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Kl RKLAND &.. ELLIS LLr 

Jay P. lcll..ow11L. P.C. 
To C;ill Wnler Oirr.dly· 

(212) 446-4970 
ldkow1l.<@k1rkkmd.com 

VIA Fr\CSll\111.1•: (305) S.J(H1-U4 

I lonorahlc I{. ;\ lexander Acosta 
Uni1cd St.1lcs Attom~y 
Uni1c:d Slates Aw.n·ncy·s Otlkc 
Southern Districl of floriJa 
99 NE 4th Strccl 
Miami. FL .1J U:2 

Dear Alex: 

C:ilioroup Cr,nt,,r 
153 C.i,I 53rd $true! 

Nt1w Yorlc New Vo,k 100:.!2-4611 

(212) 446·4000 

www.krrkland.com 

D~ct'mht'r 21. ]007 

1=ac:;11111le. 
(212) 446-4900 

We again extend our appreciation for mc:ding with us on I kccmht'r 14 and for cnrcfolly 
considering the issues we have niiscd both nt th:11 meeting :md in our submission::; to your Ollie~. 
I lavin~ received your Idler of lkcc-mbcr l !.>. \,:c can sec thal you k=ivl." madc. a signifo.:anl cfforl 
Lo m.li.ln:ss our conccm.s rt:garding the § ~~5S portion of the 11011-pm.seculion agreement (the 
··Agreement''). nud ,v1.~ J"(!COgnizc llwl you han: prupos1.:d sonw suhsl:.mtial and important 
modifo:ations. Respcc1fully, however. I Wi_)uld .suggc:st th~11 your proposal raises several 
trouhling questions that require can:fi.1I consideration. Wt:: ~arc authoring this lt'llcr l.o respnnd tn 
your request 1ha1 v,:c sci fl1rlh our posi1ion n:g.mling §§ 2255 aud ]77 J as quit.'.kly as possihk. 

/\:- we have a.II discovered. the problem of integrating in an unprcccdcnt\;d manna ,....-hat 
is al its core a $150J)()() minimum lump ~um damage fodcr:-11 dvil stalule (§ 2255 in its current 
form) into a federal <lclcrrcd/non-prosccution agrccnu:nl that requires pleas of guilty to state 
criminal offenses that arc corrdatnl ll.1 stat~ criminal n.::-;Lilution statute~ hut not to ,-1 disparnh.: 
lt--dcral civil non-restitution stanuc h:1s provcLI very d,~llcnging. The concomitant probkm of 
how fairly tn implement the ~ 2255 portions of thl." 1\gn.:cml."nt su that n.:al victims. if any. who in 
foci su11i.:rcd ··pcr:mnal injury as a rcsull of fthcl viobtion"' if any of specified federal 
criminal statutes such ns IN U.S.C. § 2422th) ar,: placed in the same position as if 1hcrc had bc~n 
a trial and conviclion ,ii.so requires serious and c::ircfol cum;jd.:r~tlion. In this lcllcr. T want to 
highlight some :,;pccific concerns. Sec o/.w, Whitley Opininn. 

fiin.t, your proposal regarding Lh1.: ~ 2253 remedy prnv1.s1ons continues to ask u:- to 
,1ss11me that c::-ach and every wom:in not only was a victim under§ 2255. hut thal the fact.<: .::illcgcd 
could haw hcen proven lo ~mtisl}· each dcment nr cithl...'r ~ 24'.?.2(b) (th1..: lnlcrncl luring slalule) 
or~ 24:n (the SC;-(-lourism s1~1tutc). wi1hin § 2255 ol"Tilk IR . .1\ltll<lug_h we have hccn denied the 

Ctur:agn London Los Angolo::: Munich San Franci::;co War.hington, D.C. 
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KIRKLAND&. E.LLIS LLP 

