IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 15th JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA

CIVIL DIVISION AG
CASE NO. 502009CA040800XXXXMB
Judge David F. Crow

JEFFREY EPSTEIN, |
Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant, i,_? § =3
. Owd o T
. oma I»
25> & =
SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually, and —TE ’
BRADLEY J. EDWARDS, individually, 222 3 7]
FZo
Defendants/Counter-Plaintiffs. = S D
22w

/

PLAINTIFF JEFFREY ,EPSTEIN'S
MOTION TO SCHEDULE HEARING TIME

Plaintiff, Jeffrey Epstein, by and through his undersigned counsel and pursuant to the

Florida Rules of Civil Procedure, files this,his Motion to Schedule a time certain for the reasons

set forth below:

1. On January 25, 2012, the Plaintiff appeared as ordered for his deposition.

2. Shortly after the deposition began, counsel for Edwards began asking
inappropriate s/and, harassing questions. Subsequently, the Plaintiff moved to terminate or

suspend the deposition pursuant to Florida Rules of Civil Procedure 1.310 (d).

3. On January 25, 2012, the Plaintiff filed his Motion for Protective Order Relating

to His Deposition and Motion to Terminate Deposition (attached hereto as Exhibit 1), and he has

attempted to obtain a time certain from the Court through the online docketing, but has been

unable to do so.
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4. On January 25, 2012, counsel for Edwards filed a similar Motion (attached hereto
 as Exhibit 2). That Motion has been scheduled for Uniform Motion Calendar.

5.. The undersigned represents that these Motions are not appropriate for Uniform
Motion Calendar, and requests that the Court set a time certain for these Motions. The
undersigned believes that thirty (30) minutes is an appropriate time to handle bothaVotions.

6. The undersigned certifies that he has attempted to resolve this matter with counsel
lfor Edwards and will continue to do so.

WHEREFORE, for the above-stated reasonS, Plaintiff, JeffreysEpstein, moves for entry
of an Order scheduling a time certain, thirty (30) minutes‘hearing /on his Motion for Protective

Order Relating to His Deposition and Motion to Terminate Deposition, and Defendant's Motion

Respect lé-sub itted,
v

Jpseph L. Ackerman, Jr.

Florida Bar No. 235954

FOWLER WHITE BURNETT, P.A.

901 Phillips Point West

777 South Flagler Drive

West Palm Beach, Florida 33401

Telephone: (561) 802-9044

Facsimile: (561) 802-9976

Attorneys for Plaintiff Jeffrey Epstein
and

Christopher E. Knight

Florida Bar. No. 607363

FOWLER WHITE BURNETT, P.A.

Espirito Santo Plaza, 14th Floor

1395 Brickell Avenue

Miami, Florida 33131

Telephone: (305) 789-9200

Facsimile: (305) 789-9201

Attorneys for Plaintiff Jeffrey Epstein

to Compel and Impose Sanctions.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was sent via
elecﬁﬁﬁic"'mail and U.S. Mail on this 26™ day of January, 2012 to: Jack Scarola, Esq., Searcy

Denney Scarola Barnhart & Shipley, P A., 2139 Palm Beach Lakes Blvd., West Palm Beach, FL

» 33409 Jack Alan Goldberger, Esq., Atterbury, Goldberger & Weiss, P.A., 250-Australian Ave.

'~ E _So_uth,,_, Suite 1400, West Palm Beach, FL 33401-5012; and Marc S. Nurik, Esq., Law Offices of

- Marc S. Nurik, One East Broward Blvd., Suite 700, Fort' Lauderdale FL 33301.

/A.h.ﬂl g
/ osephi L. Ackerma.n, Jr




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 15th JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA

CIVIL DIVISION AG

- CASE NO. 502009CA040800XXXXMB
Judge David F. Crow

JEFFREY EPSTEIN,

' Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant, - | ,
- ) COR . FILING
v. RECE\VED FOR FI
o JAN 15 201 -
SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually, and , BOCK
BRADLEY J. EDWARDS, individually, SHARON H. OLLER
| ‘ ' | CLERK & COMPTR

, | . . CIRCUIT CIVIL DNISION

) Defendants/Counter-Plaintiffs.
!

