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January 30, 2017 

VlA EMAIL & Ji'ACSlMILE: (212) 805-7925 

Honorable Judge Robert W. Sweet 
District Court Judge 
United States District Court 
500 Pearl Street 
New York, NY 10007 
SwectNYSDCha rube ts@nvsd.uscourts.gov 

Re: Giuffre v. Maxwell, 
Case No.: 15-cv-07433-RWS 

Dear Judge Sweet, 

.,111ccawlev(.;'bstllp.com 

Confidential Sealed Filing 

This is a reply Jetter in support of Ms. Giuffre's letter motion to allow for the newly­
discovered wjtnt:ss, Sarah Ransome, Lo be called as a witness at trial because she can testily 
about Defendant's involvement in Epstein's sex trafficking ting based on first-hand experiences 
and first-hand observations. 

Defendant Violated Rule 26 Bv Farting To Disclose This Critical Witness 

Defendant argues that Ms. Giuffre is son1chow to blame for the fact that Sarah Ransome 
is only now being discussed as a witness in this case. J3ut i\1s. Giuffre only recently learned 
about this witness because Defendant failed to properly disclose her months earlier. ln her 
response, Defendant does not address the fact that Ms. Ransome and Ms. Maxwell know each 
other. Indeed, Defendant does not address the fact that Ms. Ransome and she spent time together 
on Mr. Epstein's private island, as reflected in the flight Jogs showing Ms. Ransome :flying to 
and from tl1e island (where Ms. Maxwell was present): 

WVvW .BSFLU",COM 
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As reflected in the above flight log, on December l 0, 2006 (Flight# 1919), Sarah 
Ransome flew from EWR (Newark, .I) to Tl T (U VI) with Jeffrey Epstein, Jennifer Kalin, 
and Natalya Malyshev. On December 14, 2006 (Flight #1920) Sarab Ransome flew from TI T 
(USVI) to EWR (Newark, NJ) with Jeffrey Epstei n and Jadia Marcinkova. ee Giuffre 07139. 
Ms. Ransome was also flown commercially to Jeffrey Epstein's Island several times. 

Defi ndant was obligated under Rule 26 to include Ms. Ransome iJ1 her Rule 26 
disclosures: Defendant knows that Ms. Ransome is an "individual likely to have discoverable 
information." Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(A)(i). As Ms. Ransome will testify Defendant v as on the 
island with her and interacted with her on a regular basis. D fendant's refu aJ to disclose her is 
not only (yet another) discovery violation, but also a patt of th secrecy that Defendant and 
Epstein strove to maintain stmounding their sex trafficking ring. Defendant should not be 
allowed to participate io a sex trafficking ring, cone al the witnes e (and victims) of that ring 
and then proclaim' urprisc" when Ms. ,iuffrc succeeds in locating one of the victims. imply 
put, she should not be allowed to ben fit from her obvious failure to properly disclose M . 
Ransome. 

M . Ran ome' Te limony i ot umulativc nd Ila Highly Relevant Evidence 

Defendant also advances the remarkable argument that it is' unlikely" that Ms. Ransome 
wil l have relevant information. Yet Ms. Ran ome witnessed - first hand - D fondant s 
involv m nt in sex trafficking with Jeffrey Epstein. or will her testimony be cumulative. First 
at the heart of this case is Defendants sworn testimony that she was not involved in se 
trafficking with Epstein. M . Ransome can directly refute Defendant's sworn testimony under 
oath in numerous ways . 

. . . the primary purpose of those visits was lo have me have exual relation with Jeffrey, 
Nadia Marcinkova, and variou other girls and guests brought to the island . .. During one 
of my first visits to the island 1 met Ghislaine Maxwell. Watching her interact with the 
other girls on the island, it became clear to me that she recruited al l or many of th m to 
the island. Once they were there she appeared to be in charge of their activities, 
including what they did who they did it with, and how they were supposed to stay in line. 

he assumed the same supervisory role with me as soon as I arrived. Some of the girls 
app ared to be l 8 or older but many appeared to be young teenagers. 

Exhibit A ffidavit of arah Ransome. lJ1 addition Defendant has made known her plan to put 
forth Alan Dersho itz as a witness at trial to testify that Ms. Giuffre is lying and that he never 
had sex with her or anyone else provided by Jeffrey Epstein. While Ms. Giuffre contends that 
Dershowitz's testimony is not relevant to this case concerning Defendant in the event that the 

ourt disagrees, Ms. Ransmne directly contradicts this testimony because, as part of her 
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involvement in the sex trafficking ring, like Ms. Giuffre, Ms. Ransome was aJso required to 
engage in sexual acts with Jeffrey Epstein and Alan Dershowitz. 

