-MB
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No. Date Document

5 6/19/09 | Plaintiff’s Motion for Injunction Restraining Fraudulent
Transfer of Asserts, Appointment of a Receiver to Take Charge
of Property of Epstein, and to Post a $15 Million Bond to Secure
Potential Judgment (D.E. 165); Jane Doe 2 v. Jeffrey Epstein; S.D.
Fla. Case No. 08-cv-80119-MARRA/JOHNSON

6 11/5/09 | Order Denying Plaintiff’s Motion for Injunction, etc. (D.E. 400)
Jane Doe 2 v. Jeffrey Epstein; S.D. Fla. Case No. 08-cv-80119-
MARRA/JOHNSON

7 7/22/09 | Letters from Edwards re depositions

8 7/27/09 | Complaint (D.E. 1)
L.M. v. Jeffrey Epstein; S.D. Fla. Case No.9:08-cv=81092-KAM

9 N/A Court Docket
L.M. v. Jeffrey Epstein; S.D. Fla. Case No. 9:08-cv-81092-KAM

10 8/11/09 | Re-Notices of Taking Videotaped Deposition of Donald Trump

8/24/09 | Jane Doe v. Jeffrey Epstein; S.D, Fla. Case No. 9:08-cv-80893-KAM

11 8/10/09 | Plaintiff’s Requestfor Entry Upon Land (D.E. 143)
E.W. v. Jeffrey Epstein; 15" Judicial Circuit Case No. 50-2008-CA-
028058-XXXX-MB

12 8/24/09 | Epstein’s\Motion for Protective Order Regarding Depositions of
Lawrence Visoski and David Hart Rogers (D.E. 159)
L.M. . Jeffrey Epstein; 15" Judicial Circuit Case No. 50-2008-CA-
028051-XXXX-MB

13 11/3/09 | Article: South Florida Sun-Sentinel - Scott Rothstein’s
investment deals seemed too good to be true

14 11/6/09 | Article: New Times Broward-Palm Beach — Scott Rothstein: The
Jeffrey Epstein and Bill Clinton Ploy

15 11/9/09 | Verified Complaint for Forfeiture In Rem (D.E. 1)
United States of America v. Scott W. Rothstein (Forfeiture Action);
S.D. Fla. Case No. 0:09-CV-61780-WJZ

16 11/12/09 | Article: South Florida Sun-Sentinel — FBI doubts Rothstein ran a

Ponzi scheme alone




No. Date Document
17 11/20/09 | Complaint (without exhibits) (D.E. 3)
Razorback Funding, LLC v. Rothstein
17th Jud. Cir. Case No. 062009CA062943AXXXCE
18 11/23/09 | Amended Verified Complaint for Forfeiture In Rem (D.E. 14)
United States of America v. Scott W. Rothstein (Forfeiture Action);
S.D. Fla. Case No. 0:09-CV-61780-WJZ
19 11/23/09 | Article: South Florida Sun-Sentinel — You’re in a town full of
thieves
20 11/24/09 | Article: The Miami Herald — Feds: Scott Rothstein Ponzi scheme
paid salaries at law firm
21 11/25/09 | Amended Complaint (without exhibits) (D.E. 12)
Razorback Funding, LLC v. Rothstein
17th Jud. Cir. Case No. 062009CA062943AXXXCE
22 12/1/09 | Information (D.E. 1)
United States v. Rothstein; S.DFla. Case No. 0:09-cr-60331-JIC
23 12/7/09 | Complaint (without exhibits) (D.E. 5)
24 6/30/17 | Affidavit of Jeffrey Epstein (D.E. 931)
25 11/10/17 | BradleydJ/Edwards’ Deposition Transcript Excerpts (pp.
163-164, 166, 227-229, 259-260, 276-278, 321-322, 338-
339)
26 3/23/10 | Bradley J. Edwards’ Deposition Transcript Excerpts (pp.
2, 116-117, 123-125, 230-231)
27 10/1%0/137 | Bradley J. Edwards’ Deposition Transcript Excerpts (pp.
205)
28 7/26/09 | Email from Pricilla Nascimento to Scott Rothstein
8/13/09 | Email from Bradley J. Edwards to Priscilla Nascimento
10/23/09 | Email from Ken Jenne to Scott Rothstein
29 6/14/12 | Scott Rothstein’s Deposition Transcript Excerpts (pp. 23-

26, 52-53)




No. Date Document

30 12/12/11 | Scott Rothstein’s Deposition Transcript Excerpts (pp. 59-62);
Razorback Funding, LLC v. Rothstein; 17th Jud. Cir. Case No.
062009CA062943AXXXCE

31 12/21/11 | Scott Rothstein’s Deposition Transcript Excerpts (p. 2278)
Razorback Funding, LLC v. Rothstein; 17th Jud. Cir. Case No.
062009CA062943AXXXCE

32 3/17/10 | Jeffrey Epstein’s Deposition Transcript Excerpts (pp. 13-14, 19-
20, 23, 25-26, 28-34, 36-39, 48-55, 57, 59-60, 62-69, 73-74,.76-80,
83-88, 90-95, 116-123)

33 11/9/17 | Edwards’ Amended Exhibit List (D.E. 1043)

34 11/15/17 | Epstein’s Objections to Edwards’ Amended Exhibit List
(D.E. 1058)

35 11/9/17 | Edwards’ Seventh Amended and.Supplemental Witness List
(D.E. 1042)

36 1/25/12 | Jeffrey Epstein’s Deposition Transcript Excerpts (pp. 19-21)




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that the foregoing document has been furnished to the attorneys listed on the
Service List below on November 21, 2017, through the Court’s e-filing portal pursuant to Florida

Rule of Judicial Administration 2.516(b)(1).