IC Alt!x,tndcr AL:osla 

December 21. 2007 
P:igc ~ 

lisl of alleged --vic1irns·· (an<l 1,Kk JL\linitivl.! inli,rmalion as to which Ji.:dcral :-;tntulcs would s~rvc 
;ls a predicate for each parl icular ~•llcgc<l victim°!. or even a tinn number ,is 10 how many you 
suggest 1ha1.: an:. we strongly believe th~it the 11r,m1h/,i cn11duc1 of Mr. Epstein with rcspc!Cl to 
1h~sc individuals foils to satisfy 1hc: rc4uisitc. clcmcnts of cithcr 18 USC ~ 2422(b) (whid1 wc 
understand fwm prior <li~l1sSi(ln:,; I() be the principal prcdic:,tc offense upon which the § '.!155 
provisions rely) or 18 USC ~ 2423(b) (an01hcr predicate of~ 225:'i rhat has hccn the sul'!icd of 
discw,sions between the partieii). See Stt.>m Opinion. Wc helicvc that lhc probkrn ariSL"S from 
the incongruity Lhal exists whcn altc.:mptini:; 10 lit a Jcdernl civil remedies srnturc intn n criminnl 
plt: .. t agn.:emcnt. /\g3in. I n(lte thM thi s probk~,n c,.luld have been avoided had Lhc ~owrnmcnt 
opted instead for a rc!'.1i1ution fund a:-. we suggc:-.lcl.l. 

Our knowlt:tl~e or Lhc .. list" uf allq,,'.&.:d vii.:1ims is limiteu lfowcvcr a prototypical 
c.:xt11111,k or n witness whom the ~ovc,·nn\l~tlt ha.s requested \V~ cnmpensatt! and we hdieve is 
inaccurntdy labdcd as a ·•viclim·· (1f a li.:dcral crime is whom we.: havc hccn to ld 
n:mains on the government's " li:s1 .. ·1. The lrnn:scripl llr her interview with the Palm Llcad1 l'o licc 
over a ycrir before the Fl{l became involved in :.my invt:stig:.ition shows that ~·fs. -
admitted 10 lying about. her age. lhut she did not c ng;1gc in sc.xmil iokrnuirs1.: with Mr. Fps lc.: in. 
and 1h~,1 she was never induced over the 1ckphonc. computer or any other 1111:ans of 
cllm1m111ication required by § l4-21(h). In fac1. ;\·Is. -mnc to Mr. t-:pstcin ·s hnmc nn 
on ly on< occasion. She Leslilic..>d Lhat she \.V:.ts inform~c oppurlunity tu giyc a rn~tssugc 
to Mr. Epstein not on ,1 telephone. C<)mputcr o r :iny other faci lity of interstate commerce. hut 
rather in" facc-to-focc discussion with a lhircl parly \.vl10 was her fri1.:n<l (Ms. - .mtl who 
tnld her lo lit: 10 Mr. Epstein ahout her age. As such . it is simply impossibh~horn this 
&.:OIKIUl'I into ,\ny or the ~,bon~-diseussc:d federal Sl;ltllh.~S. 