PLAINTIFF JEFFREY EPSTEIN'S MOTION :
FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER RELATING TO HIS DEPOSITION

AND MOTION TO TERMINATE DEPOSITION
Plaintiff, .I'efﬁ'ey Epsteln, moves the C_eurt for entry of a protective order, pUi'suant to
FIorida Rules of Civil Procedure' 1.280 (c) to prevent Defendant Bradley J. Edwards i
("Edwards") from inquiring into certain areas at the second deposmon of the Plaintiff, and
pursuant to Florida Rules of Civil Procedure 1.310 (d) to terminate the deposmon of the Plaintiff
for the reasons sef forth below: 5 | .I -
1. On December 15, 2011 counsel to Edwards noticed the vxdeo deposition of the
vPlamtlff for January 25, 2012 in ‘West Palm Beach Flonda to update the deposmon of the

Plaintiff, based on the filing of the Corrected Second Amended Complamt

| 2. -+ Edwards took a videotape deposition of. Plamtlff on March 17 2010. Smce that

time, the Complaint has been amended. The Corrected Second Amended Complaint contains a '

single count against Edwards for abuse of process (see 1929-34). The pending abuse of process

EXHIBIT

1
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claim alleges inter alia that: a) Edwards filed the federal case of L.M v. Epstein, Case No. 09-
CIV-81092 with 145 counts and knew or should have known, that the highly-charged sexual
allegations were false and that. this Complaint was prepared solely to he shown- to induce
. investment in the Ponzi scheme and constitutes an abuse of process; and (b) in order to b‘olster‘
the cases to investors, Edwards engaged m unreasonable; ahd irrelevant discovery, as specified in
932 of the Corrected Second Amended Complaint. Thus, the issues raised by ..Epstein's
Complamt are whether the federal L.M action and spec1ﬁed dlscovery constitute the improper
use of the civil process, whether Edwards had ulterior motives for makmg improper use of the
civil process; and whether such conduct caused damage to Epstein. No issnes have been‘ raised
by the Plaintiff regarding the truth of allegations of'§exual conduct. The Plaintiff- has not put his
‘mental state in issue. | |
3. Much of Epstein's,/March 17, 20l10 depositien was devotetl to extensive
questioning by Edwards' cennsel regarding whether Epstein S_exually abused underage women —
. e.g., wWere there sexual assaults on an airplane on which he was a passenger (Depo. Epstein at-
88); whether nationallyfn;onlinent acquaintances engaged in illegal sexual activities (id. at-89-
95) whether MrEpstein ever sexually abused children and how many (id. at 95-6); the number
ef timee Mr. Epstein solicited prostitution and the names ef minors solicited (id. at 102-104);
v;/hether Mr: Epstein pled guilty because he was guilty (id. at 105-06); the number of times he
fondled underage females, engaged in oral sex with them, and engaged in iHegal sexual touchihgl |

- (id. at 107-110); and whether he had a personal sexual preference for young women (id. at 11 1).'
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4. On January 25, 2012, the second deposition of Epstein began. After asking some
preliminary QueStions, counsel for Edwards began a_series of extensive qnestioning regarding
Epstein's alleged sexual abuse of nnderage women. ‘More speciﬁ_cally‘,' the following 'questions'i
were asked:
‘a. Whether the Plaintiff has a sexual addiction;

b. Whether the Plaintiff has been‘treated for a sexual addiction;

c. Whether the Plaintiff has a sexual preference for minors;
-d.  Whether he has been counseled regarding his sexual pr_eference for
minors;

e: Whether he has acted on.this all‘eged addiction;
f.  Who has treated him for the addltlon
| g. Any consultants. that he has retamed to address hlS alleged impaired public
rmage as .a- result of the sex-related charges, |
| h. Whether he has solicited »minor's for serc m the Virgin Islands, in New'
| York, in Arizona, in-Paris,\at any time or anywhere. - |

Some, of these lquestions were asked in the first deposition.