LINK & ROCKENBACH, PA

1555 Palm Beach Lakes Boulevard, Suite 301
West Palm Beach, Florida 33401

(561) 727-3600; (561) 727-3601 [fax]

By: /s/ Scott J. Link

Scott J. Link (FBN 60299 1)

Kara Berard Rockenbach (FBN 44903)
Angela M. Many (FBN 26680)
Primary: Scott@linkrocklaw.com
Primary: Kara@linkrocklaw.com
Primary: Angela@linkrocklaw.com
Secondary: Tina@linkrocklaw.com
Secondary: Troy@linkrocklaw.com
Secondary: Tanya@linkrocklaw.com
Secondary: Eservice@linkrocklaw.com

Trial Counsel for Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant
Jeffrey Epstein

SERVICE LIST

Jack Scarola

Searcy, Denny, Scarola, Barnhart & Shipley, P.A.
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West Palm Beach, FIv, 33409
mep@searcylaw.com

jsx(@searcylaw.com
scarolateam(@searcylaw.com

Co-Counsel for Defendant/Counter-Plaintiff
Bradley J. Edwards

Nichole J. Segal

Burlington & Rockenbach, P.A.

Courthouse Commons, Suite 350

444 West Railroad Avenue

West Palm Beach, FL. 33401
njs@FLAppellateLaw.com
kbt@FLAppellateLaw.com

Co-Counsel for Defendant/Counter-Plaintiff
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IN THE CIRGUIT COURT ‘OF THE
FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL TIRGUIT:IN AND FOR
PALM:BEAGH CGUNTY FLORIDA
JEFFREY EPSTEIN, o
N 2 Coinplex Litigation, Fla. R.'Civ, Pro. 1.201
CASE NO. '
Plalnti, 50 2000.CAD:A 013 S U00XMB
Vi .
SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, indwidually, -
. BRADLEY J. EDWARBS Thdividually, and SOPY .
LM, Individually; A
. . , RECEIVED FOR FILING _
o cendEe DEG 07 8
T ’ ' R e .. S B ‘Eﬂhﬁ'&m@x, B ufisd
. COMPLAINT aL%ﬁtﬁ AR ...;*\f@
glBguiT B

Plaintiif, JEFFREY EPSTEIN, (herelnafter PEPSTEIN")," by and through his

:undersigned® attomays, files this action. agalnst Defendants, SCOTT ROTHSTEIN,

individually, tBRADLE"( J. EDWARDS ridividually, and L.M., individuafly. Accordingly,
EPSTEIN states: ) '
SUMMARY. OF AGTION

Attorney-Scott Rothsteln alded by otﬁer lawyers and employees at the fitm
of Ridthste'lh, Rosenfeldt, and Adler, P.A, for personal greed and .en.ricﬁm'ent, in betrayal
of the ethieal, legal and fiduclary duties to-their own clients and professional obligations
to the admirstration of Justice, deliberately engaged In :a pattern of racketeering that
Involved'a staggering series of gravely serlous gbstructions of justice, actionable frauds,
and the orchestration and conducting of egregious civil litigation abuses that resulted in

profeundly serlous Injury to Jeffrey Epstein one of several targets of thelr misconduct
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and others, Rothstein -and RRA's fraud had no boundary; Rothstein and his co-
conspirators forgad Federal coutt erders and epinlons. Amongst the violations of Taw

thiat.dre-the subject of thls lawsult:are the marketing of non-existent Epsteifitsattlements

and the sanétiofiing of a serles of depasitions.that were unrelated totany-principled

litigefion purpose but instead deslgned fo discover extraneous private'information about

;.’Epié-téi'n or Hls personal and business assoclates {including well:khewn public figures) in

The misconduct featured- the filing of legal motions'and the pursult of a civil ﬁﬂgaﬂon
strategy that was unrefated to the meilts orwalus-of their clients’ cases and, instead,
had as its iniproper purpose-the fartheflng of\Rothsieln's misrepresentations -and decelt
to third party Investors,' As a result, Epstein was sutiject to abusive Investigatory tactics,

qh'p;rlhcipled media attacks,.gnd.unsupportabls legal filings. This lawsult is filed and will

‘be vigerously ‘pursued aga[nét all these defendants, The Rothsteln racketeering

shitétprise endeavored to Gomipromise the tore values of both state and federal justice

‘systems’in South Florida afd:fo-vindicate the hardwerking and hienest lawyers and thelr

cliefits who ‘were adversely affected by the misconduct that Is the subject of this
Complaint. .

Plalntiff reserves ‘the right to add- additlonai defendants - co-consplrators as the
facts and evidence Is developed,

GENERAL ALLEGATONS

1. THis is an action for damages In excess of $15,000.00, exclusive costs, intefast,

and attorneys' fees,

e SR
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2. Plaintiff, EPSTEIN, Is an adult.end currently is residing and works in alm Beach
County, Florida.
3. Deféendant, SCOTT ROTHSTEIN ("ROTHSTEIN"), s an Individual, residing in

Broward ‘Couity; Florida, .shd was licensed to practice law in the State of\Florida. In

Navember 2008, ROTHSTEIN voluntarlly telinquished his law licensein the:midst of the
fmplosion-6f Rothstein, Rogenfaldt.and: Adler; P.A, ("RRA"). "He was disbaired by the

Fiorida Suprame Court on November ‘20, 2009. On December 1, 2009, ROTHSTEIN

was arested and arralgned in Federal Court In Broward County, Flotida:

‘4, Atal'imes relevant hetoto, ROTHSTEIN was-the managing partnef and CEO of

B, prenﬂ’ant, ROTHSTEIN .and Stuart Rosenfeldt, are .and were the princlpal
6Wn;a'rf‘s_f of &quity:liy RRA and-éach to-founded RRA.

6. Deferidant, BRADLEY J.‘EDWARDS ("EDWARDS"), Is an Individual resiting In

Broward County, Florida‘and Is licensed to practice law in the State of Flofida. At all

times. relevant hereto;” EDWARDS was an employee, agent, associate, partner,

-sha r‘éh’e‘tder;:ahd/b‘r otherrepresentative-of RRA.