In nddition. Mr. Epstein did not know of Ms. --before she nctu:illy came to his 
home. die.I nol inducl! or persuade her Lo come.,· ,ho11~pcak tn her nl all by phone pri<'I" 
to her visit. did nol induce or persuade Ms. lo hring an underage girl lo his residence, 
and did not otherwise violate either l'hc kdc. . , c * 2422(b) nor 1hc tr:wcl fr,r the purpose 
statute ~ 2423(b). Indeed. in her statement. Ms. -testified: .. ••11alcy told me to s.1y I w:1s 
I~ hecauSt! IJalt:y said ... if you·n:• nol then ht:' ~ won·t really l~I you in his hou:~. So I 
saic..l I W.'1::; 18. •• -,worn St<11c111cnt at 3~-.V)). In fact. there is no evidence that Mr. 
Epstein c~pcctl!d ~c girl to visi1 him prinr to his regular travel to flC) rida. his home c,f 
lillccn years. Thus the lravd could 1101 have hci.:n 1hr the purpose of having illc!_!al sexual 
cunlacl :111c.l * 242}(b) is nu murc ~tvail;:ibk as ~1 pn:c.licah: for § 2255 rccuvcry than is § 2422(h). 
Never having reached the l'lueshold violations enumcr:ncd under of§ :!255. Ms. --would 
:,_till lm vc - (1 )rove !hut she .sullcrl~d :1 _pasom1I injury. Furtl_1~r. unknown lo rv~ at thl.! 
lune, Ms. cprcscnt1.:d hersl!"U- I<• be 18 not on ly to tum but ~,lso to lhc pubhc on her web 
page whc11: . .s co <1 1111ck photo clearly lt1ok.i11f; ;,11 least· IX yc:trs o ld . 

,-'\ t the Dccemhcr 14 mc.·e1ing. we a lso d iscw,sed as cmblem::uic of our 
c,1nccrns surrounding lhc g(lvcrnmcnrs sclcc1ion 1) r ·: viciims:· As you arc awan:. Ms. -

RFP MIA 000042 
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KIRKLAND&.. ELLIS LLP 

R. t\k;rnndcr Acnsli.l 
December 2 I, 2007 
!'age:, 

ww; idcnlifit:d in pn:viou:-. i;orrcspondc111.:c as a person who rcm<iincd on 1hc Gon.·rnmcn( s lisl of 
·•victims .. l~Vcn after (at kas1 according 10 1\-h. Villafana·s lt:llcr) lht: list was subjected lo careful 
mulli-parly review. Ms .. - s,~·um stalcmcnt dc.-trly rdk-c1s the foci ti1.-.t she is not a 
--victim .. under § ::!422(b ). She plainly admits th.it she; suffered no injury; the con<lucl w~,s 
consensual: ~he lied to tvlr .. Epstein ahout her age: ~he in!-truclcd others 10 lie ::ahout their ages: 
there was no scxu~,I contact bclwccn herself and Mr. Epstein al any time: and there was never 
any i11ducc111c11t nvcr the telephone. computer or through any nlh~r m~ans of intcrsl:.ilc commerce 
We ask that ycit1 consider lhl: mo:-1 n..:kv:mt highlights from her h.~stimony r10~rcd hclow: 

• Consent 

• 

• 

• 

A: I said. I lol<l Jeffrey. l heard you like massage:; 1oplcss. And he·s like. Yl~ah, he 
s~aid . hur you dnu't have to do anything th~u you don't leel comfortable \\ith. And I 
!)aid okay. h111 I willingly took it off. (-Sworn Starcm~~nr :lf 10) 

Lied Ahout Her Age 

A: ... I liad a fakc II) anyways. saying that I wa.c; 1 i::. And she jusl said make sure 
yo1.1 · rc 18 b~causc .kffrcy doesn ' t want ~my unlkrngc girls. -Sworn Sli:tlcml'.OI 

.it N) 

/\ : . .. 1)1' l~llursc. he thought I \~as 18 ... ~worn Stnl.cmcnt :it 1 '.l) 

lnslrucfl•d Othl'r" h) Lie About Their Ai.:cs 

A: .. . I wuuJd tdl my girlfriends just like approached me. Make sure you 
rcll him you're I l<. Well. these girls that I h ~ know that they were l R or 19 or 
20. And the girb lhal I didn't know and I Jon't know ,if thq wen.: lying ur not. 

would say make surt~ tkll you tell him you·rl· 18. (-Sworn Statement at 22) 

(): I le never pulled you closer 1.0 him in a scxunl way'! 

