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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,
Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant,

V.

SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually, and
BRADLEY J. EDWARDS, individually,

Defendants/Counter-Plaintiff,
/

PLAINTIFF/COUNTER-DEFENDANT JEEFREY EPSTEIN’S
MOTION TO STRIKE DEFENDANT/COQUNTER-PLAINTIFE’S DAMAGES
EXPERT WITNESS. DR. BERNARD JANSEN., AND TO EXCLUDE HIS TESTIMONY

Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant, Jeffrey % Epstein  (“Epstein”), moves to strike
Defendant/Counter-Plaintiff Bradley”J. Edwards’ (“Edwards”) damages expert, Dr. Bernard
Jansen, and to exclude the admission of'his testimony because it does not assist the trier of fact,

and states:

INTRODUCTION

Edwardsis Attempting to Recover Damages Based on a Defamation Action

Despiteprotestations to the contrary and this Court’s rulings, Edwards plans to seek
damages based on a defamation action. Edwards’ expert confirms this and Edwards has
illustrated this in both statements made to the Court and in discovery:

e March 24, 2011: In his Case Management Statement, Edwards informed the Court

that, because he had to defend against Epstein’s “spurious claims,” he had to endure

“the public embarrassment of having been branded as a participant in one of history’s
largest and most notorious Ponzi schemes.” (D.E. 284, p. 2.)
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October 4, 2011 and November 29, 2011: While in his original Counterclaim filed
December 21, 2009, Edwards alleged that Epstein’s Complaint was “nothing more
than a press release” (D.E. 18, 4 11), in his October 4, 2011, Amended Counterclaim
and November 29, 2011, Second Amended Counterclaim, he characterized it as a
“highly defamatory press release.” (D.E. 388, q 13) (D.E. 413, 4 9).

January 6. 2012: In Answers to Interrogatories, Edwards stated that: “Bradley
Edwards has described the special damages he has sustained and will continue to
sustain in the future in his currently pending counterclaim. He has been falsely
accused of immoral, unethical and illegal conduct impugning his professional
integrity, his professional competence, and his fitness to practice law. Such
accusations are defamatory per se and Florida law conclusively presumes the
damages that inevitably arises from such defamation. The false accusations have
been disseminated repeatedly throughout not only the South Florida legal community
but nationally and internationally.” (Ex. A, No. 1, e.s.)

In addition, in response to the interrogatory asking Edwards to explain the basis of his
claim that his reputation had been injured, he simply responded, “Defamation per
se.” (Ex. A, No. 5, e.s.)

To another request, Edwards resporided:y, “Epstein's malicious, unsupported,
unsupportable, false accusations of Bradley Edwards' knowing involvement and
active participation in a massive Pohzischeme singled Mr. Edwards out from among
all other innocent RRA employeesy, Those accusations were the only source falsely
linking Bradley Edwards to"JRothstein's criminal enterprise, and absent those
allegations there is no basis tozbélieve that Bradley Edwards' impeccable professional
reputation would havedbeen tarnished by his brief employment with Rothstein
Rosenfeldt & Adler.”” (Ex."Ay'No. 6.)

May 21, 2012 and January 9, 2013: In his Third and Fourth Amended Counterclaims,
Edwards contintied, to characterize Epstein’s Complaint as a “highly defamatory
press release.” (D.E. 490,99, e.s.) (D.E. 571,99, e.s.).

September 25, 2017: In recent Answers to Interrogatories, Edwards continued to base
his claims on alleged defamatory statements: “The allegations of Epstein’s
maltetously filed Complaint are defamatory per se.” (Ex. B, No. 35, e.s.)

October 10, 2017: In opposition to Epstein’s Motion to Stay, Edwards referenced
Epstein’s alleged “malicious lies”: ... the poisonous effects of Epstein’s malicious
lies about Edwards remain judicially unremedied. Edwards is entitled to his day in
Court to publicly prove that the scurrilous claims made by Epstein were nothing but a

baseless attempt at extortion.” (D.E. 1012, p. 12, e.s.)

November 10, 2017: Edwards testified at his deposition that there “still looms this
false allegation over my head.” (Ex. C, p. 12, e.s.) Edwards claimed that his
reputation suffered damage that “unless and until a jury returns a verdict in my favor,
can’t be undone.” (Ex. C, p. 36.)




“WEAK” — An Opinion or a Verifiable Statement of Fact?

In the recent hearings before this Court, Edwards has focused, in large part, on Epstein’s
allegation in the original Complaint that Edwards’ clients’ cases were “weak.” (D.E. 5, 942h.)
(11/29/17 Tr. 65:22-66:3.)! (“But the fact of the matter is that Bradley Edwards was sued for
ginning up, fabricating, constructing those three cases, and others, as a knowing participant in
Florida’s largest Ponzi scheme ....” (11/29/17 Tr. 62:21-25.) This Court commented during
dialogue with counsel that the allegations in the original Complaint said “weak’’:

[T]he allegation ... in subparagraph h ... “Rothstéin and-the
litigation team ... knew or should have known that their three filed
cases were weak and had minimal value ...

(11/29/17 Tr. 80:17-81:7.)

Epstein’s allegation, however, is nothing mefe than the author’s subjective belief of the
economic value of the three civil cases. The view that something is “weak” falls within the
classic definition of an opinion, is not a_statement of fact and, thus, is not actionable even if this
was a defamation case. Zorc v. Jordan, 765 So. 2d 768, 771 (Fla. 4th DCA 2000) ("'A false
statement of fact is absolutely necessary if there is to be recovery in a defamation action."). Fid.
Warranty Services, Inc. v, Firstate Ins. Holdings, Inc., 74 So. 3d 506, 515 (Fla. 4th DCA 2011)
("A party cannot réeover for defamation based on statements which are pure opinion.").

Consistent ‘with Edwards’ testimony, pleadings, argument, and now damages expert,
there cdnberno question: Edwards is attempting to “clear his name” by proving that individual
allegations pled by Epstein in the original civil proceeding against Edwards were false. The
cherry-picking of individual statements in one entire original civil proceeding to determine the
truth or falsity of any statement is appropriate for a defamation action, not a malicious

prosecution action governed by the existence of probable cause to initiate an original civil

I Excerpts of the November 29, 2017, hearing transcript are attached as Exhibit D.
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proceeding. Of course, defamation for the complaint’s allegations is barred by the absolute
litigation privilege. Therefore, Edwards continually attempts to morph an element from the tort
of defamation (whether any given statement pled by Epstein was true/false and made with
good/bad motives)? and superimpose the defamation element onto his onerous burden of proving
the lack of probable cause. If allowed, this would be reversible error.

Edwards ' Expert has no Opinion on Damages

The error is compounded by the fact that Dr. Jansen’s testimony.isyfocused on simply
identifying internet sources that published articles that mentioned Edwards and Rothstein
without regard to the actual damages proximately caused by thesmalicious prosecution (if any).
Edwards, in this one count malicious prosecution actiof, camyonly recover actual damages.
(Edwards may take the position that if he has no aetual'damages then he is entitled to nominal
damages, i.e., $1.) Dr. Jansen’s testimony is not helpful to the trier of fact as required by section
90.702, Florida Statutes for either categoryyof damages.

No Testimony Related to ActuabDamages

Dr. Jansen did not testify about any actual proximately caused damages. Edwards’ expert
could not and did not opinesthat Edwards’ reputation was harmed, that Edwards has made less
money, or even that he has suffered attorneys’ fees damages as a result of the original civil
proceeding, Dr. Jansen candidly admitted he had performed zero research on the impact the
“defamatory=statements” had on any of the readership or what opinions were formed. Simply,

Dr. Jansen offers nothing to assist the trier of fact or even support Edwards’ claim of damages

2 Florida Standard Jury Instruction (Civil); 405.9 Issues on Plaintiff’s Claim, Defamation.
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allowable under Florida Standard Jury Instructions 406.12 for malicious prosecution and Florida
law (reasonable expenses, including lawyers’ fees, injury to reputation, mental anguish).?

Perhaps even more compelling, Dr. Jansen’s research revealed only the number of “hits”
a particular publication or news media outlet on the internet received by a reader over an average
period of 30 days covering when a Rothstein article was published. (Jansen’s 12/1/17 Tr. 50.)
(Ex. E.) Critically, his research did not reveal what the viewer read on a particularwebsite, i.e.,
whether it was an article involving Rothstein, stock prices, or pictures from-the most recent Palm
Beach gala. (Jansen’s 12/1/17 Tr. 48.) (Ex. E.) Rather, Dr. Jansen testified that his calculation of
the number of hits based on a day an article was published reflected “the daily traffic that that
particular site received.” Id. When questioned further, it tufned outthat the “hits” were not for an
actual day, but were an “average over a week or monthhor something like that...[because] you
can’t look at a particular date.” Id. Dr. Jansenscandidly admitted that the trafficking services he
used provide an average readership over,aperiodof time and “[t]he exact readership numbers are
not typically available for the individual articles.” Id. at 50, 49.

Clearly, this guesswork testimony does not relate to actual damages when there is no
concrete nexus between thesinternet “hit” and someone reading or even glancing at the actual
article referencingRothstein and Edwards. How could it when it is an “average” over time for a
particular media outlet website. This testimony fails to meet a basic section 90.401 relevance

test.

3 Edwards also alleges special damages of “fear of physical injury to himself and members of his
family; d. the loss of the value of his time required to be diverted from his professional
responsibilities;” in his Fourth Amended Counterclaim, but these are unsupported by Florida law.
(D.E. 571 at 11). See Ware v. United States, 971 F. Supp. 1442, 1471 (M.D. Fla. 1977) and Burchell
v. Bechert, 356 So.2d 377, 379 (Fla. 4" DCA 1978).
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Expert Testimony Unnecessary for Nominal Damages and Subject to 90.403 Balancing

Recognizing the missing link of actual damages in Dr. Jansen’s testimony, Edwards’
fallback damages position is that even without actual damages, he is entitled to seek the recovery
of nominal damages (i.e., $1). If the recovery of nominal damages is even allowed by this Court,
Dr. Jansen’s testimony is prejudicial and certainly not helpful to the trier of fact. For nominal
damages of $1, the “nine million hits” testimony offers nothing of assistance for a‘jury,

Rather, the inflammatory testimony is subject to a section 90.403<balancing analysis.
Section 90.403, Florida Statutes provides that, “Relevant evidence is inadmissible if its probative
value is substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair_peejudice, confusion of issues,
misleading the jury, or needless presentation of cumulative eyidenee.” Here, even if there is any
tangential relevance to Dr. Jansen’s counting exercise, the probative value is far outweighed by
the unfair prejudice of saying the words “nine ‘million hits.” In reality, Dr. Jansen cannot
identify a single person who read anything about Edwards. The only reason for Edwards to
submit this testimony is to inflame the jury and prejudice them into thinking the nine million hits
to a website equated to nine million Jpeople who read the Rothstein article, changed their mind
and did not hire Edwards, es,now think he was engaged in a Ponzi scheme with Rothstein. But
none of these conelusions were drawn by Dr. Jansen and his internet counting.

Simply, Edwards has a failure to connect the causation dots necessary to prove damages
and wafits"to-use the inflammatory and irrelevant testimony of Dr. Jansen to prejudice or confuse
the jury about damages. As indicated above, Dr. Jansen’s testimony only counted “hits” to a
publication’s website, not actual readers of the article found referencing Rothstein and Edwards.

To allow this irrelevant, confusing, prejudicial testimony would constitute reversible error.



Edwards ' Admissions of No Reputational Damage

Furthermore, Edwards has testified that he has “resurrected” any damage that was done to
his reputation:

On August 17, 2012, Edwards’ counsel, Jack Scarola, made a public statement
to the media which he believes was “successful in discrediting Mr. Epstein’s
charges.” (Jansen’s 12/1/17 Tr. 62.) (Ex. E.)

“With respect to reputation, I believe that over the course of the last“three
years I have done a pretty darn good job resurrecting any damage that was
done to my reputation in this community.” (Edwards’ 5/15/13<TFx. 25.) (Ex.
F.)

“Do I believe that right now my reputation is better than it has been at any
time in the past, yes.” (Edwards’ 5/15/13 Tr. 41.) (Ex«E.)

“I have done a good job of resurrecting my reputationfrom the point in time
where people initially believed, hey, where thére is smoke there is fire or
something — this guy must be guilty of“something.” (Edwards’ 5/15/13 Tr.
56.) (Ex. F.)

“As I said then, have I done a good,job at resurrecting whatever damage was
done? Yes, Idid.” (Edwards>40/10/13 Tr. 233.) (Ex. G.)

“l have not claimed .dn jeconomic loss as a result of my reputation.”
(Edwards’ 10/10/13 Fr.238.) AEx. G.)

Dr. Jansen Does Not MeefSection 90.702

Dr. Jansen’s testimony must be precluded because it has no relevance in this malicious
prosecution actien and,only further stretches Edwards’ flawed defamation action not pled and
not alloweds, Dr, Jansen admitted that he was instructed by Edwards and his counsel to look for
“defamatoty statements.” Because Edwards’ expert did not testify to damages at all, his
irrelevant testimony has a real danger of confusing the jury. Simply, Dr. Jansen’s opinion
provides no legitimate expert testimony for the jury to consider in this action. Epstein asks this

Court to strike Dr. Jansen from Edwards’ expert witness list and preclude his trial testimony.



RECORD FACTS

On October 6, 2017, almost eight years after filing his Counterclaim, Edwards disclosed

Dr. Jansen for the first time on his Sixth Amended Witness List with no explanation, as follows:

EXPERT:

159. Bernard J. Jansen, Ph.D.

(D.E. 1010.) The Court’s July 20, 2017, Order Specially Setting Jury Trial required the
following information at the time of listing the expert:

1. The subject matter about which the expert is expected to testify;
The substance of the facts and opinions to which the expert is expected to
testify;
3. A summary of the grounds for each opinion;
4. A copy of any written reports issued by th€expert regarding this case; and
5. A copy of the expert’s curriculum vitae.

(D.E. 938.)
Edwards produced Dr. Jansen’s report on,October 20, 2017, a copy of which is attached
as Exhibit H. Dr. Jansen was tasked to, respond to the following question:
9. What is the level of dissemination of defaming statements associating Mr.

Bradley J. Edwards with_the illegal activities of Mr. Scott Rothstein as a result
of Mr. Jeffrey Epstein’s lawsuit against Mr. Edwards?

(Ex. H, p. 3, e.s.)

Dr. Jansen, disclosed that he simply calculated the number of internet hits which
associated. Edwards with Rothstein. In focusing his analysis to “online dissemination” of the
defamatory statements, Dr. Jansen reached the following opinion:

15. The defaming statements associating Mr. Bradley J. Edwards with the
illegal activities of Mr. Scott Rothstein as a result of Mr. Jeffrey Epstein’s
lawsuit against Mr. Edwards have been disseminated to at least 74 online
media or other sites in 104 separate stories or articles with a combined
9,669,542 potential daily visitors since the lawsuit was filed to the date that 1
filed this report, inclusive.




(Ex. H, p.5,¢e.s.)

Dr. Jansen did not even consider who was responsible for disseminating information to
the press. In other words, did Epstein issue a press release? Did Edwards comment to the press?
Did Edwards contact the press? Did Epstein contact the press? Simply put, who disseminated to
the press the alleged defamatory statements?

Nowhere in Dr. Jansen’s report does he opine on the impact to Edwards™reputation or
character, nor does he mention Edwards’ shame, humiliation, mental anguish ‘or hurt feelings.
Finally, Dr. Jansen does not reference how much Edwards spent on attorneys’Afees in connection
with the original civil proceeding.

Edwards himself is confused about the information Dr. Jansen collected. He testified at
his November 10, 2017, deposition that Dr. Jansén’s‘report was based on quantifying the

number of people who had seen articles associating’ him with “derogatory and defamatory

statements.” (Edwards’ 11/10/17 Tr. 285<286.) (Ex. C.) Nothing is further from the truth.
Dr. Jansen testified at his deposition'taken on December 1, 2017, that his opinion reached

in this case was “that the defamatory ‘statements against Mr. Edwards [linking] into the Ponzi

scheme of Mr. Rothstein Were disseminated to 74 different media sites, in 104 different articles,

to 9,665,542 daily'media visitors.” (Jansen’s 12/1/17 Tr. 6, e.s.) (Ex. E.) Dr. Jansen calculated

the number of times Edwards’ and Rothstein’s names were together in an article, but had no
opinion“teégarding whether anyone actually read the articles or of any damages suffered by
Edwards. (Ex. E.)

