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STEPTOE & JORMNSON LLP

1114 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10036
212 506 3900 main
www.steptoe.com APPLICATION GRANTED
SO 7\DEBED
~ John G. Koeltl, U.S.D.J.
/ / > /
(7 November 22, 2017

SUBMITTED UNDER SEAL
Hon. John G. Koeltl
United States District Court
United States Courthouse
500 Pear] Street

New York, NY 10007-1312

Re:  Jame Doe 43 v. Jeffrey Epstein, et al.
Civil Actior No. 17-cv-616

Dear Judge Koeltl:

We represent Defendants Jeffi¢y Epglein and Ledley Groff (“Defendants’ 7 in the abave:
referenced matter (the “Jang Doz Mafter™). The Defendants filed yesterday a motion to dismiss
the First Amended Camgla;m: filed by Plaintiff Yane Doe (“Jang Doe” and “MTD™). For the
geasons set forth, below, the Defendants respectfully request that they ke pravided with an
opportunity to submit a supplemental MTD aftes the Cowrt issyes & éonfidentiality order in tlus
matter,

As we previously advised the ng‘t Ja.ne Doe voluntarily gavs deposmon testimony and
produced documents rclgimg to ﬂn: gllegatians in the Jane Dog Matter in a metiex captioned
Giuffre v. Maxwell, No. 15 Civ. 7433 (RWS) (the “Giuffre Matter”) (the *Jane Dog Evidence”),
The Jane Doe Evidenge, giyen by J Jape Doe shortly after she filed the Jang Doe Maticr, was
dgsgnated as Confidentiel p Lpugsuant 1 the Protective Order In the Giuffre Matter (“Protective
*" Order?). Specifically, Jane ’}'5033 d.‘ﬁd é‘}artxes to the in the Gmﬁi-e atter, the plaintiff, Virginia
Giuffre, and the defendant, Gh}slame Maxwell, all designated J ane Poe’s deposition transeript as
Confidential, and Jane Doe de«xgnated her document production as Confidential. Jane Doe and
the plaintiff in the Giuffre Matter both subsequently withdrew theit confidential designation of
Jane Doe’s deposition transcnpt “in its entirety,” and objected to the confidential des1gnat10n of
that transcript by the defengi@nt in that acjlon i :

1 Jane Doe’s more recem: conduct is entirely c0n31stent with her decision to withdraw
thig confidential designation am‘l calls mto ‘question whether she should be permitted to continue
to proceed in this matter behind ¥ “.Ians Doe” caption. Indeed, on vaember 15, 2017, Jane Doe

e {Continued...)
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The Jane Doe Evidence, as it turns out, is dispositive of this action. In particuiar, the
Jane Doe Evidence demonstrates that the sole ¢laim asserted in the Jare Doe Matter is barred by
the longest potentially applicable ten-year statute of limitations, the Court in the Jane Doe Matter
lacks personal jurisdiction over Defendants and Jane Doe cannot plead a legally sufficient
amended compiaint.

On October 5, 2017, and pursuant to directions from this Court, the Defendants filed a
motion before Judge Robert W. Sweet seeking a modification of the Protective Order to permit
the Defendants to use al/ of the Jane Doe Evidence in support of the MTD (“Motion to Modify”).
On October 19, 2017, Plaintiff responded to the Motion to Modify by agreeing to permit the use
of only some, but not all, of the Jane Doe Evidence. Ghislaine Maxwell, the defendant in the
SZiuffre Matter, advised-the Gourt-that-she took no position on the-Matjon 1o Modify and --
rgqngsted only that .Tam Bge’s clepg,ﬂu@g transcript be treatgd as pgnﬁg,;p.tza.l pursua.n.t tqa
protective ordgr to be xssuag in ﬁm Jcme Rog Matter, ’

Through Maxwell’s ﬁnbmissmn the Defendants learned for the fitst time that, on May 5,
2017, Jane Doe¢ and Giuffie mthrirg\y their gonfidential dcs;gpamns of lang Dog s deposition
transcript. Their withdrawal is memorialized in a joint Jetier filed by theis § joint cormse] in the
Giyﬁ'e Matter — the satne lawyers whe' ;gpresent Jane Dos in the Jane Dog Matter. See Exhibit
B aftached. Surprisingly, Jang Dos pever adyised the Defendants of her and Giuffre's
ygula,drawal of thejr cmﬁdmtxal slssigna;,gns On May 28, ZQi?, the ﬁiuﬁ% Mam'x was

qﬂngludedanddlwuﬁssd, . -

- = OnNovember 14 *’20‘#2 Ju&ge Bweet issued a Sealed @pmmn‘bn the Mouon te Mod.tfy
See Exhibit C attached. T udg& Sweet noted that Jane “Doe and the Plaintiff [Giuffre] withdrew
th{e] confidential designation oi‘ihe [J ane] Doe Evidence on May 5 '2017, but the Defendant
Ghislaine Maxwell ... obj ecped*' to the non-confidential h:caiment, ;'_)puuon at 3. Judge Sweet
then made the following rulmgs

First, Judge Sweet hel&;}xa.t the Jane “Doe Evidence at 1ssue’ is no longer subject to the
{Protective] Order.” Oplmen a; 6. .Iudge Sweet explained that “thu purpose of the Protective
Oxder was to guide the conﬁde:‘mxa‘hty deterrinations during the dzs:.,overy process, and not

” beyond thls pomt » Id at 7 éjs@ ::cgult the “Protective Order d;d” o(t_ ¢xtend beyond the
nination of this action.” Id. '

Second, Judge Swee1 L {2151 that “absent other arrangements: agreed upon regarding the
disposal of the protected mformigtl,@n& ;tr.ld this Court. was mfoxmggl qf 1o such arrangements, on
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May 25, 2017, all protected information, including the Jane Doe Evidence, was to be returned to
the original party, parties, non-party, or non-parties who designated it as confidential.” Opinion
at 7-8.

Lastly, Judge Sweet held that a “party or non-party is deemed a designator of
confidentiality if, on the date of this matter’s termination, i.e., May 25, 2017, that party or non-
party was deemed the confidentiality designator of the document, information, or piece of
material.” Opinion at 8. Since both Jane Doe and Giuffre withdrew their confidentiality
designation with respect to Jane Doe’s deposition in its entirety before the termination of the
Giuffre Matter, the only confidentiality designator of the deposition transcript, including the
documents used during the deposition, is Maxwell,

Counsel for Maxwell has now advised the Defendants that Maxwell agrees that
Defendants need not return the deposition transcript, including the documents used during the
deposition, and that this evidence may be used in the Jane Doe Matter, provided that this
evidence is used pursuant to a confidentiality order. See Exhibit D attached.

In order to comply with the seven-day filing deadline directed by the Court, Defendants
have filed their MTD yesterday, This version of the MTD does not contain references to the
Jane Doe deposition or related exhibits.since we da not yethave z-confidentiality order in place.
Q&fﬁadants will work dlhgmﬂy o Emmptly subxmt a joint draft confidentiality order to 1he
Courtin a.cpordaucc with the mqugment advanced by Maxwell and cgnsistent with the Sealed
Opinion.? We respectfully fequest that the Court permjit the Defendants to file a supplamental
MTD which references the sonténts of the Jane Doe depesition aud dogufents nsed during that
clqpqsﬂ;gn within seven (7) days f@llﬂ“dng entry ofa mnﬁd@;mm QIQ@I in this matser.

We have attempted ta contact mx;nsel for Yane Doe ip Qrda; 10 Qb,tain hxs co:nsent to this
re&lugst but haye nat hga;d hack himg, : ,

R@p@tﬁﬂlaf submxttf:d,

Mlchael C. Miller
. Counsel ! for Defendants Jefirey
| Epstem and Lesley Groff

2 We will also attempt o reach agreement with Jang Rog Icgargmg the batance of the
! &t Jane Doe’s deposition.
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How David Botes Saved Me - Lhe New York {mmes F By 1 e

@]]E-{Ntw i_ijorkﬁimas https:nyti.ms/2jvHgfs
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Opinion : igrrer

How David Boies Saved Me

NOV. 15, 2017
To the Editor:

Re “David Boigs’s Egregious Invoivement With Harvey Weinstein® (Op-Ed,
nytimes.com, Nov. 9):

Boies, 1 éoubt that she has anyﬁrsthand expengnce mth how Mr Bm@s deals wzth
Tape 8 and abuse vzétims

I do, beeause I am one. Whey | was in the depths of despair from having been
trafficked by very pwerful wgglthy peogle, I was uable fa ﬁnd ariyone who wou]d

my ';:gpenences serteﬁ out the fac;tua! v»heat fxom the confusmg chaff and filed my
case. Everything he an:Lbl : cpjlgagues did was the gex;}g apppsg.g of intimnidation or

silencing, g

n;
¥

They have protected':‘rfze right from the beginning, aiit was fear of being harmed
that kept me from commg forward mauny years ago. For the first time in 10 years I
finally feel safe because ef Davxd Boies and his colleaguef- P

*
. -‘v

What'’s more, hlS ﬁun dfdlnot charge me legal f@es L:ke many other victims he
represents, I will be tmeve; grateful to him for brmgmg t*le abuse I suffered to the

‘
RS

attention of the comts and the, publvt, 7

. SARAH RANSOM,';E,: ]?___.{&RCELONA, SPAIN

v Th Lk D
L
e

nitps://www. nyhimes.com/2017/11/1 S/oﬁi;mian/david-boies.hml'l?n‘-m:chward=ART__(.‘.TM1 &reci.. 11/16/2017

- - A - - - -

B s
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How David Botes Saved Me - The New York Times rageZors

-

The writer ts the plaintiff in Jane Doe 43 v. Jeffrey Epstein, Ghislaine Maxwell,
Sarah Kellen, Lesley Groff and Natalya Malyshev.

© 2017 The New York Times Company

- SR V- AL AR L L . .

== .. 1171672017
https:/Awww nytimes.com/2017/11/1 Slopinlonfdavid—boies.html?mabncward ART CTM!i&reel
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BOJES
SL,HILLER
{ FLEXNER

Meredith Schultz, Esq.
mschultzfedbsilip com s

May 5; 2017
Via E-Mai !

Laura Menninger, Esg. :
HADDON, MORGAN AND FOREMAN, P.C. ;
150 East 0™ Avenue T
Denver, Colorado 80203 tod

. Imenninger@hmflaw.com

Re:  Giufire i Maxwell '
Case N, 15-cv-0T453-RWS ~

Dear Ms, Menninger,

‘Pursiiantto paragraph %] ofthe Protestive Order (DE 62), this letter hereby Inforns you
of Ms, Ghuffre’s wsthdraﬂ'at‘ofhpr copfidentiality designation of Ms. Ransome’s deposition
transcript in its entirely, 4 weil a§ Ms.Giiffre’s obgeotg;ato Defendani’s mnﬁdenuallty
designation of Mp. Rensome’s di’pdﬁhon transeript in its-entirety. Mas. Ransome j joins Ms.
Ginffre in obmng wmcmﬁagmw:ty dgsignaﬁona over hg,c dgposihgn yzan&ctm*-

f‘.

e e em e e R g e s v

. B N ppE .
o P e o o

Sincerely, g 3
Isf Meredith Schndls
Meredith Schuitz, Esq

AL,

MS/ake

)u‘wa’H"—:-— FLBEXNLZ L,

Sie besni Laz Gian Buuitve s : N {,a} fang Laudurinig £ -1! tLEl R4S LB s;unmi Uorwand Ml RIS w0 s ot ;
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SQUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

e i et e o' T S o v 1 e i 18 e oy i o e et Y K

VIRGINIA GIUFFRE,

Plaintiff, 15 Civ. 7438
-against- :
§§§é§&k :
OPIRIO! i1}
GHISLAINE MAXWELL, ;
befepdant, ‘
T o I BT T S T T ::xfl%’;““"s"’_“%'#;“;'—é‘ﬁ

APPEARANTE §:

’CQunsel fQI(VlI 1nla

BOIES, scﬂmaﬁa & FLEXNER LLE

401 Rast Las Dflas Beulevard, Suite 1200

Fage Laudepdale, FE 33301 - : .

By: " Sigrid S. McCawley, Esq. .%,ﬂva'= -
Me*édlth L. Schultz, Bsqg. - 7.,

R
PREN

Counsel fozaShislaine Maxwell

HADDON, MORGAN AND FOREMAN, P.C.

150 Bast Tenth Avenue

Denver;- wﬁfgpzos !

By: LqL qga ‘Menninger, Esq. : _
ﬂ%ﬁf?ey §. -Pagliuca, Esq

5 Jeffreg Esteln and Les: g ?rgff

o,
-.‘y,
P

Coun5é1_fﬂ

%

— e
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3 &
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0
ooy
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BY‘ Hlf—%ﬂ.r \C- V 13—311 q
"ﬁ'x F Chu, qu. .
Esq.
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Sweet, D.J. i
Third-Party Proposed Intervenors Jeffrey Epstein a4§

Lesley Greoff {(the “Intervenors”) have moved under Fed. R. CiJ:
P. Rule 24(b) to intervene in this action and to modify tha £
protective order entered in this action on March 17, 2016 (tin

“Protective Order” or the “Order”). See Fed. R. Cav. P. 24(bi;

Order, ECF No. 62. Intervénors are two of the defendants in

action ceptioned Jame Doe 43 v. Epstein, No. 17 Civ. 616 (36K),

currently pending befere the Henorable John G. Koesltl (the “MiJane
Doe action”). Imtervehors seek Eh¥ough the instant motion

modify the Profecrive @rdex to pexmit Intervenars to use ali

Wil
5

My

evidence predused hy Nem~Party Jane Dog 43 (®Jane Doe* eor
in this actipn gepserning her alleged interagtions with the

Intervenors (the “Jane Doa Evidence” or the “Evidence”),

f
!
including depoﬁ;glon ;est;many and docaments, te assist them. in

]
s
|

prﬁpg:lna 3 Mqt;gn to g;gm*ss 1n the Jane Joe action.

¥
‘.‘

Based”hpon the conclua;ons set forth be;ow, the motion

tc intervene is granteq, and all dOLumePtQ, mater alis, and}

sar ]
s

information sub;e;g:Lo the Proctective Orde must be re:urn?d to
N i
the party who qesagnated its confidentiality’ as of the datg.this

. [

v-:».m -

N’;

B

[ TN

W RMer AN L R R e sy
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At e, o

1. Pri i ing :
zior Proceedisgs j

S S

This action was commenced on September 21, 2015 by
virginia Giuffre ("Giuffre” or the “Plaintiff”). On March 17/
2016, the Court entered into a Protective Order to maintain the

privacy of the parties and deponents during the pendency ofi

discovery. Pursuant to the Order, the parties and non-partieg,

including Doe, designated certain decuments, materials,

i

deposition testimony, and other information confidential.

was a fact witness and deponent in this action, and provid‘:
both deposition testifmeny and documents, which were designfied
confidential by the Blaintiff and Deoe under the terms of th%
Erotegglve Qrders-bBoe: and‘the Blaintiff - w;thdrgw this '-"*“§
cpnf:.ciential aeqigngt;an gaf_ the Boe Ev;d@nﬁe on May 8 2&1? but
the Defengaat ﬁﬁiﬁl@;nﬁ Mﬁxuell (“Maxﬂsll“ Qr the’ “Refqndaﬁt“g

ebjected gg Mggugll Lgtte:, Exs. B & B Th”§ action was

%‘ F BIRE AT vee .

settled and d;smzssed wltn prejudice pursaart to a join

stipulation for g{?@%ﬁiél entered into on May-ZS, 2017. i

H
v

1
¢
n
e §

on JanuaEQ'ZE, 2017, Doe filed the. .Jane Doe actlén

LY 2NN o

against Jeffrey Ep g ein and others (the “"pste*n DetEﬂcantS 3
P & %

ane Doe action

alleging c9mmg§$£ﬁ: sex Lnaff ’Cklpg in Jiolatlgn Qﬁ 18 u.s, L §

N

)
£l
H

et

1595, IntervenqQysiailan,
X } "%‘-‘f i

e

and sought to u§a ‘Jgpe Doe LVldence, wh ch nuJ been matksd

i ;-r-:

3

. = pEsts ey 2Rt e v 2t
I L N i sl ML IR UK Foaah v ma ..

VR TRTIITCE
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§
|
-i
confidential pursuant to the Protective Order, in support ofi
that Motion tc Dismiss. Jane Doe sought to bar the use of i
certain material, and Judge Koeltl instructed the intervenon% to
“make their application for relief from the Protective Orxderto
the Judge in the case in which the Protective Order was

entered,” and to attempt to agréee with Doe and Giuffre on th

scope of the proposed modification. See Intervenors’ Br. Ex. B.

Jane Doe and Giuffre agreed to the release of Doe’s depositiig

transcript and fifty-six (56) doeuments, but sought to bar %

.Qh
dxd

vemo e T e n;s-wf-a,--v.sm.am;m w\ﬂwﬁﬁaﬁmﬂ&wﬁh R L e e i i Sl

ﬁgwmunmgangana bg;ugen Dge and a xeporter( the gggtus of ey

is now the suquct Qf ;he instant meLign. Thlﬁ motxon was h]

@nd markgd £u;ig submitted on November §, gﬁ;?. : G

™~ >

h
- K

II.

The . Pgﬂ&eﬁtAXaﬁgrdgr previded. ganﬁ;ﬁantxal;ty for‘

documents, materla;&:and/or information so Qesignated by tHe

parties, togerherﬁvx

v %
fth procedures rexatlng to the des:UEx"-"la"i%oﬂ’5
kS

3 i

and any challcnges tn the designations among’ other Drov1slsns
.>.~» 3

": s %

£he Order a*sc p*ov:daa thah it would

.

have nce effect ép*i:' u§¢ of, borfxdentlal 1nfo¢mat*cn at trial.

The Qrder stateg;

,
S ey -

L . e
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111, Ihe Mbtlnn ta Interwene 1s.£xanted s

RIS,

1. This Protective Oxder shall apply to all decuments,
materials, and information, including without
iimitation, documents produced, answers to
interrogatories, responses to requests for
admission, depositicn testimony, and other
informaticn disclosed pursuant to the disclosure or
discovery duties created by the Federal Rules of
Civil Prccedure.

12.At the conclusion of this case, uniess other

arrangements are agreed upon, each document and all
copies thereof which have been designated as 3
CONFIDENTIAL shall be retuarned to the party that
designated it CONFIDENTIAL, or the parties may electf
to destroy CONFIDENTFIAL documents. Where the parties
agree to destrey CONFIDENTIAL documents, the
destroying party shall pxovide all parties with an
affidavit cqomfirming the destruction:

e

3
b

e L P LT

13. This Endtecniva Quder shall haﬂe ne foxee %Bd effect'
qn the lhse of any QGHEIQEN$IAL INEQRM&TKQN at trial

in this matbex.

b
2
4,

Pursuaqt to Fed. R. Civ. P. Rule éigb), the Court|may

permit a ndn—party";b intarvene whaxe the nep~party has “a claim
. & R - = ]

- ;
or defense that shares with the main action-a'common guestion of

-ﬂ.: . s

law or fact,” and the cp rt “consideris] whether the

.

=
W

intervention wlll up dly delay or crejudlce Phe gdjud1 atlen of

Giuffre v.

e P T 4

2 g e e
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&

Civ. 7433 (RWS), 2017 WL 1787934 (S.D.N.Y. May 3, 2017)

(granting permissive intervention for Michael Cernovich).

b TE PEE U,

The Jane Doe Evidence at issue relates directly tolthe

facts alleged by Doe in both the Jane Doe action and this ackion

relative to Doe’s purported relatiomship with the Intervenors
sufficient to satisfy the Rule 24(b) reguirement. Accordingli,

% the motion to intervene is granted.

e
E
. & st e A kg pr g At Hy % ¢

mcdifieﬁ te pegmig ﬁhgéx usa'of @ll Jane Roe Ev&ﬁ%ﬂﬁs in s

Qf their Matmn ;:m- D;Lam:.ss in the Jane Pog agt;@n Ree and

|

Gluffre contest this nod¢flcatlon arguing tne documenhs in

v R

dispute have no besrlng on the Epstein Defeqdants argument# in

thairxr Motion to D;ﬂm;so, end alleging that tha Intarvencre !
) E, ) i-

Doe EV1dence ln é‘publ filing}in

iEY: AT
w. . ‘,» ‘4"

l

and lntlmldate Dué. @h;;e the

o &
T%P

glﬁ;gatlon c£ the

3

fqr and agalnctz

S i
Dge Evidence at

Order &
1

1850¢

5
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The specific language of the Protective Oxder, as Well

as the underlying reasons for its issuance, establish that
certain actions were to be taken “[alt the conclusion of thii
case” regarding the ultimate disposition of the protected }

i
information. See Qrder, 9 12. Paragraph 12 of the Order stat% £

At the conclusion of the case, unless other
arrangements are agreed uvpen, each document and all
copies thereof which have been designated as
CONFIDENTIEL shall be returned to the party that ;
designated it CONFIDENTYAL, or the parties may elect -
to destroy CONFIDENTIAL documents. Where the parties %
agree to destroy CONFIDENTIAL documents, the E
destroying party shall provide gll parties with an
affidavit confirming the destruction.

Id. Moreover, paragraph 13 and the &tder’s introductory lang%age

establish that the purpose of the Order was te guide

[SRRE I . D A L e “ PN - L -

anfldentlal;ﬁy dgtgrm;nataqns dﬂﬁlﬁg the discovexy Pracess, éﬂ@

k

net peyond th;a ngat, Seaq Qrder, ¥ 13 (®This Pretegtive Ordey

shall have no force and effect on the use of aay CONETDENII
INFORMBTION at Es;al ;n this mattg;.“l. The Erateq;i%e Qrdeﬁ did
not extgngd pgygnd the ggmq;eg;og g: qlscovery ar beyond thLi

texminatiop of this aetion.

4 -

»

e it e s +

F
L e :.'.N ‘
e R D - ‘;".-,“* A,
- & .

I3

Abcordlnc+y, absent “other alraﬂgeneﬂts .o . agrged

upon” regarding th; dlsgoaal of the prouected *nfoLﬂa icn, 2nd

T

this Court was ;nﬁormed of no such errangements, on May 25,1

.. . .\
R ¥ '

.
!

2017, all protégﬁeé'iﬁﬁgfﬂét@gn, fﬁc;udind?théfdane Doe

Tagn

Evidence, was tq 5& Eq;qrf ed to the ori glnal partv, parties,

[T . A 2
7
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non-party, or non—parties who designated it as confidential.l:See
id.; cf. In re Agent Orange Prod. Liab. Litig., 821 F.2d 139,

145 (2d Cir. 1587} (holding that the court did not abuse its
discretion, even where it modified a term of the settlement

agreement, by lifting the protective order).

A party or non-party 2 deemed thé designator of
confidentiality if, on the date of e s=bter’s Yormimabion,

i.e., May 25, 2017, that party ‘or num-party was deemdd the

confidentiality designator of & documelt;, ¥ f@ﬁﬁﬂtidn,;%& .

piece ¢f material. Moreover, WwHEEE & b

piece of material, was deemed ‘euniEi demra;l:’ba puttiple paytie

» such as a deprsition:transoript, Ehe preppehed inbhipd

be returned to akl designatozs,

1{’ . Conclu s:.pn ) . X2

Based on t e £ucts and conclus;ons set forth above,

the Interveners’ mota.on t¢o intervene is qranted

3

to modify the Pro*ecs;ve Order is denied. Pursuant to parags

and the moq;on
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12 of the Order, all documents, materials, and information
subject to the Protective QOrder have been, or will be returne?

to the party whc designated its confidentiality.
It is s¢ ordered.

New York, WY
Novemberj%ﬁ, 2017
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Haddon, Morgan and Foreman, r.c’
Jefirey $. Paglivco

HavD 00N 150 East 1Cth Avenue
ww, MO R G AN Denver, Colorodo 80203
FORXEMAN PH 303.831.7364 m 3038322628
www hmfiow.com
ipagiuco@hmitaw.Com
November 21,2017
V1A EMAIL
Justin Y.K. Chu
Steptoe & Johuson, LLP
1114 Avenue of the Americas

New York, NY 10036

jchu@steptoe.com

Re: Giuffre v. Maxwell: Deposition Tmsg;lpt of Sarah Ransome
‘ with Attached Eachiblts .

Dicar Mr, Qhu,

Asa resq!t of Judge Sweet’s order of November 14, 2017 we vaderstand that Ms.
Maxwell is the only individual that maintains the eonfidentiality designation of Ms.
Ransome’s deposition and the related exhibits. (“the €onfidential information™). You
have rtquqsgte;i that your clients be pﬁlmﬂtﬁd 1o nse partions of the confidential
informatign in suppart of his Motion to Dismiss the Cowmplairt in e Doe 43 v.
Epstam at 41, Case Na. l'lsrrzueQQﬁlfi-JGK (“Jome LZQe 232 Em'lem ).

We havg no ijcet:,on tn tbe yse of the conﬁdentuai mfonnatmn under the following
conditions: & :.; . i

I. Useof th-g. mnﬁdentnai information by your chenm is limited to the Motion to
DISIIHSS and any retated reply in in Jamne Doe 43 v Epstem.

b3

2. lesemmanon of‘ the confidentia} informatten is =~restr:c1cd to the parties in
Jane Doe; 43' v. Epstein, the pasties lawyers who h ve entercd their
Appearam&m the acuon and the Court P S

3. Any’ use uf nHe conﬁdennal ;nformanon in conn {ion with the Motion to
Dism!§$ m s’anc Dae 43 v E;..szem will be under Land not accessible to the

publu, YQ agrpc tq redact any confi dcggja! mfo mauon “from any motions or
S and si tia) informution used as an

b ym e -
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4. Prior to your use of the confidential information you will request and obtain a
Protective Order from the Court in Jane Doe 43 v, Epstein that limits and
restricts the use of the confidential information to the termms in paragraphs 1-3

above.

5. We have no objection to any of the other parties using the confidential .
information in connection with the motion to dismiss the complaint in Jone N
Doe 43 v. Epstein if they so request, so along as the evidence is used pursuant .
to the terms stated above.

6. If the Jane Doe Matter proceeds beyond the motion to dismiss stage, we are
open to permitting the use of'the evidence for the remainder of the case,
subject to an agreed upon Protective Qrder.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this maiter, please fee! free to contact
me.

*

Very Tmly Yours,

Bon g et s WEAT TR AR e T L a B E T e Siepmpram gt o <. ﬂ.nw......,... Bt I .

HADRQN, h@s@m m FQREMAH, PC.

ey S Peglluca ;