7 Defepdant, LN.-("L.M.%); is an-individual residing in Palm Beach County, Florida.
At_ail times relevant hereto, LLM. was represented by -RRA, ROTHSTEIN and
EDWARDS in a civil lawsuit against Epsteln and was an essential particlpant In the
scheme referenced infra by, among other things, substantially changlhg prior sworn

testimony, so-as to assist the Defendants in promoting thelr fraudulent scheme for the
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promiise of a muitizmilileh dollar recovery relative to the Civil Actlons: (defined’ below)
involving Epstein, which was complstely out of proportion to her alleged darhages.

‘8. Non-parly, RRA Is a Florida Professlonal Service Corporation; with)a printipal

_ alfdress.of 401 East Las Olas Blvd., Suite 1650, Fort Lauderdale, Fi 33401, inv-addition

_ to Its princlpal office, RRA also maintained seven offices In Floriday-New York, -ard
Vetiezuela, and employéd over 70 attorneys and 200 support staff-"RRA also maintains
dh-offics at 1109 NE"2d Street, Hallendale Beath, Florida-33009-8515. RRA, through
its -atfomays, oluding those nemed as Defendants’ hereln; ‘ condiicted” ‘busihess
throughotit Florda, and relevant to this action, conducted business and filed lawsuits on
behiilf of clients In Palm Beach Colinty, ‘Florida. (RRA is cumsrtly a debtor In
“bankraptey. RRA is not named as@ Defendant).

EACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

9. The Unlted States in Unlted States of America:v. Sooit w. ﬁo’ths’té‘;n; Case Ne.

| b?=6'@3’.’-3‘1ﬁﬂ‘-—ﬁbhn’,— United ™ Stédtes District Court, Southern -Bistiict of Flarida; has
: brotight an -action for Racketeering Conspiracy, 18 U.8.C. § 1962(d) against Stott W.
Rothstein(who was the chief executive officer and chairman of ‘RRA. Within the
!’ﬁﬁ:élf‘maﬂon. | which was filed, the United States of America has identified the enterprise
a8 beji;g thie law firm, RRA, through which Rothsteln in conjunction with "his co-

:otinSpifators” (not yet identified by the USA) engaged in the pattern of racketeeting
" through its base of opéf;tion at the offlces of RRA from sometime Ip 2005 up through

and continuing Into November of 2009. Through varlous criminal activities, Including

mall fraud, wire fraud and money. laundering, the United Stafes of America asserts that .

A ol
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Rothstein:and his co-consplrators unlawifully obtained approximately $1.2 billion from
investors by fraud In connection with a Penzi sChé-me. The USA fatther alleges that
“Rothstein and co-conspirators initiated the criminal conduct allegediin the instant
inforriation in ordér to persenally enrich themséives and {0 supplement the Ificome and
sustain the dally operation-of RRA.” In essenée-. In'the absence of Rothisteln-and his.co-
conspirators Gonducting the Perizl scheme, the daﬂy-aﬁéﬁaﬂoﬁ of RRA, which.ingluded

payrolt {Eomperisation to lawyers, staff, investigators; ete,), accounts payable including

" unlimitesd improper, harassing and . potential ilegal investigation on ¢ases, including

Ep.steinerelafe‘d matters, would in all llkelihood would not have beeri'sustainable, A copy
of the Infsrmation‘is-attached as Exhibit 1 to'this:action.

40. As more fully set forth hérein, RRA held: itself out as 'legit’ima?te_ly and properly
_engaging In the practice oftaw’- In reality, ROTHSTEIN and othiersin RRA were-Using

RRA to-market Investments, as described*Balow,-.sb as to bilk investors out of hundreds

. of nilllens "of dollars. ROTHSTEIN and others in RRA- devised an elaborate plan

through which were sold purperted confidential a$signments. of & strictured pay-out

. seftlements, ‘supposedly reached on behalf of RRA for clients, in exchange for

‘immediate payments to-these clients. of-a discounted lump.sum amount, investsrs-were .

being promised In excess of a 30% return-on thelr Investmerit which-was te be pald out
to the investors ‘over time. While some of the cases relled upon to Induce Investor
funding were existing -filed cases, It is believed that the confidential,. structured pay-out

seltleriénts were all fabricated. ) .
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11. Based on media Tepors, Federal Buréau of Investigation (FBI) press
conferences and releases and 'thg Information the massive Ponzl scheme and pattem of
' ¢riminal activity meant to lure Investors.began sometime in 2005 and continued.through
the fall of 2009, when the schieme was uncovered by some-of the investors and the FBL
As of Novemnbér of 2869, civl lawstits - were and continue to/be filed against various
"Befendants-as.result of their massive fraudulsnt and crimiinal scheme.

12. This fraudulent and iegal Investment scheme Is.aiso/evidenced by the filing of
Amended-Complaint For Dissolution And For Emergency Transfor of Corporate Powers
{0 Stuart A. Rosenfolt, Qr, In The Altsmalive; For the Appsintment:of A Custodian or
Racelver by ROSENFELDT, and RRA, agalnst ROTHSTEIN, indlividiially, (Gase No. 00
959301, In the Cir.c.uit Court of the Seventeenth. Judiclal Circuit, Broward County,
Flerida, Cempléx BUSlness Dii.);  (Rer&inafter "RRA dissolution ;action, and- aftached
herétoas Exhiblti 2)

13, Plalntiff references the RRA dissolution action for the sole _purpose that i

-dcknowledges that, RRA and ROTHSTEIN were in fact conducting -an ilegal and:

improper investment.-or Ponzl scheme based on promises- of finariclal retums from
~settlemients or outcomes of supposed legal aclions, including the actions brought
against Plaintiff EPSTEIN. The RRA dissolution action alleges in. part that ~
"ROTHSTEIN, the -managing -partner and CEO of the firm :(RRA), ‘has, acg¢ording to
. assertions of certaln Investors, -allegedly orchestrated a substantial misappropriation of
funds from investor trust accounts that made use of the law firm's name (RRA). The

investment business created and opsrated by ROTHSTEIN centered around the sale of

L e e Mt
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interests in sﬁqﬁfured séttle‘m'e’n%." See Prefiniinary Statement of RRA dissolution
‘nction, Exhibit 2 heréto.

14, in furtherance of the schiéme; RRA's letterhead was used In sommunileations
regardihy:investnidnt oppbrtunities: ifi purpotted stractared: séttlemientsy ' RRAS trust
account was used to-deposit.-hiundreds of millions ef dollars of wire transfer of mories
frém dupeid-lrivestersiand ottier victims. RRA personally guarantéed payments.

15: Roffisteln’s scheme went so far as to manufactisre false.and fraddulent Court
opinionsforders Incliding fr_ging,'t‘he signatures. of \U.S. Distdct Judge, Kenneth A
‘Marra and1:8,:Circult Calft Jodge, Susan B Blaak'. 4% Glreuitin othercases. itis not
yet kne\z;gn ifhe ff‘or‘g‘e‘d similar documents im\Espleln related miatters. “See-Composite
Exhibit 3 herstor, | o

16, The detalls of this fraudulent schéme are be‘fng revealed on a dally basis through
various media reports-and court documents. The most recent estimate of the financial

.scope-of the Btheime s that itexceeds $1.2. billion dollars,

17. Relsyanitto'this action, EPSTEN.is currently néme_ﬁd-as a defe_ndant‘m three civi)

actlons alleging, inter alla, sexual assault and battery-that were handled by RRA and Its
atlorneys inéludlng" EDWARDS prior to its Implesion — one of whi¢h .is filed' in federal
court'(Jane Doe v. Epsteln, Case No. 08-CIV-80893, U.8.D.C. 8.D. Fla,){Jane Doeis a
named: Defendant herein), and two of which have been filed in state court In the 15"

Judiclal-Circujt'Gourt, Palm'Beach County, State of Florlda, (L.M. v. Epstein, Case No,

502008CA028051XXXXMB AB; E.W. v. Epstein, Case No, 5020080A028058XXXXMB
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AB), (heréinafter collectively referred o as the "Civil Agtionis,” and LM is a named

Deféndant herein). The Clvil Actions were il filed In August and Septemiber-of 2008,

18" What [5 clear is that a fraudulent and improeper Investment or Ponzl.scheme was
in-fact conducted and operated by RRA and certain of the.namedDefendants; which
':s'.che:me,.'dire.cﬂy:fimp.écted EPSTEIN as.a named defendantin the- CivilAttions.

19 Mizmi aitariey: and-developer, Aldn Sakowitz, Was q_l.fl'o"'tétl ih & November 2009

) iérzﬁelésfasssafﬁhg=fr‘ié‘t~fhe had: met with ROTHSTEIN as-aypotential-fivestor in-August of

2009, but became §uspiclous. Hé stated " was convincéd it was all & -Ponzl scheme

and-| notifled i'he ‘F‘Bi. in detall how Scotty ROTHSTEIN was hidihg behind ‘a legiimate

law fitm- to ‘peddle fake Investmentsd, Attorney Sakowitz was @lso quoted -as saying

-ROTHSTEIN had -sophigticated gavesdropping equiprent and:former law-enforcement

‘officers who would sift through-a potential deferidants’ garbidge looking for damaging.

evidense 1o use.with investors™o-show how poteritial defendants could be in esséence
t;lefgkmalléd ih‘t’@.zpa-ying settlement that far exceeded the Vaiiie of any legitimate
damage clalin. ' ‘

20, Ft. Lauderdale attorney Willlam Scherer represents multiple ‘Rothstein related
Inyesiors. He'ih’cliéated'iln an ariicle-thal RRA/Rothsteln hé’d used the “Epsteln ‘i?l;a'y
as :a:-sﬁoWBiEce as:balt. That's the-way he ralsed‘.all the money. He would use, . ,cases
as ‘bait for luring Investors Irito fictional cases. All the cases he dilegedly structured
were fictional. | d"orj't believe there was a real one in there." In fact, on November 20,
2'0'69; Willlariy Scherer, on behalf of certaln clients, filed a 147 page Complaint against
ROTHSTEIN, David Boden, Debra Villegas, Andrew Bamett, TD Bank, -N.A., Frank

LR R
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-8pinost, Jennifer Kerstetter, Rosanne Cdretsky and Frank Preve asserting varicus

allegations that further prove the massive Ponzi scheme behind the RRA fagade; and
as of November 25, 2009, a 249 r;_age Amended Complaint naming additional
Deferdantswas fied;,

21, W-adfdition, and-upon-nformation and  belief, ROTHETEIN, David Boden, Debbia

Villegas, Aridrew Barnett, Michael Fislen and Kenneth-d6iing-{all employees of RRA)

. ~through- broksts or milddlermen would stage regular ‘meetings during which false

statefients: were mada about the number of casesfellents that existed -or RRA had

against EPSTEIN and the valne thereof.(THey would show and shiare actusl case files

. from the EPSTEIN actions.with hedde'fund managers. Thus, fhe sttomeys and clients

have walved any atforney-client of. work- product-privileges:that. otherwise may have

-existed,

22, Because poténtial investors were gfveh access to some ©f the actual Civil Action

fﬁl’es’, ifivestor-third, parties ‘may have: became aware of a name of an existing Plaintiff
" ﬂﬁol had ==ﬁled'-‘a<n0nymously'ag‘g’lns‘t Epstein-antd had oppbsed disclosure of her legal

pare,

23,In all other instances, by RRA, ROTHSTEIN and EDWARDS clalming the need

for anonymilty with regard to existing or fabricated clients, they were able to sffectively |

use Initlals, Jane Doe or other anonymous desighatlons which was a key element in the

‘fravidularit scher_ne. Fictitious pames could be created to make the investors believe

many:other cases existed agalinst Epstein,

4 e




‘Epsteln v, RRA, et al,
-Page 10

24. 1n each of RRA's Civil Actions, the Plga'lntlffs are or-were represented iby RRA and
-its'attotfiays, Iricluding ROTHSTEIN.and EDWARDS.

25." In dddition, Tnvestdrs were told that ifh addifion to the Civil Actiohs anather fifty
{80)- plus-anonymous feindles were represented by RRA; with the pefential for hundreds
of milllens of dollars in settlsments; and that RRA and-its attormeys would sue Epstein
iitiless he paid exorbitant-settiement amounts to protect histhigh-profile fiiends.

26. Upon informnation and bellef, EDWARDS Knewaor should have known that
ROTHSTEIN was utiliZing RRA' as a-front for, the massive Ponzi scheme aridfor were
58liiny -an-allsged interest:or théstni'e.’rit in t_H'e-‘CIVil.J&c’tiQns"(ahd other claims) invelving

 Epstein,

. .27, Furthet evidencing that EDWARDS (and :possibly other attomeys of RRA) knew
or should have known and paricipated in the cenfinuation éf the massive Ponzi
sehieme; a front-page Palfi ‘Beac .Post-article; dated November 24, 2009, reported -on
the récent filing of an driended fofeiitre complaint by prosecutors against “dozens of

ROTHSTEIN's ‘real. estate propsities; forelgn cars, restaurants and offier assets -

donated to political campalgns and chatitable funds.” The articie further reported that —
;Attorﬁey Sc_:ott ROTHSTEIN tapped into millions of dollars from his massive
investment -scam to cover payroll costs at his expanding Fort Lauderdale
law firm, federal authorities salslii.fn court records releassd Monday.

ROTHSTEIN's law -firm (RRA) generated,..rev.enué of $8. million in one
récent year, yet his. 70-lawyer law firm had a payroll of $18 million,
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prosétuters said. ROTHSTEIN, who ownéd fialf of RRA used investors'
rioney-from his Ponzi scheme to make up the shorifall, they said.
Subsequent articles and court filings have reflected ROTHSTEIN received

compehisation. iiv excess-of $35.7 million In 2008 and $10.5 milllion 'In-2008; while
his. partner Rasenfeldt ressived:greater than $6.miillfon in 2008,

28. ROTHSTEIN attempted fo-lure the eritity known.as D3 Capital Club, LLC, (*D3"),
‘by. offering: D3 “ihe opportunity” toinvest In a pre-suit $30,000,000.00 court setfement
against EPSTEN; yet .thfs supposed 'setﬂem'e'nt never exlsted and was enfirely
fabricated. To augment his concocted story, ROTHSTEIN, upon information and belief,
‘invited D3 to his office to view .ihirteen (13),banker's boxes of case files in Jane Doe
(one ofthe:Civil ;Aeﬁo:ns)"'l; an.aftempt tossubstantiate that the claims against EPSTEIN
viére legltimats and that the evidence.obtained.against-him by RRA, ROTHSTEIN, and
EDWARDS {(thé “Ltigation Teafii"ywas real.

29; Upon Information and-Belief, ROTHSTEIN and ethers offered other investors Iike
‘thie entity D3=3i“abrizeated'inves'tmeﬁtzopportunities in the Civil Actions Invelving EPSTEIN.

Flsten (a-fofmer Dade Gourity police officer with .a questionable police record and RRA *

" . .investigator) and-Jerine (4 former attorney, Broward-County Sheriff.and felon) assisted

ROTHSTEIN in -making fhese offers by providing confidential, privileged and work- A

product infermation to prospective third-party investors.

? at-appaarsiihal 13 out.-of tip-4D: boxes selzed by the FBJ-as part of Its Investigation at: RRA

«e‘c‘:‘oﬁ'ﬂi&mq;-‘fdfjﬂ!Qgsnﬂi@ﬂ,ﬁ_é__;i 3 Glvll Actions fnvelving EPSTEIN,-as reporfed by counsal for the;
ankruptey Tiostee.- Untl ‘boxuB:can be reviewed, as well-as.other distovery, Epstein will
2] 1e-icand:end those volved:
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30 By using the Civil Actions against EPSTEIN as “balt’ and fabricating settlements
_‘raé.arding, same; ROTHSTEIN and others were able to lure investors Into
ROTHBTEIN'S 1air andbilked them.of millions of doflars which, in turn, was used.to fund
theiifigation-ahEinst EPSTEIN-for the sole purpbse of continuing the massive Ponzi
sghefme:; )
31. As part of this schems, ROTHSTEIN and the Litigation Team, lndlviaually and In
a:coricerted effort, may have unethically-and llegally! .
a, :8old; allowed 1o be sold .and/or assistedwith the sala of an Interest In non-
-settied” parsonal injury lawsults: (which are nom-assignable -and -non-
' i - fraingferable) or sold non-existent structured settiements (inclading those
céses.!nwh;iw Epsteln);
b Reached agréements to share aftorneys fees with non-lawyers;
. t. Used investor,money to pay plalntiffs (l.e., LM., E:‘.W.' and Janhe Doe) "up
‘front’ meney. such that plaintiffs would refuise to-ssttle the Civil Actions;
do-Condutted searchies, wiretaps or ntercepted eonvérs'atlens in violdtion of
state o-r-federél;laws and Bar rules; and .
.'e.h Utllized. the judicial pracess including, but not limited to, unreasonable and
W unnecessary discovery, for the sole purpose of furthering. the Poenzl
schienrie, '
32, Any such acfions by ROTHSTEIN, and other attomeys, including the Litigation

Team, directly or Indirectly, would potentially be a violation of various Florida Bar Rules,

Gommia,
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including prohibiting the improper sharing of fees or costs and various confllcts of Issues

33 Evidencing that the Litigation Team knewor:should have-knéwn of"the-ilfqpmper

' puipssé that ‘ROTHSTEIN was pursuing In the continuation” of \tho" scheme,

STEIN used RRA's Litigation Team in the- EPSTEIN casés to pursue Issues and

‘gyldente- Untelated- to -and unnecassary to the claims pled In the Civil' Actions, but
significantly beneficial to lure investors inte the~PonzZi' scheme crchestrated by.
ROTHSTEIN ghd other co-conspirators. "

34, Upon information and belief, ROTHSTEIN.and others claiined thel irivestipators
duscovered that there were high-profilé, individuals onboard Epstein's private: ]et where

sexual assaults took place and showed D3 (and posmbly others) coples ofa ﬂight log

" ‘purpoitedly containing names of celebrities, dignitaries, and intema’uonal figures.

35 For instance, the Litigation Team relentlessly and knowingly-pursued -flight- data
and passenger manifests regarding flights EPSTEIN took with: these famous Individuals
knownng full well fhat no underage- women -wera onboard. and no illicit activities took

plage. ROTHSTEIN and the Litigation Team also inappropriately attempted to take the

* “depositions'af these celebrities In & calculated effort to bolster the marketing scam that

Wwastaking place.

36. One of Plaintiffs’ counsel, EDWARDS, deposed three of EPSTEIN'S pllots, and
sought the deposition -of a fourth pilot (currently serving in Irag). The pilots were
deposed by EDWARDS for over twelve {12) hours, and EDWARDS never asked one
question relating to or about EW., L.M,, and Ja_ne Doe.(RRA dlients) as 1t related to
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’transpt;ﬂaﬁoi\ on flights of RRA cllents on any: of EPSTEIN'S .planes. But EDWARDS

asked many lnﬂainma‘tory and leading Iirelevant ‘questioiis about the pﬁmf's‘- thoughts
and bellefs (which will never be admissible at trial) which could only have been asked
for the purpeses of “puimping” the cases and thus by using the deposifiens to sell the
cases (ora;pant of them) to third parties.

37. Becaiise of these facts, ROTHSTEIN claimed’ ihat :épstéih ‘wanted' to- make

certaln none of these individuals would be deposed and thersfors he hdd offered

$200,600,000.00 fo satle-the clalms of RRA fervale dients veirious potential plaintifs In
‘actions against EPSTEIN. The offer of a $200- million dollar-setiement by EPSTEIN
was completsly fabricated; no such offér had averbeeh made.
< 38, EDWARDS' E)‘fﬂbe also (nofifled D‘ef'en:dant that he Intended to take the
-depositions of.and was subpeenaing:
i Donal‘c;i' Trump (real-estate magnate and business mogtl);
(i).Alan Dershowliz (noted Harvard Law professer, constitutional attomey
and one of EPSTEIN'S cfiniinal defense-attomeys);
'(iii)’Bm'C'Iin'to.n'(Form’e;‘PieS'Itjent of the United States);
(iv) Tommy Mottola (former President of Soq&:Recé rd); and
(v) David Copperfield (flusionlst).
39. The above:named Individuals were friends and acquaintancas of EPSTEIN with
whom he knew throug‘h business or philanthropic work over the years. None of the

above-named Individuals had any connection whatsoever with any of the Litigation

- Team's clients, EW., L.M. or Jane Dae.
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40. EPWARDS fled amended ansivers fo interrsgatornies-in-the state court matters,
EW. and L.M.; and listed adaiﬁo"nal-hig‘h profile withesses: that would allegedly be called
at tral, Imc!udlr;'g,- but-not limited to:

@) Bl Richardson (Govemor of New Wexico, fermerly U.S,
Representative and:Ambassadoer to the United Natlons); and

GD-Any &0 dll persoris havitg knowledge of EPSTEIN'S charitable,
political or ather donations;?

‘41, The sole purpose of the sclieduling-of these ‘depositions or listing high profile

" * friends/acqualintainces as potential witnesses/was, agaln, fo “pump” the tases to

investors, Therg-i§ no f:uidence to date that'any of these individuals had or have any
knowledge regarding RRA's CivilActions.

42, ln furtherance of their flegal and fraudulent schemie against EPSTEIN,
. ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS (whoelther know or should have known) and, at tires, LM,
in her Chvil-Adtion:against EPSTEIN:

: d) Included clalms for damages ‘in Jane Doe's federal ‘action In
excéss of $50,000,000.00 rather than simply alleging the
juti-gd[dﬁ@nél-’l{mlts.

B) OrgamZed & Jane’ Doe TV media interview without any legitimate

legal purpose other than to "pump” the federal case for potential

2 These high-~ptofile celebrity purported" watnesses have nb.personal knowlsdge regarding the facts on
these "Three Cases’, but were bsing contacled, subpooenacd ¢r listed to harass and intimidats them and
Epsteln. and to add star" appeal to the marke!lng effort of 1he Ponzi scheme,

-
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investors or to prejudice Epstein’s rght to a faii- tal in Palm
Beach County.

c) EDWARDS, Berger ahd Russell Adler {(anether named psriner in
RRA) all attended EPSTEIN'S deposition/ At fhat time,
outrageous questions were asked of EPSTEIN-Whieh had no
beailng en fhe case, but so ;;ha_t the.video and guestiens could be
shown to Investors.

d) Condudtéd and attempted {6, conduct completely Irrelevant
ﬂlﬂs“ébﬁié'r;yi-ﬁnr,e!ated 16" the’ clalms 1n or subject matter of the Civil
Agtions for-the purpose of harassing -and embarrassing witnesses

. and EPSTENand vausing EPSTEIN to spend tens of thousands

_ -of dollars)in unnecessary attorneys’ fees and costs defending”

what appeared to be:discovery related to the Civil Actions but was
entirely related to the furtherance of the Ponzi schemes,

o) After EDWARDS was recrulted: and jolned RRA-In the &pting of

2009, the tone and tenof of rhetoric directedto cases against

EPSTEIN used by Attorney EDWARDS and Berger changed
dramatically in'address[ng the court on various motlons from
being substantive on the facts pled to ridiculously inflammatory
) and seund-bite rich such as the July 81, 2009, transcript when
EDWARDS stated to the Court in EW./L.M.; “Whatthe evidence

Is really going to show Is that Mr. Epsteiin —at least dating back as
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~ far as our Investigation and resources have pe'rmitfted."ﬂbabk to

1997 or '98 - has every single day of his life, made aniattempt to

séxually-dbuse children. We're net talking aboutdive, we're not

talking-about. 20, we're not talking about 100, we're not talking
about 406, which, | believe, Is the (number knewn to law-
ehforcernent, we. are talking-about thausands of children: ...and it
"Is“;'-fhmugh:‘:a-‘vew Intrlcate and: comélicated ‘system that he devised
where tie- has as many as‘20:pepple working. undéifigath him that.
hé is paying well'to schedule these appointments, t loeate these
girls.” |

As an example, EBWARDS filed-an unsupportable and legally
defliclent Motion for Injunctien -'Re.s't‘rainih.g Fraudtilent Transfer of
Assets, Appojntment of a Recgiverto "f?ak‘eS.Gharge of Property of
Epstein, and to Post.a $15 million. Bond to: Sscure Potential

Judgment, In Jane Doe_v. Egsteln, Case No, 08-CVW-80§93-

* MarratJohnson. The motion was reported in the press as-was the

_ ultimate goal {ie., to "pump” the cases for Investor following).