In fact, Dr. Jansen conceded he performed no research into what impact, if any, the
number of publications had on anyone:

3 Q. Okay. Did you do any research to see what
4 impact the statements had on any of the readership?



5 A. No.

6 Q. Did you do any research into whether -- what

7 opinions were formed about Mr. Edwards by anyone who
8 read any of the articles?

9 A. No.

10 Q. Did you do any research into whether the
11 impact on the readership in forming an opinion ab%ut
12 Mr. Edwards was different after Mr. Scarola madéshis
13 statements in 2012 to the press?
14 A. No.
15 Q. When you did your research did you interview
16 any readers that actually read one of thesarticles that
17 you cite to in your report?
18 A. No.
(Jansen’s 12/1/17 Tr. 64.) (Ex. E.)

Dr. Jansen could not even identify onéperson-who actually read any of the publications:

1 Q. —— right? Can yod, identify one person that
2 actually read one/of the 104 articles?

3 A. I didn't look for a person, so no.
(Jansen’s 12/1/17 Tr. 655 (Ex. E.)

Finally, although Dr. Jansen used the term “defamatory statements” and plugged in
statements provided to him by either Mr. Edwards or Mr. Scarola, he never made any
determination,of what was defamatory or not. (Jansen’s 12/1/17 Tr. 7-8.) (Ex. E.) Candidly, Dr.
Jansen testified:

15 Q. Right. So the person who made the decision to

16 label whatever statements you researched defamatory was

17 not you?

18 A. Whether they were defamatory or not was not my
19 decision.

10



Id. at 8. He clarified that, “I did an IT investigation. You’re asking me kind of a legal question.”
Id. Again, Dr. Jansen confirmed his opinion had nothing to do with evaluation or analysis of
whether any statement was defamatory or not:

22 Q. Right. Okay. And so whether or not that

23 statement was defamatory or not is not an analysis you

24 engaged in?

25 A. The defamatory part, no.
Id. at 10. If the word “defaming” was removed from the task given to himgit Would not change

his work of calculating the number of times he found statements regarding Edwards. Id. at 16.

APPLICABLE LAW

I. Litigation Privilege Precludes a Defamation Action Against Epstein

“The law has long recognized that judges,”coumsel,” parties, and witnesses should be

absolutely exempted from liability to an action-for, defamatory words published in the course of

proceedings, regardless of how false orgymalicious the statements may be....” Debrincat v.
Fischer, 217 So. 3d 68, 69 (Fla. 2017) [es:]. Because of this, Epstein cannot be sued for the
claimed falsehood of any allegation” pled in his original civil proceeding or any of the
amendments filed againstRethstein and Edwards.

I1I. MaliciousProsecution Action Focuses on “Original Civil Proceeding” Not Hand-
Picked Allegations

Because,of the established litigation privilege, Edwards necessarily pled — but does not
really want.to try -- the tort of malicious prosecution. Although the tort of malicious prosecution
has an ancient existence in the state of Florida, the elements have not changed. Compare Tatum
Bros. Real Estate & Inv. Co. v. Watson, 109 So. 623, 626 (Fla. 1926) and Debrincat, supra. To

prevail in a malicious prosecution action, a plaintiff must establish (1) an original civil

proceeding; (2) present defendant was the legal cause of the original proceeding; (3) termination

11



of the original proceeding constituted a bona fide termination of that proceeding in favor of the

present plaintiff; (4) an absence of probable cause for the original proceeding; (5) malice on the

part of the present defendant; and (6) damages as a result of the original proceeding. Debrincat,

217 So. 3d at 70 [e.s.].

Based on this longstanding Florida jurisprudence, there can be no narrow focus in this
action on a single count, a hand-picked allegation, or a segregated paragraph“ifn=the original
proceeding, or even a statement made or published in the press or on the internet,to determine if
it was false or true. Rather, this Court is bound by established law tofocussen’whether probable
cause existed for Epstein to file the “original proceeding.”

II1. Damages in a Civil Malicious Prosecution Action are Not Presumed

“The gravamen” of a malicious prosecutieh claim”“is injury to character.” Cate v.
Oldham, 450 So. 2d 224, 227 (Fla. 1984).~A “malicious prosecution plaintiff may recover
“damages to a person, property, or reputation[} shown to have proximately resulted from a
previous civil or criminal proceeding.”> Tatum Bros. Real Estate & Inv. Co. v. Watson, 92 Fla.
278, 288 (1926). Next, a malicious prosecution plaintiff may recover damages for his shame,
humiliation, mental anguishg.and hurt feelings. Ware v. United States, 971 F. Supp. 1442, 1471
(M.D. Fla. 1997)(¥[S]hame, humiliation, mental anguish, and hurt feelings flowing from
[plaintiff’s] prosecution . . . are legitimate grounds for monetary relief in an action for malicious
prosecution:?)n(citation omitted). Third, a malicious prosecution plaintiff is entitled to the
attorneys’ fees he incurred in connection with the underlying action. See Burchell v. Bechert,
356 So. 2d 377, 379 (Fla. 4th DCA 1978) (summary judgment improper where plaintiff had
incurred attorneys’ fees in underlying action).

“It is basic hornbook law that, in an action for malicious prosecution, ‘the plaintiff may

recover all damages that are the natural and probable consequences of the action complained
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of,”” but “‘[tlhe damages must be certain and proximate and not uncertain, contingent or
speculative.”” Ware v. United States, 971 F. Supp. 1442, 1470-71 (M.D. Fla. 1997)(citations
omitted).

Moreover, unlike a criminal malicious prosecution action where a malicious prosecution
for criminal prosecution can be actionable “per se,” a plaintiff in a civil action must prove the
damages sought. See Adler v. Segal, 108 So. 2d 773, 775 (Fla. 3d DCA 1959)(malicious
prosecution action based on acquittal in underlying criminal prosecution; ceust held that "there is
substantial authority that a malicious prosecution is actionable per se, and”‘certain kinds of
damage necessarily follow from the wrongful prosecution itselfiuand so will be assumed by the
law to exist ... ."; citing Tidwell v. Witherspoon, 21 Fla. 359, 361(Fla. 1885) ("'An accusation of
crime under the forms of the law or a pretense of brihging a guilty man to justice is made in the
most imposing and impressive manner and may- inflict)a deeper injury upon the reputation of the
party accused than the same words uttered junder any other circumstances."); see also
Restatement (First) of Torts § 670, )comment a. ("The institution of criminal proceedings
necessarily carries with it a defamatory accusation of criminal conduct, and the rules which
determine the right to recover for the resulting harm to reputation and distress are the same as
those applicable intactions for defamation ... ."); compare Burchell v. Bechert, 356 So. 3d 377
(Fla. 4" DCA 1978)(applying Adler’s holding but dicta because court already determined
damagés element met by record evidence of attorneys’ fees incurred in defending the lawsuits).

A. Dr. Jansen Failed to Provide Any Opinion on Actual Damages in a Malicious
Prosecution Action

The Florida cases cited in Section III outline the damages allowed in a civil malicious
prosecution action. Dr. Jansen failed to opine on any of these categories. Significantly, Dr.

Jansen offered no opinion on reputational injury because he had no knowledge regarding
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whether there was any impact on the readership in forming an opinion about Edwards. (Jansen’s
12/1/17 Tr. 64.) (Ex. E.) Likewise, he offered no opinion regarding whether the original civil
proceeding caused Edwards shame, humiliation, mental anguish, and hurt feelings. He had no
opinion of harm to Edwards’ reputation, loss of business, client departures, or any other category
of potential damage. Finally, Dr. Jansen certainly had no opinion regarding Edwards incurring
attorneys’ fees.

Rather, Dr. Jansen performed, in his own words, an “IT investigation®, stmply calculating
by internet searches how many times the statements given to him by Edwards or his counsel
appeared. (Jansen’s 12/1/17 Tr. 8.) (Ex. E.) This fails to meet Edwards’ burden of proving
malicious prosecution damages and provides no testimonyhelpfiil to the trier of fact.

B. Dr. Jansen’s Testimony Fails to Assist the Trier of Fact — if Allowed to Consider —
Nominal Damages in a Malicious Prosecution’Action

Epstein by no means abandons his oppesition'to Edwards’ argument of nominal damages
in a malicious prosecution action. Jn “factysthe Florida Standard Jury Instructions confirm
Epstein’s position that while “neminal”’ damages are awardable in a defamation action (405.10-
£)?, they simply do not exist in a‘malicious prosecution action (406.12). However, Epstein points
out that if this Court allows this argument to be presented to the jury, Dr. Jansen provides no
helpful testimony or opinions — none are needed for nominal damages. Epstein will be unfairly
prejudiced “if ‘Edwards is allowed to present “expert” evidence concerning the number of
potential visitors to a website in order to establish nominal damages under section 90.403,

Florida Statutes.

4 If you find for (claimant) but find that no [loss] [injury] [or] [damage] has been proved, you
[should] [may] award nominal damages. Nominal damages are damages of an inconsequential
amount which are awarded to vindicate a right where a wrong is established but no damage is
proved.

14



IV.  Section 90.702, Florida Statutes Governs Expert Witness Testimony and Dr. Jansen
Fails to Meet the Threshold Requirement of Assisting the Trier of Fact or
Determining a Fact in Issue

A trial court has wide discretion in determining which matters are proper subjects of
expert opinion testimony. Bryant v. Buerman, 739 So. 2d 710, 712 (Fla. 4" DCA 1999).
However, that discretion is not without limits. Nathanson v. Houss, 717 So. 2d 114 (Fla. 4th
DCA 1998). Relevant evidence is evidence tending to prove or disprove a material=fact and is
generally admissible. §§ 90.401, 90.402, Fla. Stat. (2017). The concept of materiality is included
within the section 90.401 definition of relevancy; the evidence must “tend te-ptrove or disprove a
material fact.” Jordan ex rel. Shealey v. Masters, 821 So. 2d=342, 349 (Fla. 4" DCA 2002).
When evidence is offered to prove a fact which is net a matter in issue, it is said to be
immaterial. Id. Finally, “[r]elevant evidence is inadmissible if its probative value is substantially
outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudiee, ‘confusion of issues, misleading the jury, or
needless presentation of cumulative evidenge.” § 90.403, Fla. Stat. (2017).

Edwards submits Dr. Jansen asra “damages” expert. However, Dr. Jansen fails to assist
the trier of fact in understanding the ‘evidence or in determining a fact in issue, a threshold
requirement for expert testimony to be admissible. See § 90.702, Fla. Stat. (2017). Even if
qualified in his area,of expertise, for an expert’s opinion to be admissible, it must tend to prove
or disprove an issue in dispute. Unless Dr. Jansen’s opinion is relevant to a fact or issue in the
case, it“is"inadmissible. See Sunbeam Television Corp. v. Mitzel, 83 So. 3d 865, 876 (Fla. 3d
DCA 2012)(*“As a threshold matter, the expert’s opinion must be relevant, that is, the evidence
must prove or tend to prove a fact in issue.”). Providing no opinions regarding actual or nominal

damages, Dr. Jansen must be stricken as a witness and his testimony precluded.
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CONCLUSION

Edwards has no actual damages. That is why he wants to try a per se defamation action.
However, the litigation privilege is absolute and bars a defamation suit. Here, Edwards tried to
use Dr. Jansen to say Edwards’ reputation has been harmed by “defamatory statements” that he
found on the internet, yet he could not opine if the statements were in fact “defamatory.” He
wants to put before the jury that nine million viewers all thought horrible things ‘about Edwards,
yet he could not say who disseminated the alleged defamatory statements,, Tmportantly, Dr.
Jansen cannot opine if anyone read the articles, or if the publications had-any impact on the
readership in forming an opinion about Edwards or if the asticles caused any compensable
damages. Clearly, Dr. Jansen has no relevant testimony that would’be helpful to the trier of fact.
Therefore, Epstein respectfully requests that this Coutt sttike'the report and exclude Dr. Jansen’s

testimony.
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EXHIBIT A



U.S. Mail this (b day of January, 204

INTHE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND
FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA
CASE NO.: 502009CA040800XXXXMBAG
JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
Plaintiff(s),
VS,

SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually,
BRADLEY J. EDWARDS, individually, and
L.M., individually,

Defendant(s). ‘
v /

NOTICE OF SERVING ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFE’S THIRD SET
OF INTERROGATORIESTO DEFENDANT/COUNTER-PLAINTIFE
BRADLEY.J. EDWARDS

'COMES NOW the Defendant/Counterplaintiff, Bradley J. Edwards, by and through his:
undersigned counsel, and hereby files this Netice with the Court that Answers to Plaintiff’s Third

Set of Interrogatories propounded by .the,Plaintiff; Jeffrey Epstein, on December 9, 2011, have.

‘been furnished to the attorney forthe Plaintiff,

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that-a’true. copy of the foregomg has been furnished by Fax and.

Sear ,’Denney Scarola Barnhart & Shipley, P.A,
2139 Palm Beach Lakes Boulevard
Nest Palm Beach, Florida 33409
Phone; (561) 636-6300
Fax: (561) 383-9451
Attorney for Bradley J. Edwards




Edwards adv. Epstein
Case No,: 502009CA040800X‘{XXMBA(‘
Answers fo Plainfi{*s Third Set of Interrog.x(oms to Edwards

COUNSEL LIST

Jack A. Goldbetger, Esquire:

Attcrbury, Goldberger & Weiss, P. A,
250 -Australian-‘Avenue Sotith, Suite 1400
Wesl Palm Beach, FL 33401

‘Phone: (561)-659-8300

‘Fax; (561)-835-8691

Attorneys for Jeffy ey: Epstem

Farmer, Jaffe, Weissing, Gdwards, Fistos & Likmiai; PL
425 N..Andrews Avenue, Suite 2

Fort Lauderdale, FL. 33301

Phone: (954)-524-2820

Tax: (954)-524:2822

Joseph L, Ackerman, Jr., Esquire’
Fowler White Burnelt; P A

901 Phillips Point West

7718 Tlagler Drive

‘West Palim Beach, FL: 33401-6170.
Phone; (561)- 802—9044

Fax; (561)-802-9976.

Attorieys for Jeffrey Epstein

M 8: Nurik, Esquire

Law; Offices of Maré S, Nurik
Ong & Broward Blvd,, Suite 700-
Tofl Lauderdalé; BL 3330] '
Phone; (954)u745~5849
Fax:(954)-745-3556'

Attomcys for Seoft Rothstein
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~ ANSWERS TO PLAINTITE’S S
THIRD SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO BRADLEY J. EDWARDS

1. Identify each-and every fact that supports the- allegatlons set forth in:your Second
Amended Counterclaim, by providing:

a. a detailed description of the damages you allege yow have suffered, including; but
not limited to, those you claim have resuited in

(1) injury'to,your reputétion; and,
(2)  interference in your professional relationships; and

b.. a detailed description of the special damages youTallege that: ‘you have suffered,
mcludmg, but-not limited to:

(ay theilorss_:of} the. value of your time diverted. from your professional
responsibilities, and

(2)  the cost of defending claims against you in this lawsuit.

ANSWER:

The identification of “each and every fact hat supports” specific allegations would require
the disclosure of the mental impressions and thought processes of counsel and is accordingly:
protected by the work-product privilege. Subject to and without waiving that privilege, Bradley
Edivards has described the, special damages he has sustained :and will continuc to sustain in the
future in his' currently pendmg counterclaim. (He has been falsely accused of immoral, unethical,)
{and nd_illegal conduct 1mpugnmg his professmnal integrity, his hlS professwnal competence, and_his)

e T e T e T e

(presumes the damage that inevitably arises from such defamatlon) (The. false accusations_have)

(been_disseminated repeatedly_throughout not _only the South Florida legal community buf)
(nationally:and internationally.)

In addition, Bradley Edwards has been obliged to divert time, ‘effort, and attention from.
the: productive’ practice of his profession to defend against:the tortuous misconduct of Epstein.
Every minute diverted from his professional pursults impeded his ablhty to advance the claims:
and interests of existing clients and precluded ‘him, from undertaking other. and additional
responsibilities: ‘Time records made available in' response to Epstein’s Request to Produce detail
(at a minimum) the extent of the diversion Mr. Edwards: has suffered, Cost invoices for
expendltures incurred in defending against Epstein’s misconduct have also been made available.
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in response to Ilpstem s Request to Produce. "Thosé damages: are ongoing and. continuing 'in
nature.

2, ‘Explaiti in detail how your reputation has been injured as a direct. result of this
action against. you. from, the filing of this action to the present.. With specificity;. 1dcnt1fy the
following: ’

a. Your alleged reputation prior to the filing of this'action;

b. Any and all: persons who' have made statements about your reputation after the
filing of this action;

C. Any and all .communications, whether verbal or writiéiinmade about; -your
reputation;'and »

d. The date, manner, and substance of communications in which. said statements

‘have been madeabout your reputation.
' ANSWER:
See above, '

. .Excellent

a
b.. None are presently known except Epstein'and his numerous lawyers including the.

o attorneys presently engaged in advancing Epstein’s malicious prosecutioni of Edwards:
X and his extortionate abuse offprocess.

¢. See 2b above. A N ) o
d. See the kplead‘mg's,‘;ﬁlings,.aﬂd ‘on-the-record statements ‘made in this case and the:
RRA banlkruptey procecdings:
: 3. ‘Explain in detail how the filing of this action against you has interfered Wwith your

‘professional relationships and for each such relationship:

a. :1dent1fy its nature and the person with whom you have or had the relationship;
b. Specify exactly how the relationship has been interfered with;

C. identify each person with knowledge of the interference; and

d. identify actual damages as a result of such interference..

ANSWER:

‘See answer to #1 above. Persons with kriowledge of the interference include the parties

to this action, all present and prior attorneys .of récord, all pcrsons on the certificate of.

service of Epstein’s Motion. to' Depose Rothstein filed in ther RRA bankruptcy
‘proceedings; all attorneys, judges, and observers in ‘Court ‘on ‘every occasion that
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A

:argument has been presented in support of Epstein’s: spurlous claims against Edwards, all
‘persons exposed to media coverage of Epstein’s spurious claims against Edwards.

Actual damages sustained by Edwards include:. !

o the costs incurred in defendmg against Epstem s outrageons misconduct;

o thevalueof Edwards’ diverted time and attention;

o the value of compensatlon for ‘the injury to Edwards’ professional réputation -as
liquidated by a jury.

4, Identlfy each and every witness that has knowledge of the damages you seck: to
recover in .this ‘action, mcludmg but not limited to your employer, your partners, your
family: ‘members, associates, colleagues, referral sources, ‘and clients and, for each,
describe the nature of his or her knowledge.

ANSWER:
Steve Jaffe, ;Gary' Farmer, Seth Lehrman have knigwledge of the extent to which Bradley
Edwards’ time and attention were diverted ‘by Epstein from: gamful professional pursuits,

Bradley Edwards’ professional reputatlon, gompetence, 1ntegr1ty, and character..

Former Federal Judge Paul Cassellhas knowledge of the same matters described above.
Earleen Cote, Esq. has knowledge of.the same matters described above.

5, @(p]am the basis for your claim that your: reputatlon has been 1n1ured b—)
(the allegations against youan'this action)

ANSWER:

(Defamation per sc)

0. Explam the method by which you have dxstmgmshed injury to your
‘reputation resulting directly from allegations against you inthis action from injury to
‘your reputation resultmg from your having been a partne1 it:he defunct firm of Rothstein
‘Rosenfeldt & Adler;

ANSWER;

(Epstein’s malicious, unsupported, unsupportable, false accusations of Bradley Edwards’)
(knowing_involvement and active participation in_a massive Ponzi scheme singled Mr.
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(Edwards ouf from among all other innocent RRA employees._Those accusations.were the
(only soufce falsely” linking_ Bradley Edwards to Rothstein’s_criminal_enterprise, _and
(absent those allegations there is no basis to believe that Bradley Edwards’ * impeccable)
(proféssional repufation_would _have been_tarnished, by _his_brief _employment_with!
(Rothstein Rosenfeldt & Adler) Indeed, the vast majority of RRA employees were

‘presumed.innocent and have escaped any taint from their employment.with the firm;

7. Identify’ all fees and costs that you havé incurred: for the.defense of this
action against you.:

ANSWER:
See Bradley Edwards’ contemporaneous production.

8. 'If ‘you have a written engagement. ‘agfeement with the firm of Searcy
Denney Scarola Barnhatt & Shipley, P.A. describe the date of the agreement, the scope of
services and the terms on which your counsel areto beé compensated.

ANSWER:
See Bradley Edwards’ contemporaneotis production.

9. If you do not"have,a ‘written engagement agreement: with the firm. of
Searcy Denney Scarola_Barghart & Sh]pley, P.A., describe the terms of your: oral
representation agreemert, the seéope of services and: the terms:on which your counsel are
to be compcnsated
ANSWER:

N/A
100 Identify any other attorney and firm with whom you have any relationship

in oonnectlon with your defense of this action.

ANSWER:

None: -



11. If you (or another on your behalf) have paid ‘any legal fees and costs
incurred for the ‘defense :of this .action, provide the amounts. paid:and the date of each
payment. ;

ANSWER:

See Bradley Edwards’ contemporaneous production.

12, State, by week or month, the amount of hours that you devoted, to  your
professmnal work 'since the filing: of this .action -against you. (in 2009, 2010 and 2011) -and
describe: in detail the source of this. information (e.g., time sheeis, persona] diary, manual or
computer calendar).

ANSWER:
Unknown, although Bradley Edwards estimates. that in the ‘erdinary course of his work he

devotes approx1mately 60 hours per week. to professional activities. This total regularly
increases immediately prior to and during trials,

13.  .State, by week ‘or month, the(amount ‘of ‘hours ‘that you have devoted to your

_professional work durmg the two years prior to'the filing of this action against you (in 2007 and
2008) and describe in detail the source of this information (e.g., time sheets, personal diary,
‘manual or computer calendar).

ANSWER:

Unknown, although Bradley Edwards estimates. that in the ordmary course of his ‘work he

‘devotes approximately 60 hours per week. to professxonal actlvmes. This total regularly
'mcreases immediately pnor to-and during trials.

14, State the amount of gross income that-you received from providing services as a
lawyer for each"of the years 2007 2008; 2009, 2010 and 2011 and ‘identify the source of that

.mcome (including the payor of the’ same),

ANSWER:

I

Objection, Irrelevant, immaterial, not reasonab]y calculated to lead ‘to the discovery of
admissible ‘evidence and an unwarranted :invasion of Bradley Edwards® right to economic,
‘privacy.




15.  State the amount of gross income that you received from the provision of goods or
services other than while acting as a lawyer for each of the years 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010 and
2011 and identify the source of that income (including the payor of the same).

ANSWER:

Objection.. Irrelevant, immaterial, not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence and an unwarranted invasion of Bradley Edwards’ right to economic
privacy.

16.  State the amount of hours that you have devoted to pro.beno work for the years.
2007, 2008, 2009, 2010 and 2011 and substantiate your answer with the names of the cases or
causes for which you provided such service.

ANSWER;
Objection. Tirelevant, immaterial and not reasonabl{h caleuldted to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence,

17.  You'claim damages for emotional distress, embarrassment, and mental anguish as
a result of this action against you. Have you sought professional medical or psychological
services? If so,

a. identify each provider of such services;
b. state the ‘dates,/during which you received treatment or assistance for such
seryices; and |
c. state fhejamount of money you have paid for such services.
ANSWER:

Noi



O

U

‘Unidetermined at this time.-

18.  If you. have not sought professional medical. or psychological ‘services, please

‘explain why..

ANSWER::

1 have mansdged to deal with the emotional and psychologlcal ‘stress  without professmnal
assistance and have: preferred to. avoid the potential stigma that sometimes attaches to. treatment
for emotional and psychological issues.

19.. If you claim to have suffered any loss of i mcome 'Wages,.ot other remuneration as

atesult of the clalmq made against you in this action, describe in detail

a, ‘the nature of the lost income, ‘whether/byswages or other remuneration
(e.g;, loss of clients, loss of earnings forhours engaged in the practice of
Taw, efc.); '

b.. the amount of lost income, whether by, wages ot other remuneration, for

each period for which you typlca]ly receive the above (e:g., if you bill .or

otherwise keep track of legal sérvices you provide by the hour, the number

of hours which you were unable to perform such services. for. each month)

since the filing of this actlon, ‘

the duration of the 10ss, i.e., the date the loss commenced and concluded;

c.
d.. ‘the basis' for detetfining the, loss, i.e., identify the specific client: and.
matter; and R ' )
e. the method usedvin calculating your 1oss of income, whether by wages or
other remuneration, :for the period you have claim to have suffered.
o damages.
ANSWER;

See Bradley Edwards’ contemporaneous, production.

20, "\ Ifyou are clalmg that you have suffered loss of future earning capacity as a result
of the allegedly wrongful conduct, describe with specificity:

a.  the duration of the lost future eaming capacity;
b. the amount of the lost future earning capacity, and
C. the basis for-your calculation.

ANSWER!




i

21. “Ifyouare claiming to have lost business or employment opportunities as a result
of the allegedly wrongful conduct of the plaintiff, describe each with specificity and, for each;
state the amount of money damages you seek torecover;

ANSWERY

Undetermiried at this time,

22, Describe the method used in ¢calcuilating your loss of future earnings:
ANSWER:
N/A.

» 23.  "With respect to each alleged lost business oppertunity, please state for each the
following: ‘

a. the name and address of thé employer, client, attorney or entity who
offered or presented the business opportunity that you-claim was lost;

b. the nature and scope of workinvelved in the lost business opportumty,

c. the amount: of compensation or remuneration ‘you estimated. that you !

would earn or be paid hiad you undertaken the. opportunlty and 'the basis
for that estimation;'and~ -
d. the date you determmed that you had lost the business opportunity.

ANSWER:

N/A

\

24. State eagh instance in which you have spoken to or.communicated with the press:
or. any other media, representative: relating to Plaintiff Jeffrey Epstein. Provide the identity of
each contactythe-ddte of the contact; and a desctiption of the communication.

ANSWER:
Objection. Attorney work product privilege except to the extent that Bradley Edwards is

identified as a source of information in published reports which are as. easily-available to Jeffrey
Epstein as to Br adley Edwards through internet searches.
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25..  Identify the confidential source(s) listed on your Privilege Log in this case dated
February.23, 2011,

Objection. Attorney-work product.

26.  Identify the legal basis for including a confidential source in your Privilege Log.

Attorney work product privilege

27.  Provide an explanation for your belief that law enforcement.is still ‘investigating
the Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Jeffrey Epstein, ~Identify’ contacts’ with government/law
enforcement, media, other attorneéys; or anyone clge from:which you'claim to form this belief,
including the names, dates, substance of communication, etc.

ANSWER;

Objection. Attorney work-product and statutorlly restricted communications with law
enforcement and prosecutorial authorities.” Irrelevant, immaterial, and not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

28.  Tdentify the ‘basis. for your claim that others still persist in. prosecuting claims
against the PlaintifffCounterdefendant Jeffrey Epstein. Identify the persons still prosecuting
claims :against thé Plaintiff/Counterdefendant or with knowledge of the persons still prosecuting
claims against him, Jincluding names, dates of contact with such’ persons, substance of
communication, etg.

ANSWER;

Objection.  Attorney ‘work=product and statutorily restricted communications ‘with law

enforcement and prosecutorial authorities. Irrelevant, immaterial, and not reasonably calculated
to lead to the dlscovery of admissible evidence.
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29.  Provide suppott. for your claims in’ ‘Paragraphs 9:and 25’ of the Second Amended
Counterclaim:in which you allege the sole purpose of filing civil claims: was never to recover
monetary damages, that Plaintiff/Counterdefendant Jeffrey Epstem knéw he never suffered
monetary damages that he knowingly asserted baseless and unsupportable claims, etc.

ANSWER:

See Bradley Edwards® Motion for Summary Judgment and attachmienits,

30. Identlfy all clients and list all payments made: to clients in"conueetion with their-
cases against the Plaintiff/Counter-Déefendant Jeffrey Epstein.

ANSWER:

:Objectiéh Irrelevant, immaterial .and ‘not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
-admissible evidence. However, to the extent deemed: relevant, sirice Epstein directly settled the
claims and made the payments, the information requested is'xeadily available to him.

31. Identify all third parties (neb-clients) who received or made payments ‘in
‘connectlon with the client cases or purported client cases against the Plaintiff/CounterDefendant
'Jefﬁey Epstein and'with specificity: (1) explam the reldtxonshlp of such third parties; (2) list the
-‘payments made to or by each; and (3) listtheé’date of payments.and purpose of payments. Your
-answer should mclude without limitation all investigators, witnesses,’ referring persons, referring
attorneys, outside counsel, outside experts. It should also include.any and all payments made to
or by investors in any of the client cases agamst the Plaintiff/CounterDefendant Jeffrey Epstein
or payments made by or to any other person in connection with the client cascs..

ANSWER:

Objection. Trreleyant, immaterial. and. not: reasonably calculated to lead. to the discovery of
admissible evidence.
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32,  Identify all aftorneys who worked on ‘the client cases against

"Plaintiff/CounterDefendant: Jeffrey Epstein, including, but not limited'to, the attorneys formerly
at Rothstein' Rosenfeldt & Adler; the attorneys at Farmer, Jaffe, Weissing; Edwards, Fistos &.
Léhrman, PL outside attorneys and: referring attorneys.

ANSWER:

,Bradley'Edwards I;aul Cassell, Matt Weissing, Steve Jaffe and Bill. Berger rendered substantive:
seryices in the prosecution of claims against Jeffrey Epstein, Russell Adler was:in attendance at
‘multiple dcposmons ‘but was not an active-participant..

33, Identify all members of support staff; paralegals secretaries, investigators, etc..

‘who worked on client cases against the Plaintiff/CounterDefendant Jeffrey Epstein, including but:
not limited to, Bradley Edwards’ office; the attorneys formerly at Rothstein Rosenfeldt & Adler;.
the office of Farmer, Jaffe," ‘Weissing, Edwards Fistos & Lehiman, PL; and offices of outsxde)

attorneys‘and referring attorneys.

ANSWER:

Shawn. Gilbert, Wayne Black, Jacquie Johnson, Beth Wllhamson Susan. Sterhng, Mike Fisten, >

Pat Roberts, Pat Diaz.

34. Idcntlfy any agreements, ploposals, offers, dlscusuons, negotiations, etc. related

to the sale or development of aly moyie; book, or other rights or similar deals,

ANSWER:

None
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STATE OF FLORIDA )

ik P,o\oaf
COUNTY OF BROWARD..

i

The foregoing instrumenit was aﬁl&x1‘gwléc§ged‘Befér.e-:mef.th‘fs. @ dag of Januaty, 2012

Jdel: Seaerea E& for
4Bradley J. Edwar s{ whio: is persondlly” knowii to. e or selie Kas— prodiced.

(type-of-identification)-as identification-and who did/did

16t take an oathi.

WARYPIRROITA
OMMISBION 7 D0 oz

EXP IRES: Novarisi K]
Bonmm Nélaoly %\!’; ’lm’&aﬂm

ot'lry Pu’bﬂc[

State.of Florida at Large |
My Gommission expires:
'Commlssxon Nos j
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EXHIBIT B




Filing # 62456833 E-Filed 10/05/2017 02:26:33 PM

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE.
(Q} FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND
- FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA,
CASENO.: '5'020'09C'AO40’800}CQO(1VIBAG‘
JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
Plaintiff(s),
"VS..
.SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually,
BRADLEY J. EDWARDS, individually, and
L.M., md1v1dually,

Defendant(s).

NOTICE OF SERVING ANSWERS TO ,Il\‘ﬁ‘E]OGATORIES

Bradley J. Edwards, by and through ’h’i‘s.undefs'i“gxgg, counsel, hereby files this Notice of

Serving Answers to Interrogatories with the Coﬁ(ﬁ»?io,pounded-.by.J effrey Epstein on September

() 5,.2017; and said Answers to Int'errqgat% »i;‘s\l)ig,ve:been furnished 'to ‘the attorneys for Jeffrey

Epstein.

I HEREBY CERTIFY, fhat ag)?ug and correct copy of the foregomg was sent via E-Serve.

to all Counsel on the attached hst't{us 2 #' 'day'qf 6::1%196/ ,2017.

~JACK SCAROLA
Florida Bar No.: 16944

Attorney E-Mail(s): jsx(@searcylaw.com; and

mmccann@searcylaw.com

Primary E-Mail:: scarolateam@searcylaw com,
Searcy Denney Scarola Barnhart & Shipley, P.A.
2139 Palin Beach Lakes Boulevard

West Palm Beach, Florida 33409

Phone: (561) 686-6300

Fax: 561-383-9451

Attorneys for Bradley J. Edwards
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‘Edwards adv. Epstein
Case No. 502009CA040800XXXXMBAG
Ngtlcg of Serving Answers to Interrogatories

35. Please describe with particularity any and all évidence, circumstarices and events upon which you
rely in asserting that your reputation-was damaged as alleged in your Counterclaim, including, without:
limitation, specifically describing how that damage is attributable to Epstein’s lawsuit against’ you.

RESPONSE: (The allegations of Epstein’s maliciously filed CcTnplainf are defamafory per se)

.36. Please explain in detail the amount of ‘time 'réquife'd to be diverted from. your professional

responsibilities. mcludmg, but not limited to; the timeflost; each date on which the time was lost, the
case/matter on which you would have otherwise spent the.time, your billable homly rate, if any, you
allege to have lost, atid for each case/matter idehtified, please provide the amount of income derived
by you, your firm, or any entity acting on your behalf in that matter. Please detail all.other evidence,

‘methods and calculations on which you inténd'to rely to quantlfy the damages you claim are attributable
‘to'time diverted from your mpzofcssxonal,rcsponslbllbltlgs as alleged in your Counterclaim.

RESPONSE: Time: dxven’ced from Bradley Edwalds professmnal responsibilities is reflected in
previously produced time records and will be updated prior to the expiration of discovery. ‘Counter-
‘Plaintiff, however, objects ta thisjinterrogatory on the grounds that the number. of interrogatories
‘propounded by the Counter-Defendant, including subparts, substantially exceeds the maximum number .
‘permitted withoutdeave of court.

'37. For each payment or distribution made by you, Rothstein, Rosenfeldt & Alder, Farmer, Jaffe, Weissing,
‘Edwards, Fistos & Lehrman PL and/or any other law firm through which you have prov1ded legal services
-and/or any other lawyer and/or law firm to Beth Williamison in connectioin with any claims asserted against
Jeffrey Epstem state, identify, and describe the amount of the payment, the date of payment, the source of”

the payment proceeds, the reasons :for the .payment, and :any plomlSCS contracts, agreements,

‘understandings and arrangements legatdmg said. payment; and all amendments, modifications and
‘supplements of the same; pursuant to which such payment was made.. :

‘RESPONSE: ‘Objection:: The information sought is not relevant, material or reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The’ interrogatory seeks to invade the economic privacy of

the Counter-Plaintiff and all others encompassed within'the extr aordmauly broad scope of Definition #5
.of Counter-Defendant’s Interrogatories. Reference to “the peugd in question’ is vague and ambiguous.




‘Signature of Answering Party

STATE OF )

COUNTY OF )

The foregoing instrument was: acknowledged before me this ' "Hayr of
&@@&LZO 7 byE'ki QM/‘C!/K/ ‘who/S personally known to me 0

who has produced L _ , _)-(type of ideﬁﬁsal@);?s,'identiﬁqaﬁqn

-and who did/did not take an oath.

\’“"‘"";?\, “YMARIAW.KELUCH!AN

COMMISSION # GG 081792
i EXPIRES: Jonuary 11,2024
Bocdod Theu oty Public Unbeoriors

State of Florida at Large
My Commission expires:
Commission No: :
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EXHIBIT C



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

Case No. 502009CA040800XXXXMB

JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
Plaintiff,
vSs.

SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually;
BRADLEY EDWARDS, individually,

Defendants/Counter-Plaintiffs.

/

VOLUME I
VIDEOTARED “DEPOSITION
OF

BRADLEY EDWARDS

Taken on Behalf of Plaintiff

Friday, November 10th, 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
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A Just an anxious feeling to get this over
with.

Q And you had that anxious feeling every
single day from December 2002 through today

November 10th, 20177

A (The) more) feminders) (Ehat) (O) (have) ©f) (Ehe) Case,)

@nd (Ehe) (fach) (Ehat) (Ehexe) (sEil1) (Looms) (Ehis) (false)

@l Tegation) (over) my) ticad;) (Ehad (Clearly) @ (Exiggen).

0 You said it looms this false allegation.
What is the false allegation looming ower your head?

A That I was a participantsin”a Ponzi scheme
with one of the individuals/ that, might be the most

hated person in South Flerida, especially amongst our

profession.
0 Mr. Rothstein?
A Right.
Q But why is there an allegation hanging over

your head? |\ The case against you was dismissed in
2012y, coOrrect?
MR. SCAROLA: Excuse me. Which case?
BY MR. LINK:
0 The case against you by Mr. Epstein was
dismissed in 2012, was it not?
A Right. The case was dismissed.

Q Five years ago the case was dismissed,

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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that those things are not true.

The lawyers I practice with know that
those things are not true. It's the rest of the
world that --

Q Oh, okay.

A Your reputation is made up of what society
thinks of you. The people who don't know me and only
got a snapshot of this person -- is Rothstein's
co-conspirator in a Ponzi scheme and continue to spread
that message from that point in timé feorward, whether
it's 9 million people or 100 midlion jpeople, my
reputation right there sufferedidamages that, @OlEsS)
@nd @ntil) @ (ury) Ceturnsy@ @erdichH () my) Eavor,) can'™®
©e) @ndone).

Q So thesé arey,the nameless, faceless folks
that you don't! know,” that you have never met, never

had convernsations with, never interacted with, who

are --sthat\have impacted your reputation.
A Your question is way too extreme.
Q So you told me it's anyone who knows you,

knows for sure that there's nothing --

A I didn't tell you that.

Q You didn't?

A No. Who knows me well.

Q They have to know you well, right?

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




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

1)

[8

285

testimony.

Q I understand. He's the only one that
complied with the disclosure rules and has a report,
but the rest are listed as under the actual expert
witness section.

A I hear you.

0 So in looking at -- do you have thedreport
in front of you, which we Jjust marked as Exhibit 22

for Bernard Jansen, PhD?

A Yeah.

o) When was Mr. Jansen reétained?

A I don't know.

Q Your counterclaim has been pending since

December 2009, corree?

A Yes.

Q Do you know why Mr. Jansen did not provide
a report until 201772

A Don't know.

0 Do you know why Mr. Jansen was not listed
onvany exhibit list from the beginning of the case --
the first -- I think it was five -- maybe five or six
witness list to the court?

A WIth) €ertainty) (@ don'd know.) @ (Koow (Ehe)
(Eypes) ©DH (Ehings) (ie) oes?) (End) (Eypically) (ifs) Cepor) (9
most) @seful) @ight) before) (Erial;,) bEcause) @

Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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(quantification) (cf) (Ehe) Mumber) (©f) (pceor e Who) iave)

(Ehe) @xticles) @ssociated) o) depending) (Ehe (Eype ©I)
(' awsuit) wWhich) (he's) (Eestifying o) With) (Ehe) derocgatory)

@nd) defamatory) statements,) -—

Q Dr. Jansen --
MR. SCAROLA: Excuse me. I'm sorry.
You interrupted Mr. Edwards.
BY MR. LINK:
0 Did I, Mr. Edwards?
A Yes. I was almost finish, though.

So his report can't be completed until --
well, you want it to be complete,as close up to the
trial as possible so that you )can have the final
numbers.

Q I understandyyou can update reports. But
you could havel retained him at any time, because
there wereg other trial settings and there would have

been aswitness list, right?

A Well, we have been on appeal for a while,
buty, -~

Q I understand. But you've had five trial
settings.

In any event, you have used Mr. Jansen
before, correct?

A I have used Mr. Jansen before. As a

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

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEPINGS

DATE TAKEN: Wednesday, November 29th, 2017

TIME: 10:04 a.m. - 3:55 p.m.

PLACE 205)N. Dixie Highway, Room 10C
West Palm Beach, Florida

BEFORE: Donald Hafele, Presiding Judge

Thi's cause came on to be heard at the time and place
aforesaid, when and where the following proceedings were

reported by:

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

MS. ROCKENBACH: Correct.

THE COURT: Mr. Scarola, thank you for
your patience. You may proceed, sir.

Thank you, Ms. Rockenbach and Mr. Link,
for your written and oral presentations.

MR. SCAROLA: Thank you very much, Your
Honor. If you don't mind, I'm going to
stand at the podium that says, Plaintiff)

Your Honor, there is a very fundamental
disagreement between presenteounsel for
Mr. Epstein and Mr. Edwa#ds. »You heard
Mr. Link say -- and A4, think I took down the
guote exactly --4we have never challenged
that these three cases were legitimate
cases.

Well,;»I can understand why it is that
at this point in the litigation, Mr. Link
wishes that they had never challenged that

these three cases were legitimate cases.

(But the fact of the matter is that)

(Bradley Edwards was sued for ginning up,)

(fabricating, constructing those three cases,)

(and others, as a knowing participant in)

(Florida's largest ever Ponzi scheme) that

PALM BEACH REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (561)471-2995
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to interrogatories in the state court
matters, E.W. and L.M., and listed
additional high-profile witnesses that would
allegedly be called at trial, including, but
not limited to:"™ And then various
individuals are identified.

And then paragraph 41. "The sole
purpose of the scheduling of these
depositions was, again, to pump up the cases
to investors. There is no evidence to date
that any of these individualsyhad ‘or have
any knowledge regarding RRA's)pcivil
actions."

THE COURT: «For the record, that's a
gquote from paragraph 41, as opposed to
argument.

MR} SCAROLA: Thank you. Sir. I'm
sQrny.

If we go to page 18 of the complaint,
subparagraph H. "Rothstein" -- and again,

this is a quote.

("Rothstein and the litigation team knew)

(or should have known that their three filed)

(cases were weak and had minimal value for)

(the following reasons.")

PALM BEACH REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (561)471-2995
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(Those reasons are listed.)

(Again, guestioning_the legitimacy_ of)

(the claims.)

Page 21, paragraph 44. "The actions
described in paragraph 42 above herein had
no legitimate purpose in pursuing the civil"
litigations (sic) "against Epstein, but
rather were meant to further the fraudulent
scheme and criminal activity of Rothstein.”

Paragraph 46, the last lin€g. "RRA and
the attorneys in the civil aCtions” --

Please remember, theé ¢ivil action is a
defined term in the gomplaint. It's L.M.,
E.W. and Jane Dogls claims —-- "needed to
create a fictiomw that included extraordinary
damages. However, the actual facts behind
her actionmwwould never support such
extraordinary damages."

Going down to the last sentence in
subparagraph A. "Under the circumstances,
her claim for damages against Epstein, one
of L.M.'s many johns during that same
period, would be so incredible and certainly
not likely to produce the extraordinary

settlements promised to RRA's investors."

PALM BEACH REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (561)471-2995
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hear what Mr. Link is trying to suggest so
that you can formulate your argument.

MR. SCAROLA: I know exactly —--

THE COURT: I will give him a minute.

MR. LINK: I don't want to take long.
I just want to clarify, because Mr. Scarola
said that we have conceded that nothing was
fabricated.

What was fabricated was not thel filing
of the three lawsuits in 2008. (It was that
there were other claims in addition to those
three, and that one of these three settled
for 30 million, and jhat Mr. Epstein had
offered $200 million. Those are the things
that we were,takking about during that time

period.

(THE COURT:) (Well, the allegation,)

(though, in subparagraph H, which was already)

(read into the record -— I will read it)

(gain, quote, Rothstein and the litigation)

(team -- parenthetically Mr. Scarola has)

(suggested that the litigation team is)

(defined as Mr. Edwards —-- returning to the)

(quoted provisions —— knew or should have)

(known that their three filed cases were weak)

PALM BEACH REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (561)471-2995
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(and had minimal value —-- and for the reasons)

(I_have already gone through in addressing)

(what I think is going to be relevant as to)

(those three individuals if the contention is)

(still that these claims were not legitimate)

(during the period of time that Mr. Rothstein)

(ad Mr. Edwards worked together).

MR. LINK: I just want to make this
distinction. I don't want to beat this
horse too much. If you look atithe
paragraph before that paragraph, \i’'t talks
about the $500 million séttlement.

THE COURT: T willl take that in
consideration.

MR. LINK: WSo)it's relative to that.

Secondy. Your Honor —-

MR, SCAROLA: I'm sorry. I would like,
in the few minutes remaining, to be able to
make some points before --

THE COURT: Mr. Link, I am going to ask
you, then, to save your commentary for
rebuttal.

MR. LINK: I just was trying to answer
your qguestions.

THE COURT: I didn't know I had a

PALM BEACH REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (561)471-2995
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND
FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA

CASE NO.: 50-2009CA040 800XXXXMBAG

JEFFREY EPSTEIN,

vS.

SCOTT ROTHSTEIN,

and

Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant,

individually,
BRADLEY J. EDWARDS,

individually,

Defendant/Counter-Plaintiff.
/

VIDEOTAPED DEPCSITION OF
DR. BERNARD J. JANSEN
Taken on Behalf of the Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant
and Defendant/Counter-Plaintiff

DATE TAKEN: Friday, December 1, 2017
TIME: 9:23 a.m, - 11:21 a.m,
PLACE: Law Offices of Edwards Pottinger, LLC

425 N. Andrews Avenue, Suite 2
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301

Examination of the witness taken before:

Iliana Lugo, Court Reporter
Palm Beach Reporting

1665 Palm Beach Lakes Boulevard
Suite 1001

West Palm Beach, Florida 33401
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APPEARANCES

the Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant’

LINK & ROCKENBACH, P.A.
BY: SCOTT J. LINK, ESQ.
KARA B. ROCKENBACH,\ ESQ.
1555 Palm Beach Lakes Bouleward, Suite 301
West Palm BeachypFlorida 33401

the Defendant/Counter-Plaintiff:
SEARCY, /DENNY, SCAROLA, BARNHART
& SHIPLEY, P.A.

BY:..JACK SCAROLA, ESQ.

2139 Palm Beach Lakes Boulevard
West Palm Beach, Florida 33409

Present:
ROBERT BARFIELD, Videographer,
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THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Today is the 1st day of

December 2017. The time is 9:23 a.m. This is the
videotaped deposition of Doctor Bernard Jansen in
the matter of Epstein versus Rothstein and Edwards.

This deposition is being held at 425 North Andrews

Suite 2, Fort Lauderdale, Florida.
My name is Robert Barfield. I'm the
videographer from Visual Evidence, Inc.

Would the attorneys please announce their
appearances for the record?
MR. LINK: Yes.

MR. SCAROLA: My name is Jack Scarola. I'm

counsel on behalf of the Plaintiff, Bradley

Edwards. And Mr. Edwards is also present.

MR. LINK: Scott Link and Kara Rockenbach on
behalf of Mr. Epstein.

(Thereupon, Doctor Bernard J. Jansen was duly
sworn.)

MR. SCAROLA: I'm going to offer a stipulation
to you. And that is that rather than go through
the details of the witness' background, training,
and experience, we would agree that his curriculum
vitae will be marked as an exhibit to this

deposition and any portions of it may be read by

Palm Beach Reporting Service,

Inc. 561-471-2995




either party as if those entries in the CV were

A. As T outlined in my report in one of the

2 responsive to appropriate questions during the 2 paragraphs that we can go through, I outlined explicitly
3 course of the deposition. 3  what the statements were that I used.
4 MR. LINK: That's acceptable. 4 Q. I understand what a statement is. I don't
] MR. SCAROLA: Good. Thank you. 5 have any problem with you doing research. The research
6 MR. LINK: Shall we go ahead and mark that as 6 that you did makes sense to me. If you plugged in a
7 Exhibit 17 7 sentence and wanted to see how many times it was used,
8 MR. SCAROLA: That's a good idea. 8  that makes sense to me.
9 (Thereupon, the document referred to was 9 A. Uh-huh.
10  marked Plaintiff's Exhibit Number 1 for identification.) 10 Q. (@nEryingrto-undérstandithelTanguagerandIthe)
11 THEREUPON: @D (decisionryoiimadélaboutrarstatementIbeingIdefamatorys)
12 DOCTOR BERNARD J. JANSEN 02 @EndIITwantZtorknow how.yolmadéra~déecision.thatTwhateven
13 was called as a witness and, having been previously duly T2 EfatementIyoliiwereresearchiing.was.asdefamatory)
14 sworn and responded "I do," was examined and testified 9 (Etatementy)
15  as follows: @ @) (heTdsfamatoryrstatementsTwasTsomethingTtHatoD
16 DIRECT EXAMINATION @9 @asIprovided;TasTITstatelinmy report,; JthatlitTwasIthese)
17 BY MR. LINK: 42 EfaterentsTthatIITnkedTMETFdwardSTtortherPonziTschens)
18 Q. Mr. Jansen, would you please take a look at 48 @EfIMrTRothsteiny) (hatisTwhatTwas providedItormen) ThHah
19  what we just marked as Exhibit 1 and tell us what that @9 @EasimyIassignmenty)
20 is, please. 49} 00 ~Okagy) Soyolwerestold byréitherT Mo Fdwards)
21 A. This is my CV, my curriculum vitae. €D prMr-sScarcla-whatzstatementtheythotUghtIwas)
22 0. And is that current through today? @2 (éfamatoryvy
23 A. I could check every page but it's a fairly @) (Those were therstatementsoIrwas told to-100k)
24 recent CV. EoT;—vesn
25 Q. Okay. Mr. Jansen, tell me what your opinions 29 O) QOkayy) Sodidyoimakerany.deternination on

6
1 are that you have reached in this case. 1 @hatisTdéfamatoryd)
2 ®) The——myIopinicnZisTthatTtherde famatory) @ &) ¥
Q dwardsTleakingointootherPonzi) 3 Q. All right. 1Is there a way that you could
cthsteinTwererdisseminated o7 4 describe the statement from your words what you were
differentTmedigrsites,;minsl104TdifferentTarticles,; ot 5 doing? Because the word "defamatory” is not your word,
® (9766575427d3i1y medig visitorsy € is it, in this report? That's one of the lawyer's
7 Q. You just usedpthe words "defamatory 7  words.
8 statements.” Did you make a determination that there 8 A. Well, it was a description I used for those
9 was a statement in some publication that was defamatory? 9 particular statements. It was provided to me, what
10 A. I{was given the gist of the statements that -—- 10 those statements were.
11 the statements that linked Mr. Edwards to the Ponzi 11 Q. Okay. So you chose the word "defamatory
12 scheme «of Mr. Rothstein, and then I checked for the 12 statements"?
13 explicit statement, those particular statements in each 13 A. I didn't say that, no. I was provided that
14 of the 104 articles. 14 these are the defamatory statements to look for.
15 Q. I understand that, but I'm talking about the 15 Q. Right) Ec theperson who madéthe decisionsto)
16 word "defamatory." 48 (@abelZwhateverrstatenmentsTyocu-researchedTdéfamatoryIwas)
17 "Defamatory" is a legal word; is it not? 2 @otZyou)
18 A. I don't know whether it's a legal word or not. 48] @) ({hether—they were défamafory.oronotowas notmy)
19 0. Well, what does it mean? When you were doing I @écisionn
20 your work you said you used "defamatory statements." 20 Q. Okay. Is there something about my question
21 And I want to know what you concluded was a defamatory 21 that's causing you pause?
22 statement and we'll talk about —-— 22 A. A little bit, yeah. CHidIanzIT)
23 A. Sure. 23 (nvestigationy You're asking me kind of a legal
24 Q. —— the credentials you have to make that 24 question.
25 determination for -- to say that to a jury. 25 Q.  Uh-huh.

Palm Beach Reporting Service,

Inc. 561-471-2985




9

A. And I'm just telling you that I was provided

11

Q. Okay. So then what are the sub-categories of

2 these statements. 2  opinions that you have?
3 Q. And the reason I'm asking is you told me your 3 A. Well, we can go over my report but -- and I'll
4 opinion was about defamatory statements. And that has a 4  provide those.
5 lot of significance to it. And I want to understand who 5 Q. I have your report, but I want you to tell me
6 determined what statements were defamatory, whether you 6  what opinions you're planning to provide to the jury.
7 did that or the lawyers for Mr. Edwards did that. 7 MR. SCAROLA: And you should understand that
8 MR. SCAROLA: Objection, repetitious, asked 8 to the extent that it assists you in providing an
9 and answered. 9 accurate response to any question that is asked
10 A. Yeah, your question is asking kind of two 10 during the course of this deposition, you're free
11 questions. 11 to refer to anything that you'd like to.
12 BY MR. LINK: 12 I have a copy of your report here. If you
13 Q. You may answer both. Go ahead. 13 want to look at that, you are free to do that. As
14 A. All right. The statements linking Mr. Edwards 14 long as Mr. Link knows what” it)is you'r€ looking
15 to this Ponzi scheme by Mr. Rothstein, I mean, those 15 at, if it helps you to give hénest and accurate
16 were statements I looked for. I looked for the explicit 16 answers, you're free to lock at ‘that.
17 statement, you know, those particular expression of 17 MR. LINK: MJack, I don't agree to that. I
18 those statements. At —- the aspect of whether they were 18 don't want you to hand him exhibits --
19 defamatory or not from a legal aspect is not within my 19 MR. SCAROLA: I'm sorry that --
20 purview. 20 MR.JLINK: -- and tell him what he can do.
21 Q. Right. Okay. So that must mean that the 21 MR. SCAROLA: I'm sorry that you don't
22 language "defamatory statement" was provided to you by 22 agree ==
23 either Mr. Scarola or Mr. Edwards. 23 MR. LINK: T don't.
24 A. Well, yeah —- yes, that particular subject 24 MR. SCAROLA: -- but that happens to be a
25 matter was provided, yes. 25 matter of law. He has a right to refresh his
10 12
1 Q. Okay. Do you have any other opimions in this 1 recollection to refer to anything that he wants to
2 case other than the one you just shared, withyme? 2 during the course of the deposition as long as you
3 A. Well, there's supporting @pinions that I 3 are aware of the fact that he's referring to
4 outline in my report but that'ssthe major -+ that's what 4 something and have a chance to look at it yourself.
5 I was asked to do, dissemination of thése defamatory 5 MR. LINK: T don't want to argue with you.
6 statements. 6 Please let me take my deposition the way I want to.
7 Q. So -- okay, So,you keep saying "defamatory 7 MR. SCAROLA: You're free to do that.
8 statements." And when yod say that, the reason it 8 BY MR. LINK:
9 causes me concérn is whether a statement is defamatory 9 Q. So what I'm asking is what your opinions are.
10 is for a judge or jury to decide. 10 A.  Uh-huh.
11 A, Okay. Then maybe I'm —-— 11 Q. And we'll get to your report. And if you
12 Q. You're not the judge or jury in this case. 12 don't remember something, just tell me you don't
13 A. Ismaking that statement in a colloquial sense 13 remember.
14 rather than the legal sense you're using it in. 14 But, I want to know as you sit here what
15 Q. So what we're really talking about, though, is 15 you're going to tell the jury. 2and I understand opinion
16 a statement and how many times that statement was picked 16 number one is that you took a statement given to you by
17 up by the press; is that right? 17 Mr. Edwards and Mr. Scarola and you did your research to
18 A. The press -- yes, it was available on-line —-- 18 see how many times you could find it in the press;
19 Q. Do you —-— 19 right?
20 A. -- a particular type of subject matter for 20 A. A statement, yes, or similar statements that
21 these particular statements, yes. 21 related to it, yes.
22 0. QRIight) Qkayd) @ndIscIwhetherIorIniotIthat) 22 Q. Got it.
23 (stateméntIwassdéfamatoryroranotzissnotTanzanalysissyon) 23 What other conclusions or opinions did you
23 (Enyagedzing 24 reach other than that one?
@32 @7 Cheldéfamatory.part;ancs 25 A. Well, the other sub-supporting -- sub-opinions

Palm Beach Reporting Service,
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that support that particular opinion.

15

with in deciding whether you would be retained in this

2 Q. I'm asking what are they, sir. 2 case was Mr. Scarola, not Mr. Edwards?

3 A. Okay. Well, that the statements were 3 A. That is correct.

4 distributed to 74 different on-line sites, that I 4 Q. Did you have contact with Mr. Edwards about

5 calculated the traffic to those particular sites. The 5 the content of your report?

6 sites that I couldn't verify the traffic or didn't feel 6 A. Yes.

7 I had reliable traffic numbers I didn't include. The 7 Q. And did you have contact with Mr. Edwards

8 104 articles, I looked through each of those articles 8 about what -- the way your report is written?

9 for defamatory statements, using that colloquially. I 9 A. Well, yes, he -- Mr. Edwards reviewed a draft

10 outlined 12 different steps of why that is a 10 of the report.

11 conservative estimate, that 9,635,542, and give several 11 Q. And gave you comments on the writing of the

12 examples in my report. 12 report?

13 Q. Okay. So that just sounds like the numbers 13 A. Yes, basically.

14 that you found when you did your singular opinion, which 14 Q. Made some changes to #t?

15 is to see where this statement provided to you by the 15 A. Made some suggestions, yes.

16 lawyers was replicated in the press, and that's the 16 Q. Okay. And did you accept his suggestions?

17 number of times that you saw that; is that right? 17 A. Most of thém wording changes, yes, and there

18 A. Well, that was one of my main opinion but you 18 was one recommendation that he asked if I could include

19 asked for the sub-opinions and I've outlined it, that 19 in my report.

20 9,665,542 —— 20 Q. And did you do that?

21 Q. Yeah. 21 A, Yes.

22 A. —-- was a conservative estimate. 22 Q. Okay. So you took his wording changes and you

23 Q. Okay. Any other opinions? 23 made a material change to your report based on

24 A. We can go through paragraph by paragraph in 24 Mr. Edwards asking you to do so; is that right?

25 the report but I gave you the —-- 25 A. He asked if I could include something and I
14 16

1 Q. That's it? 1 felt it was in line, so yes.

2 A. —— broadest opinion. 2 Q. Okay. So back to paragraph 9 for a second.

3 Q. Okay. When were you retained im this’case, 3 The question that you were asked by Mr. Scarola and

4 sir? 4 Mr. Edwards is: What is the level of dissemination of

5 A. By October 2017, on jor aboutl 5 defaming statements?

6 MR. LINK: Okay. Let"spgos@head and mark the 6 Did they give you any definition of what

7 report as Exhibit(2. 7 "defaming” means?

8 (Thereupon, a'brief) discussion was held off 8 A. The -- again, this "defaming" is kind of a

9 the record, affer which the deposition continued as 9 legal thing you're harping on here. I use it in a

10 follows:) 10 colloquial expression. And they gave me what the

11 (Thereupon, the document referred to was 11 statements I was to look for.

12 marked Plaintiff's Exhibit Number 2 for identification.) 12 Q. Right. So is the word "defaming" here really

13 BY MR, LINKs 13 superfluous from your standpoint? What you really

14 Q. Ready? Let's turn to page 3, sir. On page 3 14 needed were the statements and not an adjective to

15 youhoutline what your assignment was. 15 describe them for you to do your work?

16 And who provided you with the assignment? Who 16 A. For me to do my work?

17 gave you what's in paragraph 9? 17 Q. Yes, sir.

18 A. That would be Mr. Scarola. 18 A. (TreededtheTstateméntsTto 100KIfoTrD)

19 0. Mr. Scarola gave you paragraph 9? w2 O Giifsthesword'defamingiwasiitrinTheresit)

20 A. Yeah. TIt's a —- and I added some words to the eo

21 thing to make it more in line with what I had to do but @D

22 that's basically just to looking for —-— 22 @) @SIIongIEs, IadtheTstatenénts, ong, mit)

23 Q. Okay. @3 @ouldrltIchangeImy=works

24 A. —- those types of words. 24 0. Okay. Turn to page 5, please. Look at

25 Q. All right. So the person that you had contact 25 paragraph 15, if you would.

Palm Beach Reporting Service,

Inc. 561-471-2985




17 19
1 A, Yes. 1 involved with Rothstein's illegal activities? 1Is
2 Q. It says: "The defaming statements associating 2 that -- is that right?
3 Mr. Edwards with the illegal activities of 3 A. That Mr. Edwards was involved with these
4 Mr. Rothstein..."” 4 illegal activities and that so -- you're writing it down
5 Do you see that? 5 like that was the only statement I searched for. But,
3 A. Yes. 6 as I said, in each of these 104 articles that verbiage
7 Q. What is the statement that you searched for? 7 changed likely article to article.
8 A, Well, it was -- it varied slightly, you know, 8 0. Okay. Well, Mr. Scarcla corrected me and
9 document to document, but it was an association with -- 9 added the word "knowing." That's why I added the word
10 that Mr. Edwards was somehow knowingly involved with the 10 to my sentence.
1 illegal activities of Mr. Rothstein. 11 Was that not a word that was important to you
12 0. What was the word search that you used? 12 in determining whether the statement yoQ were supposed
13 A. Well, again, to find the articles or the 13 to find was included in an article?
14 statements in the articles. 14 A, I don't understand the" question.
15 Q. I want to know the word search that you were 15 0. Well, I just asked you if the statement that
16 looking for. As I understand your assignment, it was to 16  you were asked to locatel to see how many times it was
17 take the connection of Mr. Edwards with Mr. Rothstein 17 disseminated was thelone that reads like this: That
18 and Mr. Rothstein's illegal activities and prepare a 18 Edwards was knowingly involved with Rothstein's illegal
19 report and identify every place that there was a 13 activity.
20 reference to Mr. Edwards and Mr. Rothstein and the 20 A. #BAndii'm going to refer you to paragraph 15
21 illegal activities. 1Is that right? 21 that €learly states: Defaming statements associating
22 A. You're going to have to say that one more 22 Mf. Bradley with illegal activities of Mr. Rothstein...
23 time. 23 0. Okay. So whether it was Mr. Edwards knew
24 Q. Ckay. 24 about it or not was not germane to your research?
25 A, Sorry. 25 A. That's not what I said.
18 20
1 Q. I thought I understood that the assignment 1 Q. Well, I just read what you wrote here and it
2 that you had was to simply take Mr. Rothstein; 2 just says associating him. It doesn't say whether he
3 Mr. Edwards, and the concept of illégal adctivities, and 3 knew or didn't know.
4 then search and see where in the”TInternet, the 4 And I'm trying to really understand if you
5 newspapers, that combination of words éxists. 5 were looking for articles that simply say: Edwards and
6 MR. SCAROLA: I'm goingptosObject to the 6 Rothstein. And Rothstein has illegal activity. Or you
7 mischaracterization,of the answer that was 7 were looking for articles that said: Mr. Edwards was a
8 previously given, whi'ch included a reference to the 8 known participant in the Ponzi scheme.
9 fact that/Bradley Edwards was a knowing participant 9 MR. SCAROLA: Object to the form of the
10 in the(illegal activities. 10 question as it excludes the possibility that both
11 MR: LINK: Thank you for that clarification. 11 were included.
12 MR. SCAROLA: You're welcome. 12 A, The --
13 A. Well, I can take your question two different 13 MR. LINK: Good coaching.
14 ways, okay. One, what I used to look at these 14 BY MR. LINK:
15 documents, and those I outline in my report. 15 Q. Go right ahead.
16 BY MR. LINK: 16 A, I don't understand the comment about the
17 Q. Uh-huh. 17 coaching.
18 A. And then the actual statements in each of 18 Q. No, it was just for Mr., Scarola's purposes.
19 these documents. And those statements vary slightly, 19 A. Okay. Could you repeat the question?
20 you know, article to article. But it was somehow there 20 Q. I probably can‘t. I don't remember what I
21 I as a reader of these articles would -- that the 21 asked now, but I'll come up with another question.
22 article expressed that Mr. Edwards was somehow knowingly 22 MR. SCAROLA: 1I'd be happy to help, if you'd
23 involved in these illegal activities of Mr. Rothstein. 23 like --
24 Q. Okay. So is that the key to this? The 24 MR. LINK: No, no --
25 article needed to show that Mr. Edwards was knowingly 25 MR, SCAROLA: -- cause I remember it.
Palm Beach Reporting Service, Inc. 561-471-2995
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1 MR. LINK: -- I'll figure it out. 1 A. With the illegal activities.

2 MR. SCAROLA: Okay. 2 0. Got it. Okay.

3 MR, LINK: I'll figure it out. 3 All right. Will you turn to page 13, please.

4 BY MR. LINK: 4 When you were identifying articles in which there was

S Q. I'm trying to understand what was important to 5 reference made to Mr. Rothstein’s illegal activities and

6 you in doing your search —- 6 Mr. Edwards' involvement or contribution to or knowledge

7 A. Uh-huh. 7 about those activities, did it matter to you where that

8 Q. -- because I understand the numbers. That 8 information came from?

9 makes sense to me. That's sort of the easy part of 9 And here is what I mean. Did you exclude, for

10 this. What I'm trying to understand is what you were 10 example, press statements by Mr. Scarola?

11 searching to find, so that I can then talk to you about 11 A. Well, there's two questions there. Let me

12 whether the articles you located satisfy the search 12 deal with the last one. I mean, I don'trecall any

13 request you were seeking. 13 press -- looking at any press releasespfrom Mr. Scarola,

14 Does that make sense? 14 so I don't think I included those.

15 And when I read your sentence in paragraph 15, 15 0. How about statements toythe press by

16 if that's what you were looking for, then whether 16  Mr. Scarola?

17 Mr. Edwards knew or didn't know would not be important 17 A. The -- well, let me answer your other

18 to you in your search. 18 question, which was -- which right now I forgot.

19 A. Nah, I -- you know, well, you can argue and 19 0. Okay. Sonlet's/deal with the question of when

20 interpreter it how you would like. But as I explain in 20 you were &—

21 my report, you know, I looked in these -- in the 21 A, Well, I want to make sure I answer your

22 articles where that Mr. Edwards was involved, knew 22 qéestion. ‘TtmMmas a -- it actually was a very good

23 about, contributed to, that somehow had to get across in 23 question and now I --

24 these articles to me. 24 Q. We're going to get back to it.

25 Q. Okay. 25 MR. SCAROLA: Do you want the earlier compound
22 24

1 A. So the exact -- yeah. 1 question read back to you?

2 Q. Involved, knew about -- and I missed thelthird 2 THE WITNESS: Yes, the earlier compound

3 one. 3 question read back.

4 A. Involved, knew about,<- 4 MR. LINK: Read it back. How about it?

5 Q. Somehow involved, is that what/it was? 5 Objection sustained.

3 MR. LINK: Jack, do youpremember? 6 (Thereupon, the following was read by the

7 MS. ROCKENBACH: Contributed to. 7 Court Reporter:

8 MR. LINK: Contributed to. 8 "Question: All right. Will you turn to page

9 MR. SCARCLA: Knew about. 9 13, please. When you were identifying articles in

10 MR. LINK: Involved, knew about, contributed 10 which there was reference made to Mr. Rothstein's

11 tol 11 illegal activities and Mr. Edwards' involvement or

12 MR, |SCAROLA: Contributed to. 12 contribution to or knowledge about those

13 MR?T LINK: Got it. Thank you. 13 activities, did it matter to you where that

14 BY MR. LINK: 14 information came from?

15 Q. Okay. 8o -- so then you were focused on not 15 "And here is what I mean. Did you exclude,

16 just that Mr. Edwards was employed at the Rothstein firm 16 for example, press statements by Mr. Scarola?")

17 and that the Rothstein firm was involved in illegal 17 A. Yes to the first question. Yes, it did matter

18 activities. You were looking for articles that 18 where it came from.

19 connected Mr. Edwards to that illegal activity. 13 BY MR. LINK:

20 A. That is a very good example. Yes, there were 20 Q. Okay. Explain to me why and what you did to

21 articles that, for example, said that Mr. Edwards was 21 narrow the field.

22 employed in Mr. Rothstein's firm, and those articles I 22 A. For example, I ignored several -- there's a

23 didn't include. It had to be somehow that he was 23 lot of documents -- court documents about this case that

24 somehow associated with this. 24  are available on-line. I didn't link those bells. You

25 Q. With the illegal activities? 25  know, I just hit -- I --
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Q. You did not?

27

statements or articles or interviews were created

2 A. Specifically court documents, no, I did not 2 by Mr. Edwards or Mr. Scarola, those are still
3 include those. 3 included in the number of items you identified with
4 Q. They're identified in your report, the court 4 statements?")
S documents. 5  BY MR. LINK:
3 A. Where are they identified? 6 0. Okay. Let me ask the question again. I think
7 Q. Okay. We will look at that. 7 we missed a couple of words. Let me see if I can break
8 So you excluded court documents? 8 it down.
9 A, Yes. Now, if -- the only disclose -- just to 9 So let's take it then -- for example, the
10 clarify that, if an article referenced a court document 10 first article listed on page 13. Do you see that that's
11 or had a snippet from a court document, you know, like 11 an October 4th, 2017 article?
12 from a news article, then I included it. But if it was 12 A. Well, I just want to -- that's a -- this is a
13 just, you know, about some Florida Court Association 13 search result, a snippet linked to _anparticle.
14 repository, no, I didn't include those. 14 Q. Right. And I assume that that article that's
15 Q. All right. Any other limitations? 15 referenced here is one that you included as a hit in
16 A. They -- if, for example, there were articles 16 looking for a statement,/ that's why you're showing it.
17 that just mentioned the case -- 17 A. Well, no, because in Figure 1 I just give --
18 Q. Uh-huh. 18 trying to explain what I did in terms of search queries.
19 A. -- but didn't mention that -- had the 19 I would have to cheek that particular link, if I
20 statements about Mr. Edwards being involved in these 20 includedsthatifirst link in my report.
21 illegal activities, I didn't include those. 21 0., Well,| this -- okay, so all you're doing in
22 There may have been some other examples. But 22 thHis example, and maybe I read it wrong, is it says:
23 my real -- my real aspect was to focus on some type of 23 Figure 1.
24 explicit publishing of these statements. 24 This is Figure 1, I think; right?
25 Q. All right. 2And so I take it then that you 25 A. That is correct.

26 28
1 were not eliminating articles that, for example, if 1 Q. Google search results for search: edwards
2 Mr. Scarola or Mr. Edwards spoke to a peporter which led 2 epstein Ponzi scheme.
3 to an article being written or theydinvited a réporter 3 Right?
4 to a hearing or had lunch with a“reporter tg¢ talk about 4 A. Yes.
5 the case, which created an article, you didn't exclude 5 0. So these are the items that popped on that
3 those from your analysis? 6 search, and then you would read the article to see what
7 MR. SCAROLA:|jExcuse me. 7 it said?
8 Objection, no\proper predicate, and compound. 8 A. Yes, these are the first -- well, these are
9 BY MR. LINK: 9 the first five articles from that particular query. And
10 Q. You can answer it. 10 then I'd open into the article and then read what the
11 Ay Tnheach of the 104 documents I looked for the 11 article said.
12 expression of the statement that linked Mr. Edwards to 12 0. Okay. And were you provided any parameters
13 these, i1legal activities. 13 from Mr. Scarola or Mr. Edwards for the time frame that
14 Q. So that if -- so that if some of the 14 you should search for?
15 statements or articles or interviews were created by 15 A, From them specifically I was not provided with
16 Mr. Edwards or Mr. Scarola, those are still included in 16 a time frame.
17 the number of items you identified with statements? 17 0. Okay. Did they ask you to limit your search
18 MR, SCAROLA: Objection, no proper predicate, 18 to the time period that Mr. Epstein’s Complaint against
19 assumes facts not in evidence, no good faith basis 19 Mr. Rothstein and Mr. Edwards was pending?
20 to suggest such things ever happened. 20 A. Not explicitly, no.
21 A. Can I have the question back? 21 0. Okay. Did you limit your search to that time
22 MR, LINK: Please. 22 period?
23 (Thereupon, the following was read by the 23 A. Yes.
24 Court Reporter: 24 Q. All right. So that your search should not
25 "Question: BSo that if some of the 25 contain any articles that go past 20122
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A, That is incorrect.

Q. Okay. You have an appendix to Exhibit 2,

31

2 Q. A1l right. So then you did search for 2 which is your written report in this case, that

3 articles that came into existence after Mr. Epstein's 3 identifies --

4 Complaint against Mr. Rothstein and Mr. Edwards was 4 MR. SCAROLA: Did you mean to give me this

5 dismissed? 5 copy?

6 A. Let me -- let me go back. I misunderstood 6 MR. LINK: I meant to.

7 your question. 7 MR. SCAROLA: Oh, okay.

8 Q. Uh-huh. 8 MR. LINK: I meant to. And the reason I did

9 A. All right. T -- the lawyer talk of "claims," 9 is all of these articles are going to correspond to

10 "counterclaims, ™ is throwing me a little bit. I did it 10 the actual article itself, Jack, so we can tie them

11 from the original lawsuit from Mr. Epstein against 11 in together.

12 Mr. Rothstein and Mr. Edwards and one other person. 12 MR. SCAROLA: Got it. Thank You.

13 Q. Uh-huh. 13 MR. LINK: Let's go aheadfand.mark this

14 A. So, yeah, that's what -- when you said the 14 Exhibit 3.

15 "lawsuit" that's what I was -- 15 (Thereupon, the documentsreferred to was

16 Q. So you started your search December 7th, 2009. 16 marked Plaintiff's Exhibit Number 3 for identification.)

17 That's when the lawsuit -- 17 BY MR. LINK:

18 A. Correct. 18 Q. All right. We're looking at Exhibit 3, which

19 Q. -- was filed. And when did you end your 13 is the appendix to the written report you prepared in

20 search to look for articles that would have been related 20 this casef is)that right?

21 to that lawsuit? 21 A, Yes.

22 A, The -- well, I stopped searching in around 17, 22 Q. Andtinder Reports and Articles Referenced,

23 18, October. So I included every article that I ran 23 those are /the reports and articles that you found

24 into. 24 contained the statement about Mr. Edwards and

25 Q. And were you aware when you did your search 25 Mr. Rothstein and illegal activities; is that right?
30 32

1 that the December 7th, 2009 lawsuit was dismissed in 1 A. Well, no, not exactly.

2 20127 2 Q. How do I have it wrong?

3 A, I don't know exactly whatdyou mean by 3 A. These reports and articles are articles that I

4 "dismissed." But in articles IL'we“read, I read the 4 referenced in my report as footnotes and things like

S lawsuit was no longer pending. 5 that to support the textual things I'm writing.

3 Q. And that -- was that imformation that the 6 Q. Well, were there additional articles that you

7 lawsuit was no longer pending in 2012 important to the 7 did not list in your report that you reviewed that

8 gathering of the articles/that contained information 8 contain the statement that you were searching for?

9  about Mr., FEdwa#ds and Mr.,Rothstein? 9 A. Yes, there were.

10 A. Mr. -=)for what I had to do, no. 10 Q. Okay. So I thought I heard you say that there

11 Q. Okay. Do you know the time period that 11 were approximately 108 articles you reviewed. On here

12 Mr., Edwards filed his counterclaim against Mr. Epstein, 12 it lists 121. Which of the 108 articles that you

13 when ‘\that happened? 13 reviewed that contain the statement have you not

14 A, Except for here, no, I do not. 14 identified in your appendix, sir?

15 Q. Did it influence any of the research that you 15 A. Well, one correction. It's 104.

16 did that Mr. Edwards filed a public counterclaim lawsuit 16 Q. 104. Thank you.

17 against Mr. Epstein within 30 days of December 9th, 17 A. And I do include the 104 articles.

18 200972 18 Q. So then when I asked if every article that

19 A, I -- again, all the lawsuit stuff I don't 19 included the statement about Mr. Rothstein and

20 know. 20 Mr. Edwards and illegal activity that is part of your

21 Q. All right. Did you find any articles between 21 calculation, if it was included in the appendix, the

22 December 7th and when Mr. Edwards and his lawyer, 22 answer is yes?

23 Mr. Scarola, filed their counterclaim lawsuit against 23 A. Well, that's not the question you asked me.

24 Mr. Epstein? 24 If you're asking me if all of those articles are listed

25 A. I have no idea what that means. 25 here in Appendix C, then the answer is yes.
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1 Q. Okay. Great. So let's start with item number 1 MR. SCAROLA: No.
2 2, which is -- 2 MR. LINK: Let's go ahead and mark this as
3 MR. SCAROLA: Could I make a suggestion? 3 Exhibit 4, please.
4 MR, LINK: Yes, sir, 4 (Thereupon, the document referred to was
5 MR. SCAROLA: Because I think maybe you're a 5 marked Plaintiff's Exhibit Number 4 for identification.)
3 little bit confused and it might be helpful if we 6 THE WITNESS: Can I stand up and get my water?
7 clarify something. 7 MR. LINK: Absolutely.
8 MR. LINK: Please. 8 MR. SCAROLA: Want to take a short break?
9 MR. SCAROLA: There's a separate appendix that 9 We've been going for about an hour.
10 appears at page 87. You are referencing an 10 THE WITNESS: Yeah, that would be good.
11 appendix at page 79. 11 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: The time is 9:59. Going
12 MR. LINK: Yeah. 12 off the record.
13 MR. SCAROLA: Tt's the list that begins at 13 (Thereupon, at 9:59 a.m. 4 recess was taken
14 page 87, which is specifically labeled Links to 14 until 10:04 a.m., after which the deposition”continued
15 Articles Containing the Defaming Statements. 15 as follows:)
16 Do you see that? 16 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: The, time is 10:04. We are
17 MR, LINK: Yeah, but those are not the 17 back on the record.
18 articles. 18 BY MR. LINK:
19 MR. SCAROLA: If you're going -- 19 0. All rights So Jansen Exhibit 4, which
20 MR. LINK: Those are just links to them. You 20 correlate$ to mumber 2, is this an article that contains
21 can't actually get the article from doing that. We 21 a statement in it that you then looked to see how many
22 tried. 22 téuches or how many people logged on to read it?
23 MR. SCAROLA: Well, okay, I'm just suggesting 23 A. /I don’t know. I can check it, if you want.
24 to you that maybe -- 24 Q. Would you please?
25 MR. LINK: I understand. 25 A. I don’t see a statement.

34 36
1 MR. SCAROLA: -- maybe you want £o clarify the 1 Q. Okay. So this would not be an article then
2 relationship between Appendix C and Appendix®D. 2 that would be included in your numbers?
3 You might be -- you might be bétter able t6 focus 3 A. If it doesn't contain the statement no, it
4 on where you want to go ifsyou do thaty 4 would not be included in the number.
5 MR, LINK: I think I'm okay. 5 Q. Could you explain to me why it's commented
3 MR. SCAROLA: Okay. 6 upon in your written report if it doesn't contain the
7 MR. LINK: This is the only way we can get the 7 statement?
8 articles up becauseé they were not attached. 8 A, Again, back to this section here. These are
9 THE WITNESS: Typrovided all the articles. 9 reports and articles that were actually referenced in my
10 MR. LINK: Right. Some of them -- actually, 10 report as citations for some statements. This is not
1 some T got, some were not there. 11 the list of articles that contain the defaming
12 THE WITNESS: No, I provided hard copies -- 12 statements.
13 electronic copies of every single one. 13 Q. I understand that, but you told me all 104 of
14 MR. LINK: To? 14 them are listed in this section of the appendix.
15 THE WITNESS: Someone from your law firm who 15 A. No, T did not. TIt's in Web Page Printouts
16 contacted me. 16  section of this appendix.
17 MR, LINK: Okay. Well, we printed them. It 17 0. So if I turn in your report to page --
18 doesn't really matter. I think we have them. So 18 MR. LINK: Mr. Scarola is going to help me.
19 we will go through them. 19 MR. SCAROLA: 87.
20 And we're looking at number -- 20 BY MR. LINK:
21 What are we on, 47 21 Q. -- 87, that's the list of articles; is that
22 THE COURT REPORTER: Uh-huh. 22 right?
23 MR. LINK: Which should have a number 23 A. It's actually in two places. I have it in
24 corresponding to number 2 on here. 24 that appendix with a nice list of each of the articles
25 Jack, did I give you an article? 25  and the domains. And then I also have it in Appendix C
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here in Web Page Printouts, which is a different section

39

I grabbed the screenshots for each of these articles and

2 of this appendix. 2 provide the link in the report and an actual screenshot
3 Q. Web Page Printouts. 3 of the article in the collection of documents in my
4 Okay. 8o if I go to Web Page Printouts those 4 report that was provided to, I guess, both attorneys.
S are the articles? 5 MR. LINK: All right. Okay. Let's mark this
3 A, Yes, sir. 6 as the next exhibit, Exhibit 6.
7 Q. Okay. Good. That helped. All right. So I'm 7 (Thereupon, the document referred to was
8 on the right appendix, wrong place. 8 marked Plaintiff's Exhibit Number 6 for identification.)
9 So it starts with what I have numbered as 18. $  BY MR. LINK:
10 A. Okay. 10 0. This Exhibit 6 -- I'll do it a different way
11 Q. Very helpful. Thank you. 11 now. This Exhibit 6, does that correlate to the
12 A. Yes, sir. 12 handwritten number 18 on page 80 of Exhibit 32
13 Q. I don't have 18 here but I have 19, So let's 13 A. Well, the URL is not heredbut,the title is the
14 take a look at that. 14 same. So, I mean -- yeah, the title is the Same. The
15 MR. LINK: Let's go ahead and mark this as 15 URL is not here, so I can't say for sure it's the exact
16 Exhibit 5. 16 same article but the title is the same.
17 (Thereupon, the document referred to was 17 0. Okay. Andhis this the article that you would
18 marked Plaintiff's Exhibit Number 5 for identification.) 18  have reviewed?
19 BY MR. LINK: 19 A. I can't remember all 104 articles. But, like
20 Q. Okay. So Exhibit 5 correlates on page 80 to 20 I said, tHe URL is not here, so I can't really say for
21 the handwritten number 19. 21 sure,”but the title is the same.
22 MR. SCAROLA: Are you testifying? 22 Q. Do,ydou see this --
23 MR. LINK: No. I'm making sure that -- I'm 23 MR. SCAROLA: Let me also point out that what
24 not. I'm making sure that you understand what 24 you have marked as Exhibit Number 6 clearly is only
25 we're looking at. 25 a portion of this article.

38 40
1 MR. SCAROLA: Because that didn't sound like’a 1 MR. LINK: O©Oh, I understand that. I'm just
2 question. 2 trying to make sure we've got the right articles.
3 MR. SCARCLA: 1It's not. JIt's to make sure 3 MR. SCAROLA: Okay. Well, you don't have the
4 that the record is -- 4 right article if all you've marked is a piece of
5 A. I don't think I've seen this|before, this 5 the article. We know that that's the case.
3 particular printout. 6 Correct?
7 BY MR. LINK: 7 MR. LINK: I'm not asking him to comment on
8 Q. You haven't seed this article? 8 the article. Just if I've got the right --
9 A. No. S BY MR. LINK:
10 Q. All right. 10 Q. Is this the -- forget what all of the
11 Ay T don't recall seeing it. 11 information contained in the article. Is this the
12 Q. Okay. So then if you haven't seen it, then it 12 article, title and author that is -- ties into
13 would, not'have been referenced in the data that you 13 handwritten number 18, if you can tell?
14 collected? 14 A. Yeah, to be really honest with you, I can't
15 A. Well, this article. I mean -- 15 tell because the URL is not here. You know, the title
16 Q. Okay. 16  is the same.
17 A. -- this link is 19 so -- 17 MR. LINK: All right.
18 Q. Okay. And then you don't believe that this 18 Let's mark this as Exhibit 7.
19 article that is marked as Exhibit 5 is the article to 19 (Thereupon, the document referred to was
20 that 1link? 20 marked Plaintiff's Exhibit Number 7 for identification.)
21 A, I can almost tell you it's not. 21 BY MR. LINK:
22 Q. All right. 22 Q. Exhibit 7 is an article from the New York
23 A, I can explain that, if you'd like. 23 Post, October 5th, 2017. Does that tie -- is this the
24 Q. Sure. Go ahead. 24 article, if you look at the top, pressreader.com, that
25 A. Yeah, this PressReader is -- I included all -- 25 ties into handwritten number 192
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1 A. Yes, the URL is the same. This looks like one 1 information they were quoted on included one of the
2 of my screenshots. So I believe this ties into number 2 statements you were looking for?
3 19 that you've annotated on this appendix. 3 A, I can't -- I wasn't specifically looking for
4 Q. Okay. So is this one of the articles that you 4 that. I can't recall.
S located that contained the statement you were searching 5 Q. Okay. So who made the statement was not
3 for? 6 important to you, simply that the statement existed?
7 A. I recall -- I recall this particular article, 7 A. That it occurred within the article; correct?
8 50 yes. 8 Q. And since this one was in 2017, that's about
9 Q. A1l right. BAnd what is the statement in here 9 five years after Mr. Epstein's lawsuit against
10 that you found to fit the description of what you were 10 Mr. Rothstein -- against Mr. Edward was dismissed;
11 looking for? 11 right?
12 A, If I recall this correctly, I believe it was 12 A. I don’t know.
13 paragraph 6 that -- 1, 2, 3 -- excuse me, paragraph 5 is 13 0. Well, you know that 2017 dspfive years more
14 why I included this. 14 than 20122
15 Q. Okay. Anything else in here? 15 A. Yes. I can do the maths
16 A. The article included at least one statement. 16 0. Okay. When was the first article that you
17 I mean, I can read the entire article but looks like 17 found from -- I'm talking,about from a timing
18 paragraph 5 there met my criteria. 18 standpoint. What is the date of the first article that
19 Q. Okay. And you say that this article came out 19 you found that contained éne of the statements you were
20 in October of this year, just a couple of months ago? 20 looking fér?
21 A. Yes, I see that. 21 Al I canlt recall.
22 Q. All right. And do you know where the 22 Q. Is) there something you can look at that will
23 information for this article came from? 23 tel) us the date of the first article that came out that
24 A, The New York Post. 24 contained the statement that Mr. Scarola and Mr. Edwards
25 Q. No, I understand that. I mean for Lia 25 asked you to find?
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1 Eustachewich, the author of the article. 1 a. Well, if we had all the electronic copies of
2 A, I didn't investigate where the reporterior -- 2 the articles we could look at the dates that they were
3 Q. Or the source or where the information came 3 published.
4 from or who she spoke with? 4 Q. Do you have something with you that you can
5 A. No, I did not. 5 look at?
3 Q. Do you know whether there are any quotes in 6 A. I don't have -- I provided -- I provided those
7 any of the articles youpreviewed that were made by 7 particular documents, so I don't have them with me.
8 Mr. Epstein? 8 0. You didn't keep a copy or on your computer or
9 MR. SCAROLA: Separate and apart from 9  anything?
10 Mr. EpStein's statements in the Complaint? 10 A. Oh, yes, I have it.
11 MRy LINK: Yes. I'm asking about the article. 11 Q. You have it?
12 MR. |S8CAROLA: I'm just asking to clarify the 12 A, I have the documents.
13 question. 13 0. Okay. So is there a way of looking at this
14 BY MR. LINK: 14 appendix or the report to determine the very first time
15 Q. Did Mr. Epstein give any quotes in any of the 15 and which article you were able to locate one of the
16 articles that you researched? 16 statements you were searching for?
17 A. Well, I wasn't looking for that, so I 17 A. Not by looking at the report, no.
18 really -- I don't know. 18 Q. When you go through -- when I'm looking at
19 Q. Did Mr. Epstein's lawyers give any quotes in 13 this report I see dates on here, a lot of 2017s, 2015.
20 any of the articles that you researched? 20 Can you identify one of these that has a 2009
21 A. I can't say for sure but there seem to be 21 publication date?
22 plenty of lawyer quotes so -- 22 A. I mean, I can look through each of these 104
23 Q. I agree there are lots of lawyer quotes. I'm 23 URLs, if you want me to.
24 asking if Mr. Epstein's lawyers, not Mr. Edwards' 24 0. Just --
25 lawyers, Mr. Epstein's lawyers were ever quoted and the 25 A. I don’t know.
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1 Q. By taking a look at your appendix can you make 1 And then: "Edwards worked at...”
2 that determination? 2 Q. Okay. So what is it in paragraph -- I'm going
3 A. Well, let me look at the URLs. 3 to put a bracket -- would you put a bracket around the
4 Q. Okay. 4 two paragraphs for me, please? Or just identify them
5 A. Now, just —-- you know, a lot of these URLs 5 with a star, however you want to, so we know which ones
6 don't have dates. 6 we're looking at.
7 Q. I understand. In looking at what's available 7 A. (Witness complied.)
8 to you today can you find one of these that existed in 8 Q. Okay. The first paragraph, what is it in that
9 20092 9 statement or in that paragraph contains the statement
10 A. Well, let me look. 10 that you were searching for?
11 MR. SCARQLA: Have you done the search of 11 A. Well, "...alleging the attorney was involved
12 dates? Because if you've done it and you tell us 12 in false claims made by Ponzi schemer S¢ott Rothstein.™
13 that it's not there for 2009, I'm willing to 13 And then explains the illégal.,activities.
14 stipulate to that. 14 And then on the next paragraph it addresses
15 BY MR. LINK: 15 Edwards as being the attorney -—
16 Q. Go ahead. You can keep going. 16 Q. Okay.
17 A. No. Based on the URLs -- looking at the URLs 17 A. -- that the, previous paragraph referenced.
18 I cannot come to an article from 2009, if I recall the 18 Q. And this was a 2011 article, April 22nd, 20112
19  question correctly. 19 A. That is'the date.
20 0. Okay. And in looking at the URLs can you tell 20 Q. Andiin what paper was this article written?
21 me how many of these articles were in existence before 21 A. Based| on the URL, the Palm Beach Daily News.
22 2012 when the lawsuit against Mr. Edwards was dismissed? 22 Q. Aresyou familiar with that newspaper?
23 A. Well, I could go through and look at them 23 A. /No, I'm not.
24 again but it's probably just very similar. And to kind 24 Q. Do you know what its subscription is, the
25 of outline, in my reports, you know, there are certainly 25 number?
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1 documents that are no longer available. 1 A. I can look at my report.
2 Yeah, looking at these URLs, 4o. 2 Q. Okay. Where in your report does it say that?
3 Q. All right. Thank you. 3 A. Yes. On page 17, number 62, Palm Beach Daily
4 (Thereupon, a document”was marked/Plaintiff's 4 News, daily traffic 8,320.
5 Exhibit Number 8 for identification.) 5 Q. Okay. I'm sorry. I was distracted. Can you
6 BY MR. LINK: 6 do that one more time for me? I apologize.
7 Q. Exhibit 8 I believe ties into handwritten 7 A. Yes, sir. Page 17.
8 number 20. 8 0. Page 172
9 Could you take ‘@’ look and see if I have that 9 A. And there's a table at the top.
10 right? 10 Q.  Uh-huh.
11 Sonfar I think I'm about 1 for 10. Maybe 2 11 A. 2And item number 62.
12 for,10. But I'm definitely not making the Hall of Fame. 12 Q. Yeah.
13 A. The URL is cut off but this looks like what 13 A. The Palm Beach Daily News. Is that the
14 you haverannotated here as number 20. 14 correct? And then 8,320.
15 0. All right. And this is an article that you 15 Q. All right. @GolisthatTthelnumberTofIhitsTthaf)
16 have included as one of the articles that contains the 08 @ere on thisrarticleron Juner—onsAprilo22nd,=201T)
17 statement about Mr. Edwards you were searching for; a2 @) (hHatrsTtherdaily-traffic thatothHatrparticulan
18 correct? 18 (Eite-Teceivedy)
19 A. Yes. 19 0. On that day?
20 Q. Can you show me where the statement is that 20 A. WEIATrsST——ass1rsaid in my~Teport,—they)
21 caused you to select this document? 2D Eypically-havesomer———voUu.KNow, —it! S average.over—a
22 A. Paragraphs 7 and 8. 22 (WeekTor-monthor-somethingzlikerthats) QEISTEypically——)
23 Q. Paragraph 7 that starts with the words: 23 (Eherersmmotr———you can trlocok atrarparticular-daten
24 "Edwards worked at..." 24 Q. Over what period of time did you consider? So
25 A. No. "“Epstein filed its original lawsuit..." 25  this is an April 22nd, 2011 article.
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A. Uh-huh.
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calculation, so I did the average.

2 Q. What time frame did you consider in 2 Q. All right. So you came up with doing the math
3 determining 8,320 people reviewed this article? 3 8,320?

4 A. The -- I went to SimilarWeb, went to the 4 A. Correct.

5 appropriate time period and then got the daily unique 5 Q. And that's the approximate number of people

6 traffic. 6 that logged into the on-line site?

7 Q. And so for that time period there was an 7 A, Or visited that particular site.

8 average daily traffic for the paper or for this article? 8 Q. Or visited that particular site.

9 A. As I explained in the report, for the paper. 9 But it's hitting the site, not this article?
10 Q. For the paper? 10 A. That is correct.

11 @Y TheZwebsitey) 11 Q. All right. So you can't tell me how many of
(] O Sohow many.peopléesonTAprila22nd;m20I1Tread 12 the folks that logged on to the Palm Beach Daily News on
2 @qhisTarticley) 13 April 22nd, 2011 actually even readdthe article about
@ @7 hatlsTwhatIlthisinumbersprovidess) Thelexact) 14 Mr. Epstein and Mr. Edwards?
@3 (eadershiprnumberssaresnototypicallyravailablerforathe 15 A. I did find out exact readership is difficult
09 @EndividialZarticlesy) 16  to nearly impossible, especially, when it comes to

17 Q. Ckay. Can you tell me of the 8,320 people 17 on-line newspapers and things like that, because the way
18 that looked at The Shiny Sheet during some period of 18 people read.

19 time in April 2011 how many actually read this article? 19 Q. I understand that. So isn't my statement

20 A. The -- let me kind of go back. I thought you 20 true, yow‘can't tell me how many people on that day

21 were referring to the palmbeachdailynews.com, not this 21 actuallyyread this article?

22 Shiny Sheet. 22 A. Ng,sthat's not exactly true. What -- I think
23 But this particular -- these numbers are used 234 theway to look at this number is this is an

24 for the particular readership. So it would be -- a way 24 approximation -- a good approximation of the readership,
25 of looking at it would be this would be a max but a 25 and it specifically addresses my particular assignment,
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1 conservative number on the number of readerships. 1 which was to major a dissemination of these particular
2 Q. Okay. Let's try this again. , As Iyunderstand, 2 statements.

3 there were 8,320 people approximatelly because you did an 3 Q. Well, as a part of your assignment, as I

4 average based on some period of time; right? 4 understand it, the number you came up with would be the
5 A. Well, it's not I did an average. That's 5 number of individuals who this information was

6 typically how it's done if you'replogking for a 6 disseminated to.

7 particular period, you'know, there. {BeCaluse,aespecially) 7 A. That is correct.

® (oingrbackTth rrayou.Knowrait satypicallylavailable) 8 Q. Which means they had to read it; right?

Q@ (forzarmonthrorlasgivenTperiody) So these traffic 9 If it's going to impact me and I'm going to

10 services, they do the averaging many times. 10 form an opinion about Mr. Edwards based on that read, if
11 Q. Ohjp, so the 8,320 was provided to you by a 11 I don't read it, then it hasn't impact my view of him.
12 service? 12 Do you agree with that?

13 A. Well, yes, I use —— it's one of the traffic 13 A. It depends what you mean by "read.”

14 services»I use. 14 Q. Well, if I don't read this article, I don't

15 Q. @ndrsostherdater———theTguestionzI mraskingzis?) 15 see the statement; do I?
B ¥ o monthTofrinformationymandtherir———1et's) 16 A. Well, if you -- you know, I get many e-mails
D (@ssuméTthereswere30rdaysoinsit,;~andtotalzthatuprand 17 from different newspapers and I go to different
08 (henldivideTitTbyz30r—) 18 newspaper sites and a lot of times there will be mini
w2 @D [eany 19 stories on the pages and I'1ll read the headline and the
Q0 ) CE=Xo-yetIanraverageyd 20 snippet from the particular paragraph and then read some
en @7 hatzwouldlberasway daily XrTafficois) 21 stories.
€2 (calculatedd) 22 And so -- but you're asking a question that I
23 Q. But did you do that or did you pull it from a 23 was not asked to actually investigate, the exact

24 service is what I'm asking you? 24 readership of these particular articles. I was asked

25 A. I believe SimilarWeb gives a monthly 25 the dissemination of these particular statements. And
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that was my 9,669,542,
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articles were from the same website, I just included one

2 Q. But you're not telling us that number of 2 traffic number.
3 people actually read any one of these statements; are 3 Q. Okay. So was it your assumption that the
4 you? 4 exact same number of people that looked at the April
5 A. The exact readership, no. 5 22nd, 2011 article looked at the October 20th, 2013
3 Q. Okay. And you can't tell me as you sit here 6 article?
7 today how many people actually read this article, 7 A. It could have been more. It could have been
8 Exhibit 8, dated April 22nd, 2011; can you? 8 less. It could vary day by day a little bit.
9 A. I could say it's -- you know, the number that 9 Q. Only a little bit over a two-year period of
10 were disseminated to was 8,320, But, no, I can't say 10 time?
11 the exact readership of that particular article. 11 A. I did not look -- we could look at a
12 Q. Okay. And you can't tell me the exact 12 particular site but if you look at -- if we can look at
13 readership of any of the articles that you located; can 13 the table, I mean, this particular sewspaper published
14 you? 14 seven different articles on this” that contained the
15 A, I'm going to go back to my role as an expert. 15 defaming statements. I only countéd one and so used one
16 I mean, this is not like counting loose change in your 16 unique physical period.
17 pocket. I mean, it's -- there's multiple -- there's 17 0. Okay. So_you Just used the term "defaming
18 traffic numbers. And so these -- these particular 18 statements™ again. Is that because that's what you were
19 traffic numbers are what's used in the industry for 13 told by Mr. Scarolajyand Mr. Edwards?
20 readership in audits. 20 A. T'miusing that as a way to loock at it as maybe
21 Q. So let me try my question one more time. 21 some shorthand for the statements that were set forth in
22 Sir, you can't tell me the actual number of 22 the articlesn.
23 people that read any one of these articles that you have 23 0. Okay. So really what you were looking for
24 identified, can you, sir? 24 were statements, without giving them any color, is that
25 A. Although, as I tried to explain, but on the 25 right, or characterization?
54 56

1 technical aspects of it but, no, the exactsreadership, 1 A. The statements that associated Mr. Edwards
2 no. 2 with illegal activities. That's what I'm looking for.
3 Q. Take a look at this next one. 3 0. So I'm just trying to figure out the
4 MR. SCAROLA: Exhibit miumber 82 4 thoroughness of what you did.
5 THE COURT REPORTER: | Yes. 5 A, Sure.
3 MR. LINK: Yes, sir. 6 0. So I understand that in 2011 you looked at a
7 (Thereupon, the document referred to was 7 month of log-on activity and then divided that number by
8 marked Plaintiff's Exhibitf Number 9 for identification.) 8 30 to come up with 8,000-some-odd number that we looked
9 BY MR. LINK: 9 at; right?
10 Q. A1l right. If I have done this right, Exhibit 10 A. Well, I calculated the unique daily visitors.
11 9 I beldeve eorrelates to item handwritten number 21. 11 Again, this particular website that you're pointing out
12 A, Okay. Let me check. 12 published seven different articles.
13 Yes, it looks like this is that particular 13 Q. Yes, sir, but not -- I apologize. I must be
14 article, 14 doing a lousy job of asking questions and communicating
15 Q. All right. Can you please tell me the number 15 today. I thought we had really hammered this home,
16 of hits on October 20, 2013 to the Palm Beach Daily News 16 which was that in 2011 you personally went to a service
17 on-line paper for that day? 17 and got 30 days of hits on the Palm Beach Shiny Sheet
18 A, Well, there was -- we just looked at that. It 18 website --
19 was 8,320. 13 A. Yeah.
20 Q. And you told me that was for a month period of 20 Q. -- and then did the math?
21 time in 2011. This is two years later. So I'm 21 A, That's correct.
22 asking -- you're not telling us that two years later the 22 Q. You didn't do that in 2013?
23 exact same number of people were touching the website; 23 A. Let me -- let me -- T see where you're getting
24 are you? 24  at now.
25 A, The -- in my report if an article -- multiple 25 So, yes. Yeah, for the particular sites that
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1 published multiple articles, yeah, I can't remember the 1 But I can look --

2 exact particular date I used in this one. They had 2 Q. So in doing your search if you found a

3 seven different articles published on these statements, 3 statement then you would stop reading the article; is
4 so I ignored six of them and just used one occurrence, 4 that correct?

S Q. Okay. So you ignored them. I got it. 5 A. I didn't say that. I just said I would

6 Let's take a look at Exhibit 9. 6 include it if it contained the statement.

7 A, Can you clarify that statement? I don't 7 Q. Did you read the entire article once you

8 understand by "I ignored them." 8 identified a statement?

9 0. You don't understand what? 9 A. Sometimes I did. Sometimes I did not.

10 A, Your statement. 10 Q. Okay. There you go, sir.

11 Q. Which statement, sir? 11 (Thereupon, the document referred to was
12 A. The statement that said I ignored them. And I 12 marked Plaintiff's Exhibit Number 107 for

13 want to make sure that you understood my response 13 identification.)

14 correctly. 14 BY MR. LINK:

15 Q. I think you used the word "ignored." That's 15 Q. Let's look at Exhibit 10, please, and I

16 what you said, you ignored -- you looked at one and 16 believe this ties in with handwritten item 23,

17 ignored six. That's what you said. 17 A, Yes.

18 A. Okay. 18 Q. Okay. [ So you see this as an August 2012
19 MR. SCAROLA: The record will reflect what the 19 article --
20 testimony was. 20 A. Yes.
21 THE WITNESS: Yeah. 21 o -- that was in the Palm Beach Post?
22 BY MR. LINK: 22 A. Yes.
23 Q. That's what you said. 23 Q. And this article announces that Mr. Epstein
24 A. So let me -- 24 has dropped his suit against Mr. Edwards; correct?
25 Q. You don't like that choice of words by 25 A. Says: "Billionaire sex offender drops..."
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1 yourself? 1 "Billionaire sex offender drops suit against
2 A, If you're focusing on that particuldr werd -- 2 Scott Rothstein and one of his partners." Yes.

3 well, you know what, you're right, I, guess I did 3 0. Okay. Can you tell me in this article that

4 ignore -- I did ignore six artieles. 4 announces that Mr. Edwards is no longer a defendant in
5 Q. That's what you said. 5 the lawsuit brought by Mr. Epstein what is the phrase

6 A, Yeah, 6 that you isolated or located to fit your search?

7 Q. Okay. So nouwplet's look at this article. 7 A, Let me read the article.

8 A, Sure. 8 Q. Uh-huh.

9 Q. What/statement in Exhibit 9 did you identify 9 A, Yes. That would be the combination of the

10 that met the parameters of your search? 10 first three paragraphs.

11 Ay T believe it would be paragraph 9. 11 0. Okay. And turn to page 2, if you will, of the
12 Q. Okay. Will you put a star by the paragraph? 12 article. This is in October -- I'm sorry, August 2012;
13 A. (Witness complied.) 13 correct?

14 Q. One, two, three, four, five -- the one that 14 A. Yes, August 2012.

15 starts with "Among..." 15 Q. All right. 2nd do you see Mr. Scarola quoted
16 A, Yes. 16  in this article?

17 Q. Okay. Any other statements in here? 17 A. Yes.

18 MR, SCAROLA: Could we read that into the 18 0. And do you see where Mr. Scarola says:

19 record? Sorry. 19 "Despite three years of trying, Epstein never produced
20 MR. LINK: That's an exhibit in the record 20 any evidence to shore up his allegations, said attorney
21 already. I don't think we need to read it. 21 Jack Scarola."

22 BY MR. SCAROLA: 22 A, Yes, I see that.

23 Q. Were there any other statements in here? 23 0. Okay. And you see Mr. Scarola in the next

24 A. Well, I can read the rest of the article but 24 paragraph is quoted as well that: "He..." meaning

25 if the article contained one statement I included it. 25 Epstein, "...filed these baseless, scurrilous...™ -- and
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1 that's a word only Mr. Scarola could get out of his 1 MR. LINK: I'1l1l take that.
2 mouth in an articulate way -- "...claims for the purpose 2 MR. SCAROLA: I knew you would.
3 of trying to extort Mr. Edwards into abandoning the 3 MR. LINK: That was really good.
4 lawsuits on behalf of Mr. Epstein's young attorney 4 Did you write down the next question? That
5 (sic)?" Do you see that? 5 was excellent. That was excellent.
6 A. Oh, Mr. Epstein's young victims. 6 THE WITNESS: You two have a relationship
7 Q. Young victims. Thank you. 7 here.
8 A. Yes, I see that. 8 MR. LINK: For 30 years. Some days good; some
9 MR. SCARQLA: So that the record is clear, the 9 days bad. Depends on how we're doing.
10 first paragraph attributes a statement to me but 10 THE WITNESS: Yeah, that's a long
11 it's not a quote. Agreed? 11 relationship.
12 MR. LINK: Yes, sir. 12 MR. SCAROLA: It's more a momént by moment.
13 MR. SCAROLA: But the second paragraph is a 13 MR. LINK: I think it is_& mement by moment,
14 quote. 14 but always very much in respect of this gentleman.
15 MR. LINK: I agree. The second one is a 15 THE WITNESS: That's right. That's the way it
16 quote. 16 should be.
17 MR. SCAROLA: Although I would acknowledge the 17 BY MR. LINK:
18 statement attributed to me is at least an accurate 18 Q. So let me try that again.
19 summary of what I said. 19 MR. LINK:, Did gou write that down?
20 MR. LINK: Sounds like something you would 20 MR.ISCAROLA: No, I didn't, but it's on the
21 say. 21 frecerd.
22 MR. SCAROLA: It does. 22 A. T think I follow that.
23 MR. LINK: I agree. 234 BY MR. LINK:
24 BY MR. LINK: 24 Q. Okay.
25 Q. Did you take into consideration when you were 25 A. I just looked if the article contained the
62 64
1 looking at articles after August 2012 the fact that 1 statements that I was looking for and whether whatever
2 Mr. Scarola had publicly denounced what, Mr. Epstein” had 2 else was in the article.
3 done and said to the world that Mr.({Edwards was free and 3 Q. Pkayy) QidIyourdorany.researchotorseeswhat)
4 clear of any taint or allegation$ eéssentially that @mpactItheTstateméntsrhadlonTany of~thesreadershiip?)
5 Mr. Epstein brought? @) D
6 MR. SCAROILA: I'm goingptosObject to the ® O QidIyourdorany-researchrintorwhethero——Twhat)
7 question as compound. Q@ (EpinionsrweresformediaboutIMrte EdwardsIbysanyonewho)
8 A. I was going to say,) vou kind of lost me on the ® (eadlanyoof-theTarticles?)
9 main point thefe. @ @) D
10 BY MR. LINK% w ©) (QidIyouIdoranyIresearchIintoTwhetherZthe)
11 Q. Let, me try it again. D (@mpactZornttherreadérshiprinsforming,
12 So there are two statements in here that are @2 MreoFdwardgowasodifféerentTafterMrToSe:
13 attributedsté Mr. Scarola and one direct quote. Do you 2 (GtatenéntsoinT20I2Tte theTpressy
14" “agree with that? ] @) {3
15 A. Yes, I agree. 15 O3 WhenTyourdidIyouroresearchrdidIvourinterview
16 Q. And Mr. Scarola is making it clear that what 8 @ny-readérsothatTactuallysreadionesofstherarticlegothat)
17 Mr. Epstein filed against Mr. Edwards had absolutely no FouITiteTtorinTyourareportd
18 basis; true? @ @) D
19 A. Yes, that seems to be the point taken. 19 Q. Can you quantify the total number of people
20 Q. And did you take into consideration when doing 20 that have read any one singular article about
21 your Internet research that on August 17th, 2012 there 21 Mr. Edwards, just one article out of all of the ones
22 was a public statement by Mr. Edwards' lawyer that he 22 that you have identified?
23 had essentially been —-— 23 A. I don't understand quantify.
24 MRTZSCAROIAT) (SuUccessfulzinTdiscrediting 24 0. Yeah, you found 104 articles —-—
@32 METTFpstein!sTcharges. 25 A. Correct.
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1 Q. C=Tight? Canyousidéntify ornerpersorsthat) 1 with him on another -- on that case.
@ @ctuallyoreadloneroftheT104Tarticlesyd) 2 Q. Well, it's a case that you list with
Q @D ([CUidnltITooKIforTasperson, msoangy) 3 Mr. Edward's name on in your resume; isn't it?
4 Q. Okay. 4 A, Yes. That's what I mean. He kind of
5 A. Well, beyond me. 5 originally retained me but then went to another law
6 Q. Well, you read them as part of your 6 firm, so I just didn't understand.
7 assignment. 7 Q. Explain to me what you mean by that, please.
8 A. That's correct. 8 So Mr. Edwards originally retained you and then what
9 Q. How many hours did it take you to locate all 9 happened?
10 of the articles? 10 A. Then a different law firm -- I kind of dealt
11 A. I can ballpark it. 11 with a lawyer almost exclusively from a different firm.
12 Q. That's fair. 12 So, you know, I don't know -- I listed them both.
13 A. 17.25. 13 Q. All right. And what workdwere you asked to do
14 Q. That's a ballpark? 14 in that case?
15 A. Yes. Because there's also some other stuff 15 A. In that particular case)d was asked to ——
16 going on there. 16  Ms. Maxwell called Ms. Giuffre'a liar, and so I had to
17 Q. He's better than you. 17 look up the disseminatiom,of those particular statements
18 MR. SCAROLA: He's a scientist at ballparking. 18  on-line.
19 BY MR. LINK: 19 Q. So you were esséntially doing the same work in
20 Q. 17.25? You can't get it a little tighter than 20 that case”for Mr. Edwards that you're doing in this case
21 that? That's as good as it gets? 21 for Mr. Edwards?
22 A. I had to eliminate some times that I wasn't 22 A. Other than the statements being different,
23 actually looking for articles. 23 it's very similar. And there were some other things in
24 Q. 17.25. And how many hours in total have you 24 this particular case.
25 spent in developing your opinion that you're providing 25 Q. I'm sorry, I didn't understand you.
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1 today? 1 A. What I'm saying there were a few other things
2 A. In developing the opinion? For today? 2 but the basic process and procedures were the same.
3 Q. Up through today. I assume -- 3 Q. Okay. And the statement that you were provide
4 A. Oh —-— 4 in the Maxwell case, was that -- that you were supposed
] Q. —-— you can't talk about the future. 5 to research, was that provided to you by Mr. Edwards?
6 A. Yeah. I said I billed 3:7.25. And then, you 6 A, Not by Mr. Edwards, no.
7 know, I did -- read some,—— re-read my report and stuff 7 Q. By his co-counsel?
8  for deposition, so it would be three or four more hours. 8 A. BAnother lawyer involved in the case, yes.
9 Q. 20 -+ 9 MR. LINK: All right. I don't have any other
10 A. 20, something like that. 10 questions.
11 Q. 20=something, okay. 11 Jack.
12 And \you charge how much an hour? 12 CROSS EXAMINATION
13 A. $400. 13 BY MR. SCAROLA:
14 0. All right. Do you have any other opinions 14 Q. You were asked questions about articles that
15 that you're working on in this case? 15 quoted me and whether you had seen any articles that
16 A. In this case, no. 16 quoted defense counsel. Do you recall that?
17 Q. And you have worked as an expert for 17 A, Yes, I recall that.
18 Mr. Edwards before; correct? 18 Q. Go back to Exhibit Number 9, if you would,
19 A. Yes. 19  please.
20 Q. In what case was that, sir? 20 A, Yes, sir.
21 A. That was the Giuffre v. Maxwell case. 21 Q. In this exhibit there is in paragraph 4 a
22 Again, it was a little -— I don't know. Yeah, 22 direct quote attributed to me —-—
23 the whole lawyering, how you lawyers handle this, I 23 A, Yes.
24 don't understand. 24 Q. -- correct?
25 But, yes, as a lay person I would say I worked 25 A. I see that.
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Q. It says, quote: "This has been a long time

71

A. That would be a taken, yes.

2 coming, and we're extremely anxious to have the 2 Q. Or at least after the scheduling session?

3 opportunity, for the first time, to lay out in detail 3 A, Yeah.

4 the terrible nature of Jeffrey Epstein's serial abuse of 4 0. Whether the conversation tock place in the

5 dozens and dozens of children,” unquote; correct? 5 courtroom after the court proceeding or outside the

3 A. Correct. 6 courtroom, this report --

7 Q. It's not possible to make a determination from 7 A. Yeah.

8 what's included in this article whether that quote was 8 0. -- suggests that the lawyer was speaking to

9 from a statement made in court or out of court; is it? 9 the press after the court proceeding.

10 A. Not to me, no. 10 And it goes on to say, quote: "'So it's going

11 Q. Okay. 11 to take a lot of prospective jurors to find somebody

12 Going down two more paragraphs it reads: "At 12 that doesn’t already have an opinion in“xegard to some

13 a calendar call on Friday, Crow told lawyers for both 13 of the people involved.'" Correct?

14 sides that he would have to specially set the trial 14 A, Correct.

15 because of several factors: its estimated length, 'Mr. 15 Q. Okay. Then we have the)specific paragraph

16 Epstein's criminal issues, ' Ponzi-scheme allegations 16 that you identified as a paragraph that qualified this

17  surrounding Edwards' former boss, and the expected 17 article for inclusiom,in your count; correct?

18 length of the time it will take to select jurors."” 18 A, Correct,

19 I want you to assume that the "Crow" that is 19 Q. And if wengo down to the bottom of the page,

20 referenced as is described in 1, 2, 3, 4 -- the fifth 20 we then have the following statement, one paragraph up:

21 paragraph is Circuit Judge David Crow. Okay? 21 "Fred Haddad, Epstein's attorney, declined to say

22 A, Okay. 22 yHether hisieldent will be in the courtroom and/or

23 Q. The next quote that appears is a quote from 234 whether he will testify."

24 the Judge himself, quote: "'With Mr. Scarola doing the 24 Then we have a direct quote attributed to

25 voir dire, it's going to take a long time to get through 25 angther one of Mr. Epstein’s lawyers, according to this
70 72

1 the process, ' Scarola said." 1 article, Fred Haddad, quote: "'We're defending this and

2 So we know that the Judge is beingyquoted as 2 we'll make decisions based upon what the plaintiffs do,’

3 well; correct? 3 Haddad said. 'When you're on the defense, you have to

4 A. Uh-huh, correct. 4 see what the offense does first. The trial will be very

5 Q. And it is probably a reasonable -- 5 interesting. There are a lot of legal issues as well as

6 MR, LINK: And I secondpthe’ statement by Judge 6  factual issues.'"

7 Crow. 7 Did I read that accurately?

8 MR. SCAