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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 6

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.
2139 Palm Beach‘Lakes Boulevard

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
Bradley J. Edwards
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Bradley J. Edwards

Edwards Pottinger LLC

425 N. Andrews Avenue, Suite 2

Fort Lauderdale, FL. 33301-3268
brad@eplic.com
staff.efile@pathtojustice.com

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

Marc S. Nurik

Law Offices of Marc S. Nurik

One E. Broward Boulevard, Suite 700
Ft. Lauderdale, FL. 33301
marc@nuriklaw.com

Counsel for Defendant Scott Rothstein

Jack A. Goldberger

Atterbury, Goldberger & Weiss, P.A.

250 Australian Avenue S., Suite 1400

West Palm Beach, FL. 33401
jgoldberger@agwpa.com
smahoney@agwpa.com

Co-Counsel for Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant
Jeffrey Epstein
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A:'No.

(DT 300:5-8)
In- her FBi statement {pre-EDWARDS :and ‘RRA),ALM. testiied

ahgut Sthirs L.M. bropght 16 the Epsteln home. L.M; testifled that women she

breught to. EPSTEIN's horne wers eager-forthe:opportunity and-cortent with thelr

experlencas:

A: None of my girls ever had a problem ard they'd call me. They'd
beg me, you. know, for us e goito J:effite.y;‘:s house becausg they.

love Jeffrey. Jeffiey-is a'respectill man:. Horeally Is.. I'mean, and

_. ko all thouglit we were of\age always. This s what's.s6-sad about.

Q: Did any of the girls complain a'b.oﬁt g’vha‘t happened-afier they left
there? . .7

_\Ar No. You asked ‘me-that question. No, everybody loved-Jafirey.

" {p. 44 - FBI)

A: Every girl that | brought to Jeffrey, they said they were fine with
it. and like for example [EW. — anotheér of RRA's ¢lients in the
Clvil Actions}, a lot of girls begged me to hring them back for the

money. And as far as | know, we all had funthere. (p.45 - FB!)
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Yet, with EDWARDS and RRA as her attorneys, LM, did a “{80” &t her
September; 2009 déposition in saying:

A: . .. Once they were thers, they weie seared out©ftheir mind.

They did- if-anyways aid someg-of them- walked out and’said L.,

doi't ever do this to me again. Tt»}at wasthia-worstthing that ever
happened to mie. (DT 170:6-11)
. .« A And then, a Tot of girls weren'it comfortable. (DT 171:13)
T The above.represent only a féw of the dramatlc changes'L.M. made
_i_;n her testimony -prior to her represenitation: by EDWARDS/RRA and after she
hired ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS dnd-RRA. | '

48, As a resUlt of the fraudulent investment or (Ponzi) scheme, 'L.M. may knowingly
have compromised her-alleged interestsin her Civil Action, or committed a fraud on the
courd.

49. RRA and-the Litigation Team to'ék.an emotionadlly driven set of facts ‘involving
alleged innocent, unsuspecting, underagé -fema_l_es and .a Palm Beach Billionaire and
sought to tumit Into a gold ;*nlne. Rather than evaluafing aﬁd resolving the cases-based

"an the merits (i.e. facts) which Included knowledgeabls, veluptary and consénsual
éctions. by each of the claimants and substantial pre-Epsteln psychological and
emotional ceniditions of each af the clelmants and substantial sexual experiences pre-
Epsteln; RRA ar—ﬁi ‘the Litigation Team sotught through protective o;ders and objections
to block relevant discovery regarding thelr clalmants. They Instead forged ahead with

discovery the main purpose of which was to pressure Epstein into settling the cases,

e e
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Fortuniately, their tactics héve rnot been successful. As Magistrate Judge Linnea

Johnson wrbte In a discovery order dated' Septetniber 15, 2009 (DE 299 in Fedsral Case

#08-80119) in-denying Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order:

“This I8 his [Epstein’s] right. The Record in this case Is clear that.the childhooed of
many-of the Plalnfiffs was marted by Instances of abuse and'neglect, which in
" turn may have resulted, In whole or In par, in the dathages claimed by the -
;Eléfﬁﬁﬁs;’ '
In- édditien, in-an Omnibus Order dated. October 28, 2009 (DE 377 in Federal
Case #08-80119) Magistrate Judge Linnea dehnsonwrote:
"Here the request at isstie goesdo thewery heart of the Plainitif's damage clalms,
tgqu‘estin'g riot ‘=ohly generalNinformation relating to Plaintiff's sexual history, but
ingliiring as to specific instances wherein Plaintiff received compensation -or
consideration for sx ats, claim other males ée:xua'lry assaulted, battered, or
@btises hir; ahdfortlaim-other males committed tewd or lasclvious acts-on her,
As aglobal'matter, Plaintiffs clearly and unequivecally place their sexual history
In 4ssue by their allegations that Epstein's actions in this case'has negatively
affected the'h: relationships by, among -other things, “distrust in men,” "sexual
intimacy problems,” “diminished trust,” “secial problems,” * problems in persona;i
relationships,” ™ fee‘l-ing of stress around men,” "'-prem'ature teenage pregnancy,”
"antisoclal behaviors,” and “hyper-sexuality and promiscuity.” Considering these
allegation, there simply can 'be. no qu.estion that Epstein Is entitled to know

whether Plaintiffs were molested or the subject of other ':se-xu:al attivity” or “lewd
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aind Jassivious conduct® In order to .determine whether there s an -alternative
basls 6 the psychologlical disorders Plaintiffs claim to have sustained, whether
.?Plia'intiﬁs, §n‘g:aged In prostilution or other sim'ila»j type acts.and:hew eeraln-acts
alleged:in fhe Compldint materlally. affected Plaintiifs’ relatiorStipsiwith-othets or

How those acts did-not have such an afféct on those relationsfiips-andfor whether