‘However, the Court found. “Plaintiff's -motion entirely devoid of

evidence ., . ”, and denled the motion in-tofo.

g) ROTHSTEIN told investors he. had another 52 females that he

represented, and that Epsteln had offered $200 milllon to resolve,
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but that he could settle, confidently, these cases for $500 million,

separate and apart from his legal fess.

h) ROTHSTEIN and -thé-l;iti_gation Team knew or should have known

that thelr thieé -(:'S_e)i‘-filecfzcases- were weak and had\minimal value

for the following reasons:

0

o)

(i)

L.M. — testified-she mever had-dny type of sex with

" Epsteln; worked. atynumérous, stiip” clubs; is an
" admitted prostitGte and call giff; has a history of

Megal ‘drug-use (pot; palrkillers, Xanax, Ecstasy);

afnd .continually assered the 5™ Amendment
during herdepositiens In:order.to avold:answering
relevarit but:problem questions for her;

E.W.. - teslified she worked at eleven (11)

‘séparate stip clubs; including Cheetah which
" RRA Yepresented and'in: whilch ROTHSTEIN may

have .owned :@n Interest; and E.W, also worked at

- Platinum Shewgids In Boynton Beach, which was

the subject of a recent police raid where dancers
were allegedly selling prescription palnkillers and

drugs-to customers and prostituting themselves.

" Jane Doe (federal case) seeks $50 million from

"Epstein. She and her attomeys claim severs

i -t
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0

)

emotional” distress as a result of her having
" voluntarily gone to Epsielii's home. She testified
that there was never oral, and%or sexual
intercourse; nor did she ever totieh, his genltalla,
Yet,. Jane Doe suffered extrenie'emotional distress
wall:prior to:mesting Epstein-as a result of having.
wittiessed hgr father ‘murder his gliifrignd's son.
She.was requlred to give swoin tastimeny In that
matter@and hias'admitted that she-has lied in swom:
testimony,” Jane Doe worked at'two differ'e;'it strip
clubs,” including -Platinum Showgirls In Boynton
Beach,
Conducted” rdiculous and- 'irxe'lé'\rant discovery such as
subpéenaing f.ecorqs from :;n alleged sex therapist, Dr. Leonard
Bard In Massachusetts, when the allgged police report reflected

that EPSTEIN had'only seen a éhlropractor In Palm Beach named

" Dr.Bard, No:records relating to EPSTEIN existed for this allaged

sex therapist, Dr, Bard, and the alleged.subpoena for records was -
just another mechanism to "pump” the cases for investor appeal;
Allowed a Second Amended Coimplaint ﬁtc; be flled on behalf of »
L.M. alleging that EPSTEIN forced the minor into “oral sex,” yet

L.M, testifled that she never engaged In-oral, anal, or vaginal
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k)

)

' Prc;‘s‘eeution Agreement (NPA) between Epstein and USAQ.

intercourse: with EPSTEIN and she had never touched hls

-genitalia.

Told investors, as reported In an Assoclated Press”apicle, "that
celebrities and other famous people had flown 6p EFSTEIN'S
plane when assaults fook place. Therefore, even theugh nene
(Z&ra) of RRA's clients claim they flew-of EPSTEIN'S: pldnes, the
Litigation Team sought pilot and ‘plang logs. Why? Agaln, to
prime the Investment “pump® with' new (mo‘néy- without any
‘relevance to the existing claims made by the RRA clients,

Afier EDWARDS joinéd RRA, EDWARDS and former Ciroult

Judge Willlamm)Berger filed and argued motion to. make 'the Nen-

puiblic. ‘Bist,RRA, EDWARDS and Berger, and their three cllents,

“already had a copy of the NPA, They knew what it said and they
krew the civil provisions in the agreement had no impact

‘whatsoever on the three pending Civil Actions,

" Th# concept behind certain civil pkovlsioné in the NPA was
to allow an alleged victim to resolve a civll clalm with Epsteln,

maintain her complete privacy and anonymity and move on with

her. life, As an assistant United States Attorney stated at a.

hearing In federal court, the NPA was not designed "to hand them

a jackpot or a key to a bank.”
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43. ROTHSTEIN, with the intent and-improper motive to magnify his financial gain

so-continue to find the fraudulent and illegal investment and/or Porizi scheme, had

‘EDWARDS demand excessive moeney from EPSTEIN In the Civit Actions.

Birstliig: the Civil Actions against EPSTEIN, but rather werg meant-fo further the

-fraudulent ‘ssheme and cririnal activity of ROTHSTEIN. so_that*he and others could

fraudufertly overvaliie the settlement value of the existing 'and non-existent claims
ég’éiﬁétf_ERSTEl‘N {o potential Investors,

45..As a ‘result 6f the fraudulent investment or (Ponzl) scheme, RRA and iis
aftomeys I the Civil Aéti'eins against.EPSTEIN may have compromised thelr elign.t.s"

irterosts. ROTHSTEIN and the/Ultigation” Team would have been unable. to give

) uﬁt?’ia‘se"d legel counsel begause cutside investor(s) had been promilsed a financial

interest-ihithe-Gutcome of the actions. Additionally, if a plaintiff recelved payments from

Pon;zI'ESfcheme. '
«46. The, truthfulness of L.M.'s allegations and testimony in L.M.'s state civil
action have been séverely compromised by the nesd to seek a multi-million dollar

payout-to help maintajn RRA's massive fraud, Because fictitious settlemants of tens of

milllons of dollars in cases relating to EPSTEIN were represented to "investors” In this

anizllfs.cheme, RRA and the attornays In the Civil Actions needed to create a fiction that
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Tcluded  extraordinary damages. ~Howeviar. the actual facts behind -her action would
never support suth extraordinary damages. Theréfere, extraordinary measures were
undertaken to credte an entirely inflated value of her claims against EPSTEIN,
a. Though she held herself out as a “victim” of Epstéin, she/admiltedto having
returnied over and over again to him despite her current élalm of dbuse. Stie
has- now admitted, under ¢ath,-to belng a:call:gillescort slice the age. of 15.
{in héer deposition September 24, 2009 %ranserlp;t "'D'i?' 280:16+18). She
testified “Well, | Iive'd: life as a prostilute; {see DT 156:7) and ‘].am a
prostitute when | make money” {see DT 156:12-13), LM, admitted fier
activity with men other than é?p‘s'tein to:making $1,000-a dgay froty.prostitution
" oh maybe more th‘.alg 20 ‘occasions in-one year-alone (DT 157:11-158:21).
LM, adiltted under wathto keeping a list of amounts shie collected. from
- “Johing" in-*two or three” lined books-including & t-)cw’k- of *Psalms” that she
. obtained from a religious store (DT 152:1-14). Under the circumstances, her
.claim for damages against EPSTEIN, ene of L..’s many "Johins” during that
game period, would be so incr;edible and-certalnly‘not liksly to produce the
extraordinary settlements prorfﬁised to "RRA’s Investors."

47.  In April 2007, before she was represented by EDWARDS, and RRA, L.M.
gave sworn taped recorded testimony to the agents of the FBL. She was represented
by a lawyer other than EDWARDS at that statement. She spoke of ERSTEIN'in a very
positive and- friendly terms and directly contradicted the central allegations ‘on which

L.M.'s clvil action against Epsteln !s now based. However, once in the hands of
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EDWARDS and RRA, LM.’s -:Story changed dramaticaily. All‘6f a stidden-she wanted to
sue EPSTEIN and like other RRA cllerits, sought tens of miillions of dollars.
a. For examiplg, In her swom. statement 16 the FBI, L.M: was inslstent that
“Jeffrey Is an awesome man® (p 34 - ﬁél); At the congluslon of she
stated: *I hope Jeffrey, ficthing hapgens to Jeffroy. beeause. he's an
éwesome man-and it reslly would-ba-a shame,, I's a'8liame that he has to -
"-go through this because he's an awesoma\guy and he didn't do nothing
wrong, nothing,” (pp. 67-58 - FBI). “In _fact, L.M. spoke so ‘highly of
“EPSTEIN and her Intersctions with fim that the US Attorney's office
informed a federal court.in July 2008 that the.US Attprnsy could not

consider-L.M. a victim.

Yet, by September 24, 2009, the date on which L.M. began her
deposition In her clvil action and now represented by‘ RRA and
EDWARDS, L.M.'s new and very ‘different fale about purported sexial
rifsconduct urider the supposed Influence of EPSTEIN had 'been
thoroughly rehearsed and her role into the ROTHSTEIN scam was
complefe. In her depesition In l;er civil action, L.M. declared that:

“}, 1 don't really care-about money.” (DT 206:8)

*He needs time injail, He doesn’t want to be.~ this Is not right for

_ him to be on the-streets living-daily . . ." (DT 219:21-23)
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"“You-don'tthink my whale life:] have lived that shitty life becayse of

Jeffrey Epsteln?* (DT 222:7-8)

b. In her sworn FB! testimony (pre-EDWARDS and‘ RRA), L.M. was
_eriphatic: that her Interactions with Epstein invelved no) Inappropriate

seXual Totiching in ey wdy. In fact, it was exactiythe opposite:

aifection towards you?

-:'Asz'everi never, (p.21-FBl}). .. _

@ So he never pulled ydu gloser to him'in a sexualway?

A; 1 wish, No, 'né. never, ever, ever, no, never, Jeffrey Is an

awesome méeh, no. (p. 21 - FBI)

Yet, L.M. filed her-second amended comiplaint In April 2009,
after EDWARDS Jolned RRA, the allegations agalnst EPSTEIN in
YLM's complaint became even more salacious. In paragraph 12 of

LMs Secor;id Amended Gomplr;int, L.M. alleges among other

" things, that;

“'.:Jeffrey Epsteln coerced, induced, or enticed . . .the then minor.

Plalntiff to commit varlous acts of sexual misconduct. These acts
included, but were not limited to, fondling and inappropriate and
illegal sexual fouching of the then minor Plaintiff, f‘orcibg or Inducing

the then minor plaintiff into oral sex or other sexusl misconduet...”
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' 6. 1 'fiér swom FBI statement (pre-EDWARDS arid RRA); LiM. testified that
‘Cajolyn Andriano, the Individual who first brought L.M. to EPSTEIN's
home, teld L.M. “make sure you're 18 because -Jeffrey doesn't want any
vnderage gids:" (p. 8 - FBI).
"Yet at her September, 2008 deposition=now- represented” by -
EDWARDS and RRA, LM, told a very different story:
@Q: My question was what did Carolyn tell you to ‘tali Mr. Epstein
about:your age?
\ A She-said if didn't matter,
'! ‘Q: That's yourtecoliection about what she said?
A Yes{ she ;aid — | remember her saying it doesn't matter. Don't
won‘y aboutit.. '
(DT 199:20-25)
d. \/Pre-EDWARDS and-RRA, LM, testified ta the FBI 1] always made
sufe &1 had a fake 1D, anyways saying that I was 18." {p..8 - FBI). .
Yet, when questio}red about her fake 1D at her S:éptember~2009 depo, she
stated:
:@:-And did you have.a fake ID?
A No. )
Q: Have you ever had a fal;e 1D7?
i1 - .
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