In addition to spending time with Jeffrey on his island, I spent lime with him in New 
York City ... Among the people he lent me to was his friend AJan Dcrshowitz. On one 
occasion I was in a bedroom at Jeffrey's New York townhouse with Jeffrey and Nadia 
Marcinkova. Aft.er a shor( time, Alan Dershowitz entered the room after which Jeffrey 
left the room and Nadia and I had sex with Dershowitz .. . 

See Exhibit A. Affidavit of Sarah Ransome. The tesLimony of Ms. Ransome goes to the heart of 
this defamation claim- whether or not Ms. Giuffre was truthful in her claims about Defendant's 
involvement in Epstein;s sex trafficking ring, and the Comi should allow the jury to hear her. 

Ms. Giuffre· Has Diligently Participated ln Discovery And Prompt)v Disclosed Ms. 
Ransome A ncr Conducting Due Diligence 

Defendant also insinuates that Ms. Giuffre has delayed in disclosing Ms. Ransome. But 
as the. Court is well aware, Ms. Giuffre has previously diligently disclosed close to 100 
individuals who inay have relevant information in her Rule 26 disclosures. By contrast, 
Defendant's Ru1e 26 disclosures never listed Ms. Ransome as a witness, despite the fact that 
Defendant was in her company on several occasions including on Epstein's island, where Ms. 
Ransome was one of several girls being sexually trafficked for EpsteiJ1 upon the direction and 
insistence of Defendant. After being contacted by Ms. Ransome, counsel for Ms. Giuffre 
properly conducted a due diligence investigation into whether the information she provided had 
merit. Specifically. Ms. Giuffrc's counsel undertook the expense to Dy to Europe to meet in 
person w ith th.is newly disclosed witness on January 4, 2017, retunung on January 6, 2017, to 
fi1Uy evaluate her credibility. Upon evaluating the witness and upon the wi1ness confirming that 
she was willing to sign an affidavit under oath regarding her testimony, Ms. Giuffre arranged to 
have a sworn affidavit executed at the U.S. Embassy in the country where Ms. Ransome resides. 
Ms. Giuffre then issued revised Rule 26 disclosw·es on January 13, 2017 and informed 
Defendant that she would produce Ms. Ransome for a deposition as a newly-disclosed witness 
immediately so as to avoid any prejudice or delay in the March 13, 2017 trial date. In short, Ms. 
Giuffre acted prompfly and reasonably after being contacted by this victim of Epstein~s and 
Defendant's sex trafficking ring. 

Dcfcnclant,vill Not RL' Prejudiced RccHusc Ms. Ransome is Readily Available fol· 
Deposition 



Case 1:15-cv-07433-LAP     Document 1331-12     Filed 01/05/24     Page 4 of 10

BO I E S. SC H I LLER & FLE )( NE R LL P 

Honorable Judge RobeLt SweeL 
United States District Cami 
Page -4- Confidential Sealed Filing 

Defendant's argument about her alleged burden from allowing this one additional witness 
also rings bollow. 1 Defendant complains about her alleged Jack of resources, but as this Court is 
aware, Defendant is a wealthy socialite (who recently sold her Ne\ York Town home for $15 
million do!lars) who has heavily litigated this case in ways that were completely w1neces;sary. 2 

Moreover, depos ition discovery is still ongoing in th.is case. Ms. Kel1en sat for her 
deposi rion last week (wherei11 she invoked Lhe Firth Amendment when asked about Defendant s 
in olvcment in Epstein's sex trafficking ring) along with Ms . Marcinkova who was recently 
deposed on January 17. 2017. Due to Defendant's unwillingness to produce her agent, Ross 
Gow for depo ition, Ms. Giuffre did not get to depose him until November 18, 2017 at which 
time he produced o ver-bcfore-seen documents that are critical to this case. Defendant has yet to 
sil for her follow-u1 de1 osition that was directed by the Court but for which Defendant filed a 
"Motion for Recon. ideration" on November 16 2016: which is still pending. Needless to say, 
while tlrn official discovery deadline has closed, certain depositions have been taken more 
recently due to issues with witness cooperation. Of course, if Defendnnt does not desire to take 
Ms. Ransome's deposition, then Ms. Giuffre is llOntent simply calling her at trial. But Defendant 
will hardly be prejudiced by allowing a witness to testify who is available for deposition. 

1 Defendant argues that because Jane Doe 43 (who for purposes of this sealed filing we 
can identify as Ms. Ransome) has recently filed a complaint against rnultipl defendants for 
violalions of sex tra.ffi c.:k ing laws that Defendant should gctto reopen discovery a11d further 
investigate everyone named as a Defendant. Notably, these are all individuals that were part of 
U,e sexual trafJicking ring that Defendant was a party to and she l1as known about them and 
interacted with them for years . Ms . Ransorne's claim had to be filed swiftly because her statute 
of limitations was coritim.1ing to run and the details of her allegations only recently became 
known to counsel. In any event, the question,.-; that need to be asked of Ms. Ransome are simply 
and straightCorward: Wa Defendant involved in Epstein s sex trafficking ring? That question 
has been at the heart of this case for many months and e ·p\01ing it does not raise any new issues. 

2 For example, Defendant litigated over Lhe production of facially non-privileged 
documents; De·fi ndant fi led no fewer tl,an three frivo lous sanctions motions; Defendant filed 
Daubert challenges to all six of Ms. Giuffre's expert witnesses; and Defendant has filed 
disc.:ovexy motions without even c nfening w'it11 Ms. Giuffre in advance, including one for which 
Ms. Giuffre did not oppose the relief sought (Defendant' s motion to reopen Ms. Giuffre s 
deposition), Fu11ber, Defend.ant apparently had the resources to file approximately 100 pages of 
single-spaced objections to Ms. Giuffre deposition designations, an unorthodox volume that 
stands out not simply because this is a one-count defamation claim, but because she objects to 
the same type of testimony that she has dcsigm1tcd for admission. 
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The Case Law Supports Allowing Ms. Ransome A A Trial Witne s 

Ms. Giuffre has offered Defendant, subject to th.is Court's approval, the opportunity to 
take Ms. Ransome's deposition. And, as this Court has already explained taking the deposition 
o[a newly-discovered witness cures any prejudice: ''[t]his and other courts have adopted the 
taking of depositions as an appropriate mechanism to addres lat -di clo ed witnesses." MBIA 
ins. Corp. 1. Patriarch Partners Vlll, LLC, 20 I WL 2568972, at* 14-15 (S.D.N.Y. ept. 29 
2003) (concluding lhat plaintiff should be given the opportunity to depose a late-identifi.ed 
witness). 

The ca ·es that Defendant cites are all vastly different from the case before this Court and 
ar1; easily distinguishable. In Gray v. Town of Darien, 927 F .2d 69 (2d ir.199 l ), the couL1 
denied the motion to reopen discovery and granted summary judgment because the plaintiff 
failed to seek any disc very during the six-month di covery period set forlh by th court. In 
stark contrast Ms. Giuffre has actively engaged in discovery. The fact that this witness had 
critical information as a victim of Epstein and Defendant' s x trafficking ring could not have 
b en known by Ms. Giuffre until the witness contacted Ms. Giuffre's lawyers. In Trebor 
portswear 'u., Inc. , . The Limited 'Store ·, Inc., 865 F.2d 506 (2d Cir. 1989), a case involving a 

statute of frauds issue the court would not let t11c parties re-open discovery b cause there was no 
r ason to b lieve that lhey would find a mis ing written agreement. H re, M . Giuffre has found 
a witness who has will provide to the jury critical information about Defendant's involvement in 
sex trarflcking that directly contradicts Defendant s sworn testimony. In Smith v. Uniled States, 
834 F.2d 166 (10th Cir. 1987), the plaintiff made his request for a new witn s on the morning of 
trial, having had eight months to conduct deposi ions. Additionally, the Tenth Circuit found that 
the new witness would not even be relevant to tJ1e narrow issue being addressed at trial. Id. at 
169. lJ1 contra t, Ms. Giuffre has provided Defendant ample lime to conduct djscovery on Ms. 
Ransome, a witness who has vital evidence on the central issues in this case. In Vineberg v. 
Bi ·sonnetle, 548 F."d 50, 55 (1st Cir. 2008) the First Circuit found that the defendant failed to 
point to any "relevant leads" that she might have obtained had the ourt reopened discovery. 
II ere it is palent]y obvious that Ms. Ransome holds a wealth of valuable information and is as 
Defendant her. elf admits, a significant witness. Finally in .leannite v. City ofN. r Dept., of 
Buildings, 2010 'Jt'L 2542050, at *2 (S.D.N.Y. June 21, 2010), plaintiff waited until the very end 
of discovery to make the request and had not sent any document requests or sought to d pose any 
witnesses, which is in contrast to Ms. Giuffre having actively pat1icipated in discovery. 
Furthermore there was no way for Ms. Giuffre to know that Ms. Ran ome had such critical 
information until she called us because Defendant never disclosed her. Accordingly, Defendant 
fails to accurately support her claims with any relevant case law. 

Conclu jon 
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For the foregoing reasons, this Comt should allow Ms. Giuffre to include Ms. Ransome 
as a witness to be called al the trial scheduled to begin on March 13, 2017. Again, Ms. Giuffre 
commits to making Ms. Ransome available for deposition al the reasonable convenience or 
Defendant· s counsel. 