Plaintiffs suffered from the alleged emotional and-psychological disorders’as a -

result of-piher sexual acts prior to the acts :éllsged in-the Complaint. To deny
‘Epstein thus. discovery, -would be tantamount,to =barrifn§' him. from mounting a
-defensel

.50. ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS and’L,M.’s actions constitute a fraud upen EPSTEIN
a5'RRA, R;OT:HSTE'I‘?N and the idtigation Team represented-vt'hemse'lVes to be acting In
’ f'goé"ﬂ falth and with the-bests Interests of their clients in mlﬁd at all times when-in reallty,
they were-acting in—~ﬁ1'rthé;raﬁce of the I'nvvestﬁ;ient or Ponzl scheme described herein.
EPSTEIN fustifighly- relisd to his defriment on the representations of RRA, and
pbféndants. ROTHSTEIN, £DWARDS and L.M. as to how he conducted and.defended

© the GFQI-Acﬂons brought against him.
51.,As a diféct and proximate result of the fraudulent and fllegal investment or Ponz!
“scheme orchestrated by-ROTHSTEIN and as yet other unknown co-conspiratérs and-as
-a.result 6f the fitigation tactics undertaken by-the Litigation Team and L.M. as sst forth
h:ére"lh, ‘Plalntiff EPSTEIN has:incurred and continues to incur the monetary damages
* Including, but ngtilimited fo, having to pay an amount in excess of the Civil Actions' true

yalup as a result of them iefusing to settle in that a percentage of any payment by

Pl - (8

e




R,

Epstéin ¥. RRA, et dl,
Page 30

EPSTEIN imay have béen promised to third parly investors; incuming significant

--additional-legal fées ard costs as result of Defendants refusal to conduet settfement

riagotiatlons in a- forthright and good faith manner because any. mariles pald by
EPSTEIN is -in ré‘ej!'ity a promised retun on an investment; @nd dncuired)-significant
attbrrieys' fees and costs in defending the discovery that was notivelevant, miaterial
dndfor calculdtad to lead to the admissibility of evidence, but which was doné for the
sole purpose of "pumplng” the cases to Investors. ;

52. EPSTEIN has also been Injured in that the seope of the fraudulent-and criminal
‘o1 racketeering aglivity -s0 permeated thelRRA law firm that EPSTEIN has“béeh

prevénted from filly and falfly defending tie civil actions brought. against him.. In

essence, the very existén'se of RRA was based on the continuation of the migssive

Ponzi-schems orchestrated by -ROFHSTEIN and other co-conspirators. In order fo
confinie 1o biing Ih monles frominvestors, ROTHSTEIN and other co-conspirators used
the-Clvil Actioris against EPSTEIN, along-with other marufactured lawsuits, as a- mieans
bi-6btaining massive amounts.of money. C
53, ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS and L.M. are liable for darmages.caused o EPSTEIN -
1»ndfi'viduéﬂy. -and jointly and severally,
BNkl = Molatlon of§E772AD sty Kl Stata

“Elontaceivil Romodles for Grimnal PRAcleas Avt—
T AjainstAlDofehdnnts ~

b4. Plaintiff realleges and incorperates. paragraphs 1 through 53 as If fully set forth

herein,
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55. RRA, ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS arid L.M. each afid collectively constitute an

“enterprise pursuant to §772.102(3), Fla. Stat. (2009).

&8. ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS and L.M. engaged In a pattem of crimingl activity as

-distined In §772.102¢8).and (4), Fla. Stat, (2000).

57. As dllegéd hereln, ROTHSTEIN and EDWARDS commiitted multiple predicate

' dets Tn Vislation of-§772.103(1), (2), (3) and (4), Fla. Stat,, incluaiﬁg:vmlaﬂ'ons of Florlda

Statutes - Chapter 517, relating to securlties tranisactions;) Chapter 817, relating to
fraudulent practices, false pretenses,.and fraud genarally (which Includes L.:M.); Chapter
831, relating to foigery; §836.05, relating to éxtortion’(which includes L.M.); and Chépter
887, relating 15 psrjury (which Includes L.M:), ~Substantizlly more than two' prediééte

“acts {l.6; the selliig of or participation. of 'the sale:of fabricated- settleineits outlined

hetein, including the Clvil Attivns Ipvolving Epstein as: well &8 thie impreper litigation
tacties outlingd.above) gecurred within a‘five-year:time-peried.
§8. As a direct and proximate result of ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS .and LM.s

violations of §772.108, Fla.-Stat,, EPSTEIN has been injured.

59. Putsuant to §772.104(1), Fla. Stat., Plaintiff EPSTEIN Is entitied to thresfold of

‘his actual damdges sustained, reasonable attorney's fées and sourt costs, and such
other:damages as allowed by law.
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff EPSTEIN respectfully demands the entry of a judgmsnt for
damages agalnst all the named Defendants.
‘Bouptll~Florlda, NICG*» .

#Ricketesy Infldented:and BorRBEOYgaiilzatiohAct!
P‘ursu'mt'to SSE 95.01 atsa_‘-." Fla;_s a6 AR008),
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60. Plaintiff realfeges and incorporates paragraphs 1 through 53 as If fiilly set forth

~-herein.

61. RRA, along with ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS and LM, each and,callectively,
-constitute dn-enferprise pa rSt;aﬁt:té‘fSé 95;02;’(3),.[*‘-!3; Stat, (2009).

62. During al Aimes relevant, herefo, ROTHSEFEIN, EDWARDS apd L.M. were and
ara associated with the anterprise, RRA, and each:other, '

63. De?f;zndants'-, ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS and kM., as pérsons assogiated with the
enterprise, RRA and each cther{as an e.riterp.ris‘e?. uﬁlawfully conducted or participated,
directly or .Indirectly; In such an enterpilse ‘through a ‘pattern of racketeerng, §
595.03(3), Fia. Stat., as alleged abové hereln, ‘

84, The breadth. and scope’of ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS and; poterifially, LM.'s
racketeering a‘ctivi.t-y' continuesio Bé investigated -by the FBY, as numerous civil I'awsuﬁs
-agalnst some of the Defendapts and others continue to be filed by persons who have

* been damaged. As of the filing of this Complaint, criminal charges have only been
_ brought agalfst ROTHSTEIN:

. 65 Btbstantlally more than twor predicate dots {le., the seliing of fabricated
setflements’ outlined hereln, including-the Clvil Acticns ianl\;Ing Epstein as well as the
Improper lltigatfon tactics outiined above) oc'cu;redw'ﬂhln a five year time peried.