5. As’soon as a transcript has been receive_d_ of _the.dep"osition, it will be filed as a
“supplement-to this Motion.
6. When this, line of questions began, counsel for Epstein objected, conteriding that

the line of qhestioning was irrelevant, harassing, designed to embarrass the Plaintiff,van’d -not

. likely to lead to any discoverable evidence. Counsel for Epstein requested that the Plaintiff '
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} ‘refrain from such questions, advisgd. coun:sel' for Edwards that the Blaintiff was there to answer
questions rélated to the Cor;ectéd Secon;i Amended IComplaint, and reques_ted that the sexuglly
harassing questions be disco‘ntin@ed and: ‘iha-t' releVant;iaéteﬁal, non-harassing questions be askéd.
| 7. ..Counsel’ for EdWmds “declined to follov;r that request and commenced the
objectionable quéstions again. Another o_ppOrtuhity was given to counsel fqr Edwards to cease
that questioning and to ask questions rx;ater{al to thé lawsuit. Counsel-for Edwardé did ask some
- questions that.had soin'e maileﬁa]ity to the lawsﬁit,, But fhen again ‘went back iht’o the areas of
sgkual quesfioning.
o 8. Whén that bccurred, counsel for. EbStéiri moved to 'tem'lin-ate ‘é‘nd“si;spend the
dépositio'n".iﬁ accordance with Florida Rules of Civil Procedure 1.310 (d) and seek 'rélief from.
this Couﬁ.
| 9. Mr. Scafdla, counsel for Edwalr.ds; pléced on the record that he inténded to get
ipté other areas relating to the Plaintiff's finances to support hj§ claim for puni‘_tiVedamages' when |
that nlaot.ion'has not been granted‘ or that alleéaﬁon _hgs not been permitted by the Court. Mr.
Scarola speciﬁcal_ly sfated that he intended to continue the line of qllJ?CSFiOIIlS regarding sexual
information i Srder 16 bring a RICO claim against the Plaintiff, when such 2 claim cannot be
brought by Edwards. Therefore, it must be for the ba515 of éome other client, or potential clj_ent,
or fér Qée in tﬁe CVRA case, which is prohibited and nét appropﬁate for.discovery in this case.
: “"_ﬂFinally,_Mr. Scarola also indicated that it was his intention to continue such a line of éexual

questioning w1th regard to all three lawsuits handled by Edwards for victims who had filed a case

'agaiihét Jef&ey Epstein.
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Motion for Protective Order[Motlon to Terminate Deposition

10.  Clearly the examlnation by Mr. Scarola is being conducted in bad faith‘. and to
unreasonably annoy, embarrass and oppress the Plaintiff. | |

11.  Counsel for Epstein has a good faith belief that Edwards and his counsel are

attempting to utilize the deposition process in thls case to advance their cause of action 'i_n‘the'

Cnmmal Victim Rights Act claim against the Umted States in Jane Doe #1 and #2, Case No. 08-

80736 (KAM) pending in the United States Dls'mct Court, Southem District of Florlda In that

case, on behalf of two clients of Edwards, Mr. Edwards is bringing,a claim against the United

States of America to- inValidate the Non-Prosecution Agreement entered into between the

goverrlmenl’and .thve l’lajntiff. Such is an inappropriate use/of the discovery proces's. Cordis

Corp. v. O'Shea, 988 So. 2d 1163 (Fla. 4™ DCA 2008); Wal-Mart Stores East, LP V. Enaiico_tt,

= So 3rd ; 36 Fla. L. Weekly D 2707,2011 WL 61 17220 (Fla. 17 DCA 2011).