SM/ 

Respectfu1ly submitted, 

s/S igrid McCawlev 
Sigrid McCawley 

cc: Counsel of Record 



Case 1:15-cv-07433-LAP     Document 1331-12     Filed 01/05/24     Page 7 of 10

EXHIBIT A 

CONFIDENTIAL 



Case 1:15-cv-07433-LAP     Document 1331-12     Filed 01/05/24     Page 8 of 10

Un·ted States District Court 
Southern District of Ne," York 
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Virginia L, Giuffre, 

Plaintiff: Case No. '. 1S-ov-07433-R.WS 

v. 

Ghislaine Mm<Well, 

Defendant. 

FFIDAVJT 

I, Sarah Ransome, swear and affirm as follows: 

1. I am currently over the age of 18 and presently reside in the country of Spain. 

2. fn the summer of 2006, when I was twenty-two years old :md living in New York, 
I was introduced to Jeffrey Epstein by a girl I had met named N atalyc:1. 
Malyshov. Shortly after meeting Jeffrey he invited me to fly to his private island 
in the US Virgin Islands, which I did. After that first trip [ traveled to the island 
several more times, usually on one of Jeffrey's private airplanes, and always at his 
direction. I am told that my name appears on the flight logs of one or more of 
those trips. On a few occasions, Jeffrey also arranged to have me flown. to the 
island on commercial t1ights. As it turned out, the primary purpose of those visits 
was to have me have sexual relations with Jeffrey, Nadia Macinkova, and various 
other girls and guests he brought to the island. 

3. During one ofmy visits to the island I met Ghislaine Maxwell. Watching her 
interact ,vith the other girls on the-island, it became clear to me that she recruited 
all or many of them to the is!and. Once they were there, she appeared to be m 
charge of their acti vitie-s, including what they did, who they did it with, and how 
they were supposed to stay in line. She assumed the same supervisory role with 
me as soon as I arrived. Some of ihe girls appeared to be 18 or older, but many 
appeared to be young teenagers. I recall seeing a particularly young, thin girl who 
looked well under 18 and recall asking her her age. I later learned was a ballerina. 
She refused to tell me or let me see her passport. 

4. In addition to spending time with Jeffrey on his island, I spent time with him in 
New York City At his town ho use I was also lent out by him to his friends and 
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associates to have sex. Among the people he lent tne to was his friend, Alan 
Dershowitz. On one occasion I was in a bedroom at Jeffrey's New York 
townhouse -with Jeffrey and Nadia Marcinkova. After a short time, Alan 
Dershowitz entered the room, after which Jeffrey left the room and Nadia and I 
had sex with Dershowitz. I recall specific, key details of bis person and the sex 
acts and can describe them in the event it becomes necessary to do so. 

I affirm under penalty of perjury that 'the foregoing is true and correct. 

Dated: {j.S- 0 l - .2.0 ! t 

Sarah Ransome 
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C RTfFIC ~ E OF AC~{ ·o 
E ECUTION OF A · I 

LEDGME T OF 
STRU. E•T 

The Kingdom of Spain 
(Counf,y) 

Province of Barcelona 
(County and/01 Other Pollfical DiVisionJ 

City of Barcelona 
(C0Lmt>1 and/or Other Pol/lical Division) 

Consulate Oral.of the United Slates of America 
(Name of Fl;w::ign Service Offl~e) 

SS: 

/, Hsiao-Ching Chang,Vice l.'onsuJ 

of fhe United $/'-dies of America a( 

duly commi!:>sioned and qualified, do he,eby co>rtif>/ I/la( on this day of 

Barcelona, Spain 

01-05-2017 
Data (mm-dd-y,,ryy) 

. before rne petsonallv appeared 

Sarah Emma Ash ley RAN OME---------- ------------------- --·----------------------

fesrl1e ,,C'ISO,'ffl(,'J' l11~mm. !' wl known to me to be the individus/-desorihed m, whose nc;me JS subscribed ro, 

and 1<,t)O executed the annE'x.ed mstrument, and bemg informed lly me or /he coo/ents or said instrument she 

duly acknowledged tri mo lhai she executed rhe same freely and voluntarily for thr, uses and purpo5es. 

lheroi11 mentioned. 

[SEALj 

OF-175 Formerly FS-88) 
01-2009 

!-ls,-~ -/~?-7 -
In witness where.of I have hereunto ~/ my hand and 

official seal /ht:, day and year fasr above written. 

Ilsi.ao-Ching Chang 

Vice C'onsul oft~e United StcJtesof Amenca. 

This document consists of 4 pages, includi~g the Acknowledgementcer1iticate. 

NOTE.: Wherever prad.icabla all s ignatures lo a document -should be 1rn:luded in one certi ficate. 