66. Pursuant to §895.02, Fla. Stat,, ROTHSTEIN and EDWARDS engaged in a
pattern of “racketeering activity" through the commisslqn of crimes as dsfined In §

" 895.02(1)(@)-(b), Fla. Stat., including Chapter 517, relating to securities; Chapter 817,

relating to fraudulent practices, false pretenses, and fraud (Including L.M.) generally;

e e i vy
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Chapter 813, .reldting to forgery; §838.05, rél-a’ting 1o extortion. (including L.M.); Chapter
837, relaling to perfury (inclading LM.).
67. Pursuant to -§895.05, Fla, Stat, Plaintiff seeks the following relief against
* Defendants, RQ’I%HSTEIN,-Ei)WARDS. and L.M.:
a) ‘Ordering' ROTHSTEIN -and -EDWARDS- 16 divest-themselves of
-any Iritérest In the.enterprise, RRA;
b} Enjoln all.Defendants from ‘engaging in the same type of conduct,
and activities as described herein;-and

¢) “Ternporanly enjoining ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS and LM., from

thé coéntinuation®f the. Clvil Actions brought agalhst EPSTEIN .

until criminal“eharges have been formally brought against RRA
antfor/any: of the Defendants, such that EPSTEIN may be
slibwed {Bsvaluate whether a stay or dismissal df:all Civll Actions
agalist hiim Is merited,
68. EPSTEIN fuifher-seeks an award of his reasonable atiorney’s fees and costs,
and such éther rellefthat this Gourtdeems appraopriate,
WHZEREFO.RTE: Plaintiff EPSTEIN respectfully demands the- entry of a judgment for
the.relief sought and.damages-against ’the named Defendants.

Couiit il = Abuse of Pfabbssia.
.Aqg}nsjﬂ},Doféndants f

69. Plaintiff realleges -and incorporates paragraphs 1 through 53 as if fully set forth

herein.

. -
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70. After Instituting: the Civil Actions against EPSTEIN, the acllons of Defendants,
ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS and L.M. as alleged in paragraphs 9 through 53<hersin,
constitute an'illegal, improper or perverted use of process.

“71. ROTHSTEIN; EDWARDSand L.M. possessed ulterior motiveswer purposes in

=

wxerelsing such. egal. impropet, or perverted use of process,

72, As 8 réstlt-of ROTHSTEIN, EDWARDS and L.M.'s actions, EPSTEIN suffered

damages.
WHEREFGRE, Plaintiff: EPSTEIN respectfully demands the entry of a judgment for

-dafiagés: aga’lnst all'the named Deferidants:

Count W= Fraud

Agalnst All Defen dan1
7’3 Plaintiff realleges and Incorporates paragraphs 1 through-53 as If-fully set forth-

herein.

74. ROTHSTEIN,. by and)through Defendant EDWARDS and:-'LM. made false
statenients of fact.to EPSTEIN and his attorneys and agents, known ‘to e false at the
fime made, ;and/or intentionally concealed mateflal information from ERSTEIN and. his
aﬁemeys and'agents, for the purpose of inducing EPSTEIN to.actiti fellanee thereon.

75, EPSTEIN did so act on the misrepresentation- and/er concealment by incurring
additional aftorney’s fees, costs, and expenses in .aggressively defending the cvil
-actions whereas fn‘ redlity, because the Civil Actions agalnst Plaintiff were: being
e¥ploited -and overvalued-so as to lure additional investors and to aftempt to extort as

‘mitch money as possible from EPSTEIN so as te continue the massive fraud.
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‘WHEREFORE Plaintif EPSTEIN demands Judgient against Defendants for
damages:Incurred and for any other reliefto which heis entitled under thé law.

Conspiracy.to.CommikEtiud,
Aquinst All Defondants

" 76. Plaintiif realleges and incorporates paragraphis 1 through-53,and 74 and 75 as if
fﬁil'lly s6t foith herein.

78; ROTHS-'FEI'N, EDWARDS and L.M. combined by and fhmugh. concerted action
as'détailed hereln to accomplish an unlawful purposeyor accomplish some purpose by
unlgwflil means. The unlawful purpose was, ameng other things, ttie orchiegstrating and
.continuatlon of the miassive fraudulént,Ponzl scheme and receipt of monies for the
contintstion of the scheme. Théunlawful-means _includes, but is not limited to, thé.use
-of thg;Civil Actlons against ERSTEIN in-an unlawfdl, improper, and fraudulent. manner.

79..As ‘a direct and proximate Fesult of ROTHSTEIN EDWARDS and L.M.'s
consp1racy to defraud. EPSTEIN, EPSTEIN suffered: damages

WHEREFORE Pléintiff ?PSTEIN demands judgrent against Deféndants for

damages Incutied and for any ether relief to which he Is-entitled under the law.

Jury Trjal.

Plaintiff-demands Jury Trial on gll issues so triable.

ROBERT ';cRiTToN JR, ESQ,
Florida:84r:No.- 224162
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Filing # 58499694 E-Filed 06/30/2017 01:24:10. PM.

INTHE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
FIFTEENTHJUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN
AND'FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY,,

FLORIDA
IEFFREY EPSTEIN.
PlaintiffiCounter-Défendart, ’tta;fe N2 50 2000 CA 040800XXNXMBAG
Vs,
SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually,
BRADLEY I; EDWARDS; individually.
Defendany/Counter-Plaintiff;

AFFIDAVIT OF JEFFREY EPSTEIN

The undersigned. Jeffrey E. Epstein.-having firstBeen’duly sworn: hereby deposes

and says:

1. [am over eighteen (18) years old and huve ‘personal kiowledge of -the

‘fucts-stated hiérein,

2, [ am the CountepDefendant in the above captioned’action {the “Action™)
and. -submit Whi§ Alfidavit”in suppért of* my Motion for Summary Judgment (ihe
“Summary Judament Motion™yAvith respeet to th(. Fourth Amended :Counterclaim (the
“Cotiiiterclai™) 6F Cotmter-Plaiititt Bradley Edwards (“Edwardls™).

3.« NIn bis Counterclaim, Edwards has a sole, unssupportegi claim againstme for
Malidious Prosecution:

. Asmore Tully described below, at the time. that T: cﬁ.nilﬁéﬁéed the Action
apainst Edwardsiand Scott/Rothstein {"Rotbstein!') in December 2009, [ had a good faithy
basis for filing the same: based o the facts that existed at'thie time 1'filed suit as set fordy

below and imore fillyin iny Sunimiary Judgmeist Mol




o~ M

5. L filed the Actiot against. Rothstein and Edwards because, based on the:
facts described below and-in.the Summary Judgment Motion, [ believed at the time of
filing my*original Complaint that these: two individuals; and other inknown: partners of,
theirs at Rothstein, Rosenfeldt; Adler.(*“RRA"). engaged in serious misconduct involving,
a widely publicized illegal Ponzi scheme: operated 'throuéhj their law firm (ihe ~Ponz.
Scheine™) that featured the very civil cases litigated against me-by Edswards, whichywere
being used 1o defraud potential investors in-the Ponzi Schene.

6. In-early November 2009; stories in ihe press, on th¢ news, #md on: the
internet were legioi aboit the implosion-of RRA. the Ponzi Seheme peipetrated at that,
finy. and: the: 11aisuse in- the: Ponzi. Scheme:- of cerlain eivil .cases’ then being litigated
against me by RRA parmer. Edwards, The: cases Bdwards/vas litigating against me;,
wiich are described. in lhéSum_ﬁu’u;;; Judament Mbton (the “Epstein Cases™); were being,
used to.defraud investors out.of millionsOldollarsud to find the RRA Ponzi Scheme,

7. [i November 2009 Falso became aware ofnews stories thal'as-a result of
the Ponzi scheme at RRA. thie Elatida Bar had ~c’p_mmencccl!i'm.'usligal'im.]:: into overones
lialf of the attorneys emplayed by RRA:

8. AUGrabolit e saie tie in November 2009. 1 also became dware hat the
Taw firm :of Conrad Schere; filed: a. Complaint against Scolt. Rothsi¢in and. others,
Rasapherele Fumitng, LLC: et l. v, Seot W Rothsiein, el al. Case No: 09-062943(19)
(Rereihafter réferenced as the “Razorbuck Complaint™. on behall of some of the Ponz
Scheme investois.. )

9. Upon reviewing the Razorback Complaint: I learned: that the ‘Razorback

Complaint detailed the lise of the Epstein Cases (i.¢., the eases being litigated dpainst me

B

)




by ‘Edwards) 1o defraud ‘investors in the Ponzi Scheme; including. but no( limited 10,
improper discovery practices aid othier misthods o bolster the cases..

10, Priorto my filing the initial Complaint in the Action: [also becaime aware
that the Fedériiivg'm'?'éhii‘ném filed an’ Information-against-Seott Rolbstein: which included.
allepalions of RRA as an *Enterprise”™ in which Rothstein 13;]£i3f his yel unidentified ¢o-
conspirators engdged ina 'r;_t’_ckel&ringf'cmlsvp'i[zicy, :1'111)"Ji¢3f f'!;'l'un'd'ei*‘_ing‘ 't:dﬁs_i;j‘irrac}{, il
and wire fraud, conspiracy:. and wire traud, :and specifically alleged that/(a) potential
inyestors were defrauded by: Rothstein and other co-conspirators who. falsely advised that.
-confidential setilenienr agreements ‘were: available for LPl‘utéHa;sé, ‘when"the settlenent
‘agreements offefed iwere :fabricated: '(b) ‘the FabricatedSettlemients agreements: were
‘allegedly. available in-amounis ranging {rom’ hl_il)di‘édS*nFﬂiopszmds‘ of dollars to-millions
of'd'qlflﬂ,l?;and could be puirchased at a discowit astd l'ep;fd to the fivestorsal face value
ovér finie; (¢) Rothsteln and ther eo-coSpirators tilized the-offices of RRA and the
offices:of ather:co-conspirators lo-€gnyince potential investors:of the: legitimacy of* the
‘and success of the law firm. 3Which enhanced the credibility ‘of the purported investment
opportunity in these fictitious settlements: (d) Rothstein and other co-conspirators utilized
finds obtaivied. thidugl llic Pori Schemé 16 Supplement and support the. opetiition arid
activities of RRA. lo-expand RRA by the hiring of additional aftorneys.and support staff,
to fund-salaries anid bonuses and o acquire laruer’and more: elaborate ‘office space ‘and
equipmentin-order (0 €ntich the personal wealth of persons employed by anq ussociated

with the RRA Enterprise:

11, 'Prior o filing ‘the fipitial ‘Complaint: in ‘the Action. consisteni. with the .

allegations anade: by the. press, inthe Razorback Complaint: and in. the Rothstein.

ted




Tnformation. it was clear that the activity in:the Epstein Cases being litigated by Edwards.
intenisified ;‘s_ub'_stantiz;lly ‘during the: short six’ (6) moiths 'dl[l'i}ig which. Edivards ‘was a
parinet at RRA from April 2009 through:the end ‘ot‘ October:2009.. Furthermore, during
that six (6}-month. period. questiohable discovery like that detailed in the Razorbick
Complaint had taken fplﬁ'(:é;iil the. Epstein: Cases being litigated against me by: Edwards!
including Edwards noticing the depositions'of famous dignitaries and celebritieg’sueh as
Bill Clinton and David Coppeffield, However. the:plaintiffs in the: Epstéin Cages'ad
‘madeé no allégations of improper conduct against them implicating any cel€brities or
dignitaries. |

12. Equally consistent with the allegationsip/the préss/and in the Razorback
Complaint that the Epstein Cases were being:deliberately mistsed for 'plirpost:s' unrelated
to the Titigdtion iR order 6 lure fnvestors into the Ponzi Seheine is thie fact that'on July 24
2009. Edwards: filed .a: two, hundred. thirtystour-{234) page, one. fifly-six (156) count
tederal complaint againstme on behalfofasplaintift. LM, .I'q;'...:‘\y=liqp11 ‘Edwards was already
progecuting o ¢ase: against. me i stafe couit ihvolving the' same matters alleged in the
o1 prosecuted. leading nn. 10 conclude: that the only-reason:it-was filed was to enhance the
case files shown at the offices of RRA to potentinl investors-in the Ponzi Scheme:,

i3 “‘-Alsdr‘\vhilt:,a parther; at RRA. Edwa;'ds ililed“.a‘. motion’ in Federal courl in
whieh he=réyuested £llai the courtorder me: to post a: fifteen:millian dollar bond.in the Jumne
Dbg:case. “This-case. according to'the Razorback Complaint, was being touted av-that same
timé o investors'in the:Ponzi Schéme., [ comiectionswith that motion, Edwards filed papers
discussing my net Worth and filed supplemental.papers purporting:to list. in great detail my:

vehicles, planes and other items ‘ol 'substantial value: -all at a:lime when;:according .to the




accounts in the press, the Information:and the Razorback Complaint. the Ponzi Schenie was

unraveling and the need for new investors in the Ponzi Scheme wiis becoining urgent. The

court rejected the Motion. calling it “devoid of evidénce.”

14, The facts st forth above and in the Suniiniary Judgniént: Motion were: the
facls upon which [ relied in (a): determining thac [ had Qincuﬁ'ed damages, such a§
attomeys fees and disbursements paid to defend ajgainst abusive litigation practices-which
appeared 10 bé ‘tinreldted to thé underlying litigation agninsf me, mi‘cl (b) dssentingymy

causes of action aguinst Edwards and Rothstein'in the Action.

" JEFEREY EPSTEIN

STATE OF NEW YORK. )

Yss.:
COUNTY OF NEW YORK™)

Sworn and subseribed 16 belore me, the undersigned authiority, by Jeffiey Epstein,

lf
thls .lune = —AJ L2017

CWabhe Ot s 78

NOTARY PUBLIC

‘HABIBE AVDIU
NOTARY PUBLIC-STATE. OF NEW YORK
No. D1AV46313116
‘Qualifled in Richmond: COUnIV
My Commisélon Expires October 14, 2018

v







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

Case No. 502009CA040800XXXXMB

JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
Plaintiff,
vs.

SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually;
BRADLEY EDWARDS, individually,

Defendants/Counter-Plaintiffs.

/

VOLUME T
VIDEOTAPED “DEPOSITION
OF

BRADLEY) (EDWARDS)

Taken on Behalf of Plaintiff

Friday, November) (I'0th,) 2017)
10:02 a.m. - 6:16 p.m.

2139 Palm Beach Lakes Boulevard
West Palm Beach, Florida 33409

Examination of the witness taken before

Sonja D. Hall
Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc.
1665 Palm Beach Lakes Boulevard, Suite 1001
West Palm Beach, FL 33401
(561) 471-2995

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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"discovered that there were high-profile witnesses
onboard Epstein's private jet where some of the

alleged sexual assaults took place, and showed D3"

the potential investors —-- "copies of a flight log
--"  Right?

A Yeah.

Q -- "purportedly containing names of

celebrities, dignitaries and international( figures.

A Right.

Q Did the flight log in fagt ceontain names of
celebrities?

A Epstein's flight Yog does contain names of
celebrities. Those are jhe,people he hung out with.

0 And dignitaxies?

A What's the definition of dignitary? I think

so.
Q Good enough for me.
And international figures.

A Yes.

Q (SO) (Ehereg) (Scme) (Eruth) (Ehat) (Rothstein)

weaving) (in;) (cased) @ocuments;) (Ehe) (E1ight) 'cg) (Ehad

Was) @kbtained) ©y) ou (Eh9 (Feag) (Eria]) (Fawyen) (Eh9

pending) Tawsuits?)

® (Thereg) Some) (Eruth) (Ee) (cending) (Ewsuits?)

© Mo (C'm Eaying) (Ehat) What) Rothstein) Was)

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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dcing 3 we) @) &
@  (H9 [sed) @@ctual) Evidencs) (E9) Euppord @

&EbrlcafedﬂsforyJ

© (&0 €Ho) @ctual) Evidence) €hat) Was) Eeferred)

(€9 (ere) @@re) (Ehesy (E1ight) (I'cgs) (Ehad you) (R 'eag)

(Tawyer) Cbtained) @nd) trought) ack) (Eo) (Ehe) Rothstein)
(firm,) @ight?)
@ (D @maintain) (Ehe) €vidence) (for) @) ©f) my) Cases)

@0 (Ehe) Rothstein) (firm Where) (I) Worked;) (YESL)

© That's) @1') 0) @as) Confirming.)

@  (0ces) (it @Eppeay (EHat) REEHstaln) Gained) @ccess)

(€9 D End) @sed) (D (o) Euppory Gis) (Fairytale?) TH doesd)
©@ (D dces,) Tight?) @nd) yow Egres) @With) ERat)
® @Ees)

Q So paragraphy,41.

A Yes.