12, | _Edwards should be prohibited from asking any of the foregoing Questions, '
regarding ‘alleged sexual misconduct” or related or -simllar questions at- Epstein's second :
' depositiens 'fer two independent reasons, either of which is legally sufﬁeient te suﬁport the _enu'y
of a protective order. First, Edwards’ questions regarding Mr. Epstein's alleged sexual abuse of
underage women,, are mtended solely to harass and oppress Epstem and are not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evrdence | Edwards hrghly mﬂammable
, questlons relatmg to sexual conduct and criminal misconduct are not (and were not) designed to,
and would not, provide any information relevant to Epstein's abuse of process claims in the
1 ~ instant. case or Edwards' defense of those claims. Numerous questions regarding E]:ls’gelrr's

allegedly illegal sexual activities with minors and whether nationally-prominent acciuaintances
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engaged in illegal sexual activities would clearly no'.t leéd to the discovery of evidence relevant to

tﬁe- idstan't case, and were a§ked sq_lle“ly t'o.poison the ’well. Sdch questions regarding sexual

condug:f are not likely to lead, and are not intendéd ,_td l‘géd,‘ to the discovery of relevant evidence

regarding: i) .wh'ether the 'diSc.overy conducted by Edwards, as alleged in Epstein's bending ..
‘Complaint, abused process; or 2) whether the federal L.M. action was filed for a legitimate
reasori, and had a reasonable basis. Epstein’s 'féstirnony in December, .2011 as to whether he
enge;ged in sexual misconduct is not probative of' Whef:h‘er.EdwaIds had a good faith basis forr
filing the federal LM. éction in July 2009, or whéther Edwatds had an ulterior motive in filing
that action. Any evidence that Edwards could gledn from Epsfein at a second deposition cannot
be used by Edwards td bootstrap his argument‘that'in July, 2009, the ﬁling" of the federal L.M;
action was justifiable, or that ]:he discdvery he'conducted in Jane Doe, E.W., etc. was legitimate.
Edwards’ litany of questiond regarding Epsteip?s alleged sexual miééonduct, and that of his

. acquaintances, is simbly not relevant to'any issue in &e pendin‘g lawsuit for abuse of prdcess.

13.  On or about September 16, 2010, Edwards propounded iﬁtédogatoﬁes requesting
that Epstein disclos€: 1) the “number of minor female;'with whom you have had physical contact
in the ldst 10/years . ...” and the circumstances of si;ch dontact (Intenog. No. 2); 2) the “number
of t_imes in the last | 10 years when you have'had._ phy_sic‘:a_lbcontact with minor females . . .” (id._,'
Interrog. No. 3); 3) the number of times you have witnessed Ghislaine Maxwell engage m
sexudl activity with nﬁpor females (id ; Interrog. NQ. 4); 4 “With regard to the last time you
engaged in sexual activity with a minor, state . . . the identity, the acts, the location, a description

df the sexual activity (id., Interrog. No. 6); and 5) the name of every “healthcare provider with
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"v.vhom you have treated or been evaluated for any sexual disorder.” (Id, Interrog. No. 9).
Epstein objeeted to the foregoing interrogatories on the ground that they sought irrelevant
'mformatlon and were propounded for purposes of harassment. On December 1, 2010, this Court
entered an Order sustaimng Epstein’s objections. Epstein’s Ob_]thIOIlS to Edwards’ Request for
Admissions’ seeking similar information were likewise sustained by \this' Court. No
circumstances have changed S0 as to render such dis_covery relevant,.whether it is in the forrn of ~
paper discovery or "a-second deposition of Enstein.- Subsequent Motions for Re-Hearing haye .

also been filed and de’m'ed. These Orders will be filed as a Suoplement to this Motion.

14. Edwa'rds'v modus operandi in asking“dozens’ of sexually explicit questions at
Epstein’s 2010 'denosition' -- and "the patentiy abusive nature of such questions — is vividly
demonstrated oy Edwards' filing of a 42-page graphic, gratuitous and utterly irrelevant Statement
of Material Facts. Although the Statement of Material Facts was ostensibly filed in support of
Edwards' .Renewe‘d ‘Motion for Summary Judgment, it is readily eppa_rent that it .serves no |
purpose other than to smear Epstein and poison the well, as clearly demonstrated by the fact that
althoug_l‘i the Statement contains 120 allegedly undisputed "facts", "the Statement of Undisputed |
\\Facts is cited only a few times in Edwards' renewed summary judgment motion, end then only
- generally and with no citations to any specific "facts” in Edwards' Statement.‘o_f Material Facts.
15.7 Florida Rules of Civil Procedure 1.280 (c) affords the Court discretion to graint
' protectii/e orders for good cause shown and to protect ; party frorn annoyance, embarrassinent
oppression, or undue burden or expense. See also Logitech Cargo v. JW Perry, 817 So 2d 1033

(Fla 3d DCA 2002. Moreover, the Court may determine the time, place of a deposmon and
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circumstances of how a deposition can occur. Fla. R. Civ. P. 1.280(c)(2). In this case, the Court

should prohibit Edwards from posing 'q'ues‘tions to Epstein regarding his, or his friends', alleged

sexual activities with underage women.

16.  As arelief, the Plaintiff, Jeffrey Epstein, moves for the entry of aprotective order
preventing counsel for Edwards from asking any questions' relating to sexual allegations, alleged
sexual acts, and questlons relating to alleged illegal sexual activities.

17. Pursuant to Flonda Rules of Civil Procedure 1.380.(a) (4) , Plamtlff Jeffrey
Epstein requests the Court to impose sanctions on rhe Defendant/Counter—Plamtrﬂ', Bradley J.
Edwards.

WHEREFORE, for the above stated reasons;,Plaintiff Jeffrey Epstein moVes for entry of
a protective order, for an order suspending the deposition and/or termjndting it, for sanctions, and
for such other relief as the Court deefns proper in the circumstances.

Respectfully submitted,

ﬁseﬁh L. Ackerman, Jr. 4

Florida Bar No. 235954

FOWLER WHITE BURNETT, P A.
901 Phillips Point West

777 South Flagler Drive

West Palm Beach, Florida 33401
Telephone: (561)802-9044

Facsimile: (561) 802-9976
“Attorneys for Plaintiff Jeffrey Epstein

and

Christopher E. Knight
Florida Bar. No. 607363
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FOWLER WHITE BURNETT, P:A.
_Espirito Santo Plaza; 14th Floor

1395 Brickell Avenue

Miami, Florida 33131

Telephone: (305) 789-9200

Facsimile: :(305) 789-9201

Attorneys for Plaintiff Jeffrey Epstein

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE N

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregomg was sent v1a‘
L elcctromc ma11 and U.S. Mall on thls 25" day of January, 2012 fo: Jack Scarola, Esq., Searcy
Denney Scarola Barnhart & Shipley, P.A., 2139 Palm Beach Lakes Blvd., West Palm Beach, FL
33409; Jack Mm Goldberger, Esq., Atterbury, Goldberger & .'Weiss, P;A., 250 Australian Ave.
South, Suite 1400, West Palm Beach, FL 33401-5012; and Marc S. Nurik, Esq., Law Offices of
Marc S. Nurik, One East Broward Blvd., Suite 700, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301.