A: I wish. No, no, ncvcr, cv1,;r. ~v1.:r, no. ncvcr. .ldli·cv 1s an awesome man, no. 
(_S,vom Stalemenl at:! I) 

No lnduccnu.·nr 

A: No. I g:iv~ Jeffrey my number. And I said. you know. nny time yot1 wnnt me 10 

i:;. ivc you a nwssa!_!c ~lgain, I' ll more than wdcc,mc t(>. -Swum Stnt~m1.:11l ,tt 8) 

RFP MIA 000043 
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J)cccmher 21. 2007 
i'agt.: 4 

Kl RKLAND &.. ELLIS LLP 

A: Fn:r-v ~irl th~ll l hrout!ht to Jcffrcv. thn saiJ thcv w..:n: line with it. t\nd likc. li.,r 
insttmcc·. - -- •• - ;, lot nf girls begged me to bring them back. 
They ,,\,·anted to come b,lc.:k for the money. And as far as I know. we all had fun thi.:ri.:. 
lllllllf;worn Stat~mc:nl at 45) 

The sv,:orn ll::-tirnony of co1itains explicit denials fron1 the :lllcg.cd "victim'' 
hi..:rsdf that she suffered any physical. Clll(llJOn~I. ~lr personal injury ,ts required b~ the express 
langua~e of * ~155 . Further, rhe sworn testimony of Ms. -contains a compldc di:-..tvm•rnl 
that Mr. Epsli.:in or anyom: on his bd1alf used a foi..:ilily of inter.slate commerce lo knuwiugl y 
.rcrs11ndc. coerce. entice. M induce he r to engage in s~xual offensc!S as required by § 24:?:!(b). 
I .ikcwisc. the 1ransnip1 provides no hasis for a § 242J(h) violation in thnt Mr. Epstein had a 
n:sitkm:c in P.~Im Beat h for over 10 years at the time of th1.·sc events. travckd to Palm lk,ich for 
:-i tllyrind of li.!gitim:itc reasons ranging from medical uppointments to business appointment-. 
having 1wlhing to U<.l with a sc~u:tl objcclivc .• mcl could not be k gally chargcd '-Vith lravding lo 
his own home particularly in the absence of any provabk: 11cxu~ between thc travel and a 
dominant purpose 10 engage .in illicit sexual conduct. Although Ms. Villafana inlcmn1:d us 
<luring the Ou:cmo1.·r 14 meeting thal s l11.: hat.I a tckphunc toll rccun.1 showing au out-of-state c.tll 
to or frolll l'vh,.->honc f1') n phnnc number associ:ucd with Mr. Ep!-itdn. such n record fail s 
to prove Lhc conh.:nl of the call. lhc identity of the communiculors. whether the call discussccl or 
rl-"sultcJ in ~1 plan for Ms. - to visit Mr. Epstein':; n :sic.foncc, whether .u1y imlm:cmcnt 
occurred on the out of state ~r. more impnn:.mtly for purposes of the..' St!X tourism statute. 
whcll'll:r any Lravd ,,·as pl.mm;J to floric.la or resulted from the phone call. Ms. -
testimony is that :-he hdicvcd th:•t m any time she was called by Mr .. Epstein or anyone on his 
behalf. Mr. Epstein was already in Florid;,. She also 1cstiticd 10 the absence of any Sc;(ual 
contact nthcr than hlpless n1,1ssai;es (topless massages :ire lawful in Flmida at age I,;, unless c.he 
defin ition nr prostitution is unnaturally expanded). A comple te transcrii,t uf the fc,Jcn1l inlc rvic.:w 
or Ms. -ha.s previously been provided tu you. 

Your wish to put these W(1111cn in the same positk,n a::: they would hove been lmd lhcrc 
l:>1:l:n ;:1 federal i..:rnwiction ,1ssumes lhcv arl" each lct!ilimatc victims of at least one of the IW(1 

J ~ • 

~pcci fic fi::dcral aimcs rnumcralcd under § 2255. ·we respectfully h~tve In disagree with I.hat 
assumption . and even your i:.urrcn1 fo rmulation of § 2255 w(luld prejudic:c Mr. Epskiu in this 
r~g.an..1. 

s~i~ond. your pmposal also d1i.:ctivdy depri ves Mr .. Epstein of hi:; t)pfK,11Unity to lc~t tlic 
va lidit y of lh(':SC wom~ns· daims ckiims that would h,,vt: bet!n exknsivdy tc-stcd ~t tri.il. In 
li ght of what we have a lready learned ahour ·md -it is i11appropriuk 
to <li..:ny Mr.. Epstein an<l his counsel the riµh1 lo •~s t the merit~ ~c womc11:f cases. 
in ordl.!r to veri fy 1h::it they in fact suffered ··personal ir~jury .. ,ls required hy ~ 2255 and lo assess 
\-Vh\.:t ht:r they arc in fat.:t. victims of any violations of§ 2422(b) or * 2423(b) as also rl;lJUin:d by 

RFP MIA 000044 
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R. ,l\k·xandcr A~,-.sla 
Deccmhc:r 21, 2007 
Page 5 

KIRKLAND&. ELLIS LLP 

§ n55. (iivcn your Orticc ·s informing us thul M:-.. e111aincd on a rcduc.:-d list of foderal 
·•victims .. and givcn our umkr:-;1un<ling that Ms. ,1:; wt.:11 was <me of thus1: who is also 
on the fo;t of persons the Uo"crnmcnl contends were v1ct1ms of Mr. Epstcin ·.s :1lkg<:d violation 
of Jt:dcral k,w. we have a principled c.:onc.:c:m about ~•<lopling )"lHir rccommcnclcd lan~uagc which 
would lc,1\'l: Mr. l:pstcin without a husis to challenge the good faith prcmis~ or an application to 
rccnvt.-r $1.50.000. 

Third, the ,1\grccmcm. even if mmlilic<l in ,\c<:or<l with your l)cccmb~r 19 h:ttcr. wtiultl 
put 1hc wirncsscs in a bcllcr position tlmn ir Mr. Epstein It.id been focfcrally prosecuted rather 
than in an equal position and. in foct. encourages thi:: witn~sses lo make unfi>undc<l claims with 
impunity. Had there L,ccn a conviction. lhc.::sc women would h~wc been thoroughly cross• 
cxaminc<l. for the:: vcr.1<.:ity of their swtcmcnts. their: ,rcdibility and the foundalion~. if ,lily. lt,r 
cbiming pcr:-onal i,~jury. Also. Mr. 1:pstein would ha\'t: r<:cc.::ivcd, pursuant to cilher Br.u.ly or 
Jencks. mataial in the form of ~ll'ior inconsistent slalcments mndc hy these women before they 
learned of ,my tinanci:JI ~ndit lhat may he ~tv~1ilablc to thcm--cvidcncc lh,ll should he 
considcrc<l in dclcrmining thl: crcdihility of their applic:it.ion for a subst~mti~,I civil recovery. 
r urlh\.'..nnorc::. Mr. Epstein woul<l he without the mc,m:; lo chullcng.l: whether the cloimnnt could 
make nut a prima facic c:1sc th::11 she was a victim of a violation by Mr. Epstein of§ 2422(b) or 
any other k<lcral stalutL'-·a denial of his rights that tvould insulate potential claimants such :1s Ms. 
-and Ms. --from any challenge on this ckmcnl even if under other circumstanccs H 

challenge woul~ a summnry judgment in Mr. Epstein'!. favor unde::r feel. R. Civ. P. 56. 
Lastly. thc moJifa:.d langu.-11;~· 1-ccomnH.'mbJ by you presupposes ttmt l\.·1r. Epstein would h:lvc 
been charged and conviclt.::<l or :-.uhslantivc violations rather than char~~J and convicted of a 
conspiracy allcgation. Conspiracy convictions :m: not amongst th~ prcdic:1tes c.::numcr:itcd by 
§ 225S and do n<H. without more, result in the h;t,.is l<•r :1 Jcterminalion of "pcrsounl injmy'·. 
Sin(.':e nur rc,p1csl tn view the draft indictment \V:l~ rejected c'm December 14. w~ hav~ no m~:ins 
to know what it c.:ontaincu by '''(ty of allegations. 

f'ourCh, I wam 10 respond to several statements in your letter that we helieve require 
imrnulijlC correction. With rciard to your lirsl foolnotc. I want tn he ahsc;lutdy clear. We LI•, 
1101 hclievc for one moment. thar you had prior knowledge of the AtJSA ·s attempt lo require us lo 
hire the frien<l of h<.:r livc.:-in boyfriem.l. anJ 1x1y hi:; foes ,.)n a contingency b~1sis 1(1 sue Mr. 
Eps1cin. We realize you corrcct~d thJ1 irr~gular situation as soon as you discowred it. We 
thoup.ht I.his was prccipilah,:.d hy our complain!. hut hav<.: no rcnl knnwlcdgl'. a~ to the liming or 
events. Furthermor<.:, _your letter ~,Isl., suggests that our ol~jcc.tion to your OJli<.:c·s proposed 
victim~ noriticilt.inn kncr was that the women identifie::d as victims of te::<le::ral crime::s should nol 
be notilic<l or 1hc stale procccc.Jings. Thai is not true. as our previous kllcr clearly states. Pulling 
aside our threshold contention that m~iny of those to whom 3771 notilic,,ti<)ll letters arc intended 
arc in fact nill victims as defined in the Attorney (ienernl" s 2000 Victim Witness (iuiddint!s---a 
stalus rc4uiring physical. emotional or pecuniary i~jury of the <lcJcmJanl·---il w.1~ ,u1J remains our 
po~ition that these women may he notified nf such proceedings bur since they ~re neither 
wilncsscs nor victims lo lhe st.ate prnscculion of 1his math:r. they should not he informed of 

RFP MIA 000045 
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R. A kxand1.:.'.r Ac.:osl.a 
Decemher 21. 2007 
PHgc 6 

l<IRKLAND &. ELLIS LLP 

fictitiou:,; ·•right.s'' or invited 10 make sw,lrn wrilkn (>r in-court testimonial stah.:mcnls again.st Mr. 
Epstein at such proceeding:.. as Ms .. Villafana repeatedly maintained rh~y had the ri~ht l(l do. 
A<l<litiom1lly, it was an<l n:mnins our posit.ion that any nolilicalion should he hy mail and that all 
r,roactive efforts by the FBI to have communications with th~- wilnc.:ssc.:s after the c.:xccutiun of the 
AQrccmcm should lin:11lv come.: lo :m end. We aQ.ree. however. with vour December 19 

~ - ._ .. 
modilic.:aliun uf th<: previously dnlltcd federal notification kllc.:r aml agn..:c that the c.k:ci~ion m: tc"1 

who cnn he heard at a state sentencing is. i.mmngst many other issw.::s. properly v.:ithin the aegis 
of :stale decision making. 

'{nur Dc.:c.:c.:mhcr 19 kiter n:forcnccs Prolessor Dcrshowil.z"s po!;1l1<i11 lm the 
inapplicability or Ff(lri(hl Swtuk § 796.03. Proft:ssor Dcrshowitz mac.le such arguments in the 
context of saying that he had bc.:cn unable to discern. ~1ikr great clltlfl. and supported by years of 
experience, any hasis for the application of § 24~~(h) or otht!'r ft!'dt!'r:.tl st'.x slalutt!'s lo Mr. 
Ep:stcin 's couc.Juct and that the J.cdcral ~iatutc:s ret.1uin.~d mon: of a strc.:tch lo fit the.: facts than the 
proposed .star.e statute to which l'vfs. Villafana wantc<l Mr. Ep:,;t(.;in lo plc~1d. Proli:ssor 
Dcrshowitz also :-tlulcd that 1\-b. Villafimn had represented lh:>t it was she \Vho had the fact-. to 
si1ppor1. hoth the thrcatc-ncd lc:dcrnl c.h:.irgcs of § 2422 andfor ~ 242:; and th'-: proposctl st;ik 
charge of§ 7.96.03 (which the pnrtics understood ro he the swtc cl1,irgc of ~oliciting. a minor. ;1s 
Ms. Villafana ·s last kiter ck,,rly slates). Only last week we learned for the first time that Ms. 
Villnfa11a did nOL realize that the eharg.e ,..-as adu:.illy fi.>r .. procuring·· not .. soliciting... The.: 
charge (a pimp statute) or procuring n prostitute li1r a third pnrty for financial gam is one for 
whidl ?vls. Villafana now stales shl.· dllCS not h,ivc the.: foc.:ts to support. 

Furthermore. you suggest thal \Ve have purposefully delayed the.: date 01· Mr .. Epstein ·s 
,.,lea and sentencing in hrL·ach of the Agreement and now s1.~ck an •• I Ith hour .ippcJI .. in 
Washington. I believe we have .>!ready responded Lo this o~jcction satisfactorily, hoth in our 
discussion earlier this week and in the email I sent to yuu two <lays ago in which I specilicully 
addressed this issue. Indeed. any impediment tu the resolution al issm: is ::i c.Jin:1;l c~tUsc of the 
disagreements hctwccn the parties as to a common int(~rprctation of the Agreement. and we have 
~•t all times made ~tnd will continue to make sincere dforts to rcsolw and finalize issues as 
expeditiously as 1,0.s.sihlc. In facr-, since the initiation of negotiations helween Mr.. Epstein's 
counsel ant.I ymir Office. we han: ahv:.iys procc.:cuc.:d in~• tirndy m:.mnl.·r and mac.k sc.,·eral cl1i:.1rts 
to meet with the attorney~ in your Office in person when \\'C bclkv~d that a fac.:1:-10-foce meeting 
would facililalc a resolution. 

Finally, Lhe suggestion hy your staff that you hold lvfr. Epstein in breach or the 
Agreement by his failur~ to l)ka and be $Cll1Cnccd on Octoba 26. 2007 is directly contradicted 
by Mr .. Sloman's c-maH to me daku October 31 in which he stai..:s. '"Your understanding from 
.lack fioldbergcr conforms Lo my understanding that Mr.. Epstein· .s plea :md sentence will take 
place.: on the :mmc.: day. J lmc.lcr!il.-md that the pka ~me.I sc.:ntc.:ncc will oc.:cur on or before the 
January 4th date:· This has been our common understanding for some time. which we hnvc now 



RFP MIA 000047

Case 9:08-cv-80736-KAM   Document 403-4   Entered on FLSD Docket 06/02/2017   Page 8 of 812/21/2007 11:57 FAX lg) 008/008 , , 

.\ 
I 

• 

R. Al~:rnnJcr Acosta 
December :! 1. 2007 
Pngc 7 

KIRKLAND&. ELLIS LLP 

reiterated scv1.mll times. With !h,ll said. pk,1s1..~ be advi:::c,J 1h,11 \w an: w,irkinµ for ,-t quid, 
rcsnlution :md do not S1:t"k lo delay the proc~edings. 

Th:mk you again for your timc ~m<l consideration. We look forward tu your rcspnn:;c tu 
the concerns we havi.: raised that have 11ot yet been ;:iddrcs.scd. 

l wish you a vc-ry happy and a healthy new year. 

Sinc1..:rdy. 

cc : Honor:.1bk Alicc Fi:sh..:r. :\:s:.-.i:stm1t Allurm:y Gcncr;1I 
.lctli-cy 11. Slnm.iu. First Assistant U.S. Attorney 