) In this case, Razorback -- this is not
Mr. Epstein\'s suit, right? This is Bill Scherer
representing the Razorback client that he represented
suilng/Rothstein is making these allegations?

A Yes.

Q Right? Okay.

So Mr. Scherer -- do you know Mr. Scherer?
A I know him now better than I did then. I

didn't know him at all then.

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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underaged women were onboard.”™ There were underage
women onboard. Epstein knew that. So he knows this to
be false. "And no elicit activities took place."
Epstein knows elicit activities took place on his
airplane, so he knows that to be false.

He can't just adopt what Bill Scherer says
and say, Oh, that forms the basis of something T
believe. It can't possibly form the basis/of ‘what

he believes, because he knows it to be false.

Q Okays) (89 did) Eny) ©f) (Ehe)(fhTree) (€lients) (Ehad)

you (Tepresented) While) (you) @D MrYRothstein's)

(Eestified) (Ehad (Ehey) Went G M ) Epstein’s) Elane?)
® (They) Were) @ch) (Ehred) 6 ) (Ehey) Were) @cH ©n)
Mr2) Epstein’s) plane )«(They)were) @oh) (Ehe) ictims) ©n) (Ehe

ane.

© (89 (Ehe) (c1Fents) (Ehah) (you) (fepresented) (9 oU)

(Hdividually) @WhHile) @D Ehe) RGEASEEiD) (EiTh 6 (ouDn

(EhTreeg) (@lients) (Eestified) (o) @dmitted) (Ehat) (Ehey) @even

(Eraveled) M) Epstein's) (plane,) Correct?)

A (If) €Ehey) (Eestified) (Eruthfully,) (Ehey) Would) (say)

(Ehaty) @ (§TsH don'h emember) () (Ehey) Were) @sked) (Ehad)
(uestiony)

Q But you know the question is --
A I do know the answer to that question for

sure.

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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the many topics that, amongst plaintiffs’
counsel, we discussed as the way in which
Epstein intended to ultimately defeat these
cases, which would ultimately prove his
serial sexual molestation of minors.

BY MR. LINK:

0 So is your concern something that's
evidence?
A And we had a source telling us our concern

was true.
0 I understand.

A Okay, so —--

0] (O (have) (heard) @bout) (Ehe) (source.) @ @sking)

(Vyou) @bout) Evidence.) ou (Eeld) (you) (had) (Concerns.)

©Okay,) ) don D (Know) (Ehad @ (federal) udge) (Cares) @boud

(your) (cersomnal) Concerns.) (O doubit) (Ehat) @ (federal) (Gudge)

(Cazxes) (Ehab (you (have) @) (source) Who) Won't) @ed (Eheg)
standy)

(59) wheneven) (O (iave) (Filed) @ motion) (fon)

Gnjunction,) O ntend) (Eo) ub) Evidence) (frond ©f)
(€Ehe) courty) @And) (C'm) @sking) (you,) Eir,) Whab Evidence)
digd) you frave) (Ehis) (fEederal) proceeding) (Eo

(your) statemend (Ehat Mr.) Epstein) Was) (fraudulently)

(Eransferring) (iis) @ssets) Cverseasy?)

MRT) (SCAROTAT) (EXCUSE) C'M Going) (€9

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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(©bjEech (Eo) Counsel's) (speech) @bout) Counsel's)

ExXperience.) Moyve) (Ehad) @8 (Etrickeny)

End) (Ehe) @uestion) @s) (o) Whad) Evidence)
@id) Mr1) Edwards) (ilave) 3

MRT) CINKT) (YEsD)

MRZ) (SCAROLAT) () (3 @ @uestion) (Ehad fias)

een) @sked) @nd) @nswered) (Cepeatedlv.)

BY) MRY) CINK?)
@) (€9 wWould) (you) Egree) (you) (had) @dmissible)

exidence) @Y (Ehe Eime) (Ehah) Fou Eiledy (Ehi’s) 0leading?)

® Hold) ©n) @©ne) (secondy) (B9 ED

© Yes))

® & (a9 Evidencey)

Q What) Gt

@ EEques) (For) @Edmission () @sKed)
M) Epstein) 3

© {esy)

A\ o E&dmiE) (You) @re) moving) (financial) @ssets)

(cvexrseas)ycutside) ©f) (Ehe) direct) (Eerritorial) each) ©f) (Eheg)

US)y@E&nd) (Florida) (Courts.)

(Question) (227) You) Were) making) @ssebd)
(Eransfers) With) (Ehe) Gntent) (€0 defeat) @ny) (Judgment)
(Ehad might) e €ntered) @gainst) (You) Enis)

(EimiTar) Cases.,)

(Twenty=three,) do) (you) Currently) (have) (Eheg)

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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@BITTEY) (€9 EosH @ (E19) milTion) Gond) (Eo) Eatisty) @

udgment) (ENTS) (Case) Without) (financial) (cEher)

@i fficulty?)
© UR=HU)

@ D @9 (Eclg) (Ehe (Exuth) (e Would) have) (said) yes))

(End) (Ehat) what) (Ehe) @dverse) (inference) fequirement)

@1 Tows) (for) (Eo) draw) When) (he) (says) (responseg) (Eo) (Ehose)

(direct) requeskts) (for) @dmissions) (Ehat) (he's) Ghvoking) (his)

ETfEN) Amendment) ight) @gainst) el f—incrimination,) Which)

(Eantamount) (E9) @dmission.) (Sodthat) Evidence.)

Q@  OKay) (€9 you (Ehink EiaD (Ehe Edverse)
@nference) &)
®  @That’s) @oing) (£ (Feppen) (M) (Ehis) (Case;)

0 Hang on. Let meyjust make sure I

understand.
You [thought when you filed this that

having an adverse inference to a question --
whatever question you asked -- because he raised the
Fifth, makes it an admission? That's your
understanding of an adverse inference in federal
court?

A I had an admission by Mr. Epstein in response
to his question.

0 That was it? You told me he pled the Fifth

and didn't answer. All I'm asking is, was it your

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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for identification.)

BY MR. LINK:

0 And this is a memo from him to you copying
Marc Nurik. Marc Nurik was a lawyer at Rothstein's
firm?

A One of the criminal defense lawyers.

0] And it's references Mr. Epstein's
non-prosecution agreement?

A That's what it looks like.

0 And it looks like it's amessage from
Mr. Adler to you. Says, "Brad,<{Wayne”Black and T
Jjust had a great conversation with Marc Nurik about
the non-prosecution agreement,”and I need you to
please get in contactewithyMarc and meet with him to
discuss the possibilities. Bring with you a copy of
the agreement./"

Next sentence says, "We also discussed the
assetsssituation and there are some major
possibildties that need to be explored with Marc and
others.”

"Get on 1t" exclamation point.

Were) (you) (reporting) (Eo) Mr.) AdIET) (how) (Eg)

(xepresent) (Ehe) (Ehzeg) Rothstein) (€lients) &) (Ehe) (Ehzes

('adies) &) ©n) (oW (Eo) prosecute) (Ehe) Epstein) matters?)

® Well?) (Ehts) Email) dated) @pril) Bth,) 20097)

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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@ (ed) usH (started) @D (Ehe ((izmy) @ (iad) usH @ob (Ehere))
(RUSS) @dleTn) ©n9 @0 (€9 Enly) (CFawyers)

(ﬁhaﬁ) (D iad) (known) (for) (years) before) (D @ob (Eo (Ehe) (Eixrmy)
(And) Russ) Adler) (handled) (sexual) @buse) (Cases.) (So,)

€specially) (Ehe) Geginning,) O Ealked) (€0 Russ) @boub)

(how) (Eg) (Kkind) (©f) Mavigate) (Ehrough) (Ehe) (Complications)

With) @effrey) Epstein) @nd) With) (Ehe) Eype) ©f) defense

Ehat ©@oing) (So) (Ehis) ush @pprears) (Ehat) Wayne)

B1lack @nd) Russ) @dler) o) Wayne) (Ehg)

(nvestigator) o) (Ehab (Ehey) Ealking)GE1Iso) @boub)

(how) (Eo) 2 wWhatb) (needed) (Eo) do) (Ehgey(investigation.)
(Yeah,) Russ) definitely) Gnvolved) (Ehen.)

(He) dian"f) do) @much) (Eheyday—to=day;) (@ don® wWant

(€0 (E=y) @Enything (Eo) (Ehaty)

Q (D @ndezstandy) EUH Cm EaTking) @boud) ©n)
Epxil) (8th;) 20037 (Looks) (Eo) Iike) ies) @iving) (Yo
({nstructions) what) (Eo) do.) (Do (You @gree?)

® MNoD (Giving) (mstructions) whad 9 docy @
meany) Bels) (Ee11ing) ©ring) Marg NUriK (Ehe)

mon=prosecution) @greement,) (Ehe) Gnstruction.)

(If) @nything,) @re) Wworking) (Ecgether) With)

(Ehe) (Common) @oaly)
o) The get on it, exclamation point --
A We're buddies. Then we were just friends.

Get on it 1s let's do this.

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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A Sarah Kellen was on the airplane with Jeffrey
Fpstein and an underaged girl. Jeffrey Epstein makes
the allegation in the complaint that the proof that
Brad Edwards was pumping a Ponzi scheme is that he
sought flight logs, despite knowing that there were no
underaged girls on the airplane. Jeffrey Epstein knew
that to be false, because there were indeed umderaged
girls on the airplane.

To the extent that Jeffrey Epstein himself
won't say that I knowingly filed this false
allegation, Sarah Kellen could .say, IFknow that
Jeffrey Epstein knew that that was a false
allegation, because I too was jon the airplane and so
was this underaged gixl, and he knew that.

So at the, time that he filed this
complaint, he (kknew that it was false, the
allegations that he was making, which allegedly
formedsthe basis of his assertion that I was
invedvedyin a Ponzi scheme.

Q Okay.

You lost me, but I'm not going --

A Read it back. I think it makes sense.

Q I'm not going to try to figure that out.

(Do) (you) (have) @nyone) (Ehat) (Eestify) @boubd)

what) M) Epstein's) mind) (DEcCember) 2009 @H

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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(Eh9 (Eime) (Ehad) (Ehe) Cawsuit) Was) (Ei1ed) @bout) Why) (e
(fi1Ed) GCED)
@ Mr)) Epstein) (Eestified) (B9 (Ehaty)

@) (Gther) (Ehan) Mr2) Epstein,) o You hiave) @Eny)

witnesses) (Ehat) @re Going) (E9) Eestitfy) @bout) (Ehe) (Ceasons)
why) M) Epstein) made) (Ehe) decision) (E9) (Ei1e) (Ehe)
T&awsuit?)

® Mo ([EYs) Eery) Cbvicus) why) (ig) (Filed) Ehe)
Fawsuit?)

© (fou) (ave) @o) (cther) Witnesses) ther) (Ehan)

Mr7) Estein,) (Correct?)

® W8 iave) Ettempted)(to) (Eake) (iis) @Etorneys™)

depocsiticons) @nd) (Ehey) iave) @) Eejected) (Ehat)

Cpportunity.) (So) (e has) @Oy (witnesses) (Ehad (Can) (Eestity)
@9 (€9 wWhah) Was) (o' (is) @ind @D (EhaD Eimes)

Q@  (ou E@zxe (Ehe Eplaintiti (i (Ehe) Counterclaim,)
(right?)

®~ We Wil €9 (icw (EhiS) @nfolds,) @ight?)

© &ed (usd Wrap (Ehis) @p,) ecause) (you tiave)
Given/me) @ (ohH ©f) Gnformation) (€0 Which) (O (Ehink) @Te)
Eimple) Questions.) (D9 (You (iave) @ Witness) (Ehat) Will)

(Eestify,) Gther (Ehan) ML) Epstein,) @bcut) What) @as) ()

¢1ii’s) @ing) (DecembeT) 2009) @kout) Why) (ie) Grought) Ehe)
T&awsuit?)

(MRT) (SCAROTLAY) (Direch) evidence)

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995




Y

C ECEEEBE e ecooee s

16

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

278

(Circumstantial) Evidence) Both?)

(THE) WITNESST) (Ceb) @e) EHiTK @5out) (ERED)

@uestion.) @Aboud Why) e Groughtd (Ehe) (Tawsuity)

(Specifically) (Ehaty)

MRD) CINKD) (Can you (xead) back (Ehe)
(Question) (for) (im,) lease?)
@O @on D (Eake) (Ehad (Ccaching) @D @1411)

@ny) €vent;) @ell) @onel) BuH @) don't) (EnTnk

you) (heard) my) @uestion.)

Can) you) (readg) Back?)

((Thereupon,) (Eheg) (requested) (portion) ©f) (Ehe

(record Was) (xead) back By (Ehe) teportern)

@bove) duly) recerdedy))

(THE) WITNESST) @A) Witness) (©ther) (Ehan)

Mr7) Epstein,)

BY MR. LINK:

Q Thank you.

Why was Bill Berger added to the witness

listglast night?

A You will have to ask somebody other than

myself.

Q Do you know what Mr. Berger -- why he's

listed as an expert in this case?

A Again, that's a question for the lawyers.

Q Do you know when Mr. Berger agreed to
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federal action have anything to do with any factor,
other than those that you have just described, the
potential expiration of the statute of limitations
and your desire to take advantage of the provisions
of the non-prosecution agreement as a potential

alternative to the state court claim?

A That is the only reason that we filgd it at
that time.
0 Did Scott Rothstein have any role

whatsoever in that decision-making_ progcess?
A He never had any roledinany decision-making
process with anything to do with, any of these cases, so

no.

0] (D19 (you) beceme) @ware) ©1f) (Ehe) (fach) (Enat) (your)

Epstein—related) (Ei1es) @) (Some) oint) (Eime) (ad) eEen)

(requested) (©y) (Scott) Rothstein®)
® {es))
© (How) @id) (you) Gecome) @ware) ©f) (Ehat?)
& @O (ERInK MikKe) (Ec1g) & Eisteny)
Q Was) (Ehere) @ny) €EXplanation) ©ffered) (€0 wWhy)

(SCotT) RGEHSTETT) Wanted) (Eo) E€9) (Ehe) EpStein=related)
(f11E52)

® Thad (D (Ehese) Cases) wWend (Eo (Exrialy) e Wanted
€9 (Exry) (EhH9 (Cases) With

© He) Who?)
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A (He,) (Scott Rothstein,) Wanted) (Eo (Exry) (Ehe) [Case)

With That"'s) Ehe) Explanation) (Ehab @) @iven).

0 And was there anything suspicious about the
head partner in the firm telling you that in this
high-profile case he wanted to be part of the
prosecution team?

A No. If my associate brought in a
high-profile case right now, I would be the one to try
the case, despite the fact that she may . be the only one
who knows anything about it. So thére&'s nothing

suspicious about that.

Q Files got returned toWwou?
A Yes, files didsget returned to me.
Q And -- wassthergyranything about the request

for review of the/files on the basis that Scott
Rothstein was [considering participating in the
prosecution of those claims that aroused any
suspicion on your part?

A No.

Q Was there anything else that went on in the
short period of time that you were in that law firm
that gave any cause for you to suspect that your
files were being used in any way, directly or
indirectly, in connection with any illegal activity

of any kind?
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I was told that he was going to try the
case with me. Period. Not more than, not less than
that. That's just it. Not be the lead, not be the

second, not be the third.

Q Just try the case with you?
A That's what I was told.
Q And that was okay because he was head of

the firm and he owned the files, right?

A Correct.

0 o Were €mployee,) (oux) mind,) @nd Ge

(Eheg) (Tawyer) @lIEtimately) @D (Ehe) (Birmy(responsiblE) (for)

(Eheg) (Ehreg) (clients,) (Erue?)

® (There’s) (seventy) Fawyers) @D (Ehe) (Eirm.) (They)

@11 @work (foy) (iim.) Huadreds) ©f) ((ilesy) He's) EEiTD (Ehe

Egquity) (partner) CH(Ehe) Eirm,) (Ehey) @re (Ehe (EiTm )

(filesy) They) @xre G

Q (@ @nderstandy) ou (Ec1d) €arliery) @End @

@idn'"Hfrealize) (Ehat;) (Ehad (Ehe) @nteresH (EhaD Bradley)

(Edwaxrds, ) PA) (iad) (Ehreg) (files,) (You @ave) @p) (€9

Mr2)Rethstein) @nd) became) @ (salary) Employee,)

E€ssentially).

A Gave) up) (Eo) RRAD)
Q Mr7) Rothstein's) (firm,) (Correcty?

A Righty) We've) (EeEstablished) (Ehisy)

Q (End) (E9) (Ehat) M) Rothstein) was) (Ehe) (fawyer) @D
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(€Ehah (firm) (Ehe) 2 (©f) Ewo) Equity) Bhareholders)

who) wWas) @l timately) fesponsiblE) (for) (Ehe) (Ehree) (EpsEein)

matters?

® (For) Every) (Case) (Ehe) EntiTe) (firm,) (ncluding)

(Ehocse) 9
o) Tocluding) (Ehe) (Ehree) Epstein) matters?)

A Every) Case,) feah))

MR. LINK: I have no further questions.

MR. SCAROLA: I have nothing further.
We will read.

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: The bime is 6:16

p.m., and that concludes this deposition.

(The deposition ‘was concluded

at 6:16 p.mu.)
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