Oeotd. Q\\W

Foseph L. Ackerman . 7
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND
FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA

CASE NO.: 502009CA0408003000MBAG

JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
Plaintiff(s),
VS,
SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually,
BRADLEY J. EDWARDS, individually, and
L.M(., individually,

~ Defendant(s).
_ /

MOTION TO COMPEL AND IMPOSE SANCTIONS

Defendant/Counter,p’lainﬁff, BRADLEY J.\EDWARDS "(EDWARDS), by and through
his undersigned attorneys, moves this Honorable Court to compel the deposition testimony of
PlaiL-ntlff/Counterdefendant JEFFREY EPSTEIN (EPSTEIN), and i in support would show:

‘1. by pnor Order of this Court, EPSTEIN was required over his objeclmn to submit
to a',dcpositlon in this matter;

2. the/duly noticed deposition commenced as scheduled at approximately 9:30 a.m.

on Jﬁmuary 25, 2012;

3. at approxlmately 10:00 a.m. after having repeatedly recessed the proceedings to
coﬁduct private conferences, and having repeatedly refused to answer relevant and material
'quesltions directly related to the claims previously brought by him and the claim currently

1
pending against EDWARDS, EPSTEIN unilaterally and without good cause terminated the

. deposition;
|

EXHIBIT
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Edjvards® Motion to Compel & Impose Sanctions

4, the proceedings and the circunlstances of the termination will be accurately

reflected in the transcript to be provided to the Court immediately upon receipt;

5. the unjustLEed tcnmnatxon of the dcposﬂ:mn is part of EPSTEIN’s overall stmtegy

o prolong these proceedmgs and use them to inflict maximum damage on EDWARDS by
divertmg his attention from his professional and personal responS1b1ht1es including his

probecunon of pending clalms against EPSTEIN in thls action and on behalf of clients in Federal

court; |

6. it is further his obvious purpose to attempt fo punish EDWARDS so as to detér.

him and others from secking to hold EPSTEIN ciVin and criminally responsible for his serial

abuse of minors;
I 7. EPSTEIN s vast wealth ‘renders financial saﬁct'i(.ms practically meaningless as a
 means to require him to conform his conduct to the rules of procedure in thJs action; |
8.  mnevertheless, both EDWARDS and his counsel should be compensated for all
losses sustained and costs incilffed in the taking of the aborted deposition and the _prosécﬁl:ibn of

| this motion;

9.  "EPSTEIN should be compelled immediately to make himself available to
. cdﬁélude the deposition at the sole convenience of EDWARDS and his counsel; |

10.  EPSTEIN should be held in indirect civil contempt of court, a 90 day coercive jail

~

sentence sbould be imposed against him, and as required by applicable law in the context of civil |
'con;t‘?mlpt, the sentence should be suspended upon condition that the compensatory fine is paid .

and the deposition is properly and timely concluded.
2
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e No.: 502009CA040800XXXXMBAG
ards’ Motion to Compel & Impose Sanctions

Ed¥ards,adv. Epstein

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregomg has been furnished by

Palm Beach Lakes. Boulevard
est Palm Beach, Florida 33409
Phone: ' (561) 686-6300
. Fax: ./ (561)383-9451
1 3 g Attomey for EDWARDS ‘
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'COUNSEL LIST

~ Jack A, Goldberger, Esquire
- Atterbury, Goldberger & Weiss, P.A.
25Q Australian Avenue South, Suite 1400
West Palm Beach, FL. 33401 '
Phgne: (561) 659-8300 :
mé- (561) 835-8691 -

Farmer, Jaffe, Wenssmg, Edwards Fistos & -
Le rman, ‘PL.

425 N. Andrews Avenue, Smte 2

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301

Phone: (954) 524-2820

Faxi (954) 524-2822

Marc S. Nurik, Esqulre
Oné E Broward Blvd., Suite 700
' Fort Lauderdale, FL. 33301 |
~ - Phone: (954) 745-5849
FaxL (954) 745-3556
= (-
Jos phL Ackerman, Jr. Esqulre :
Foitler White Burnett, P.A.
. 901 Ph1111ps Point West
-777|S Flagler Drive
‘West Palm Beach, FL. 33401-6170
: Pho e: (561) 802-9044
Fax (561) 802-9976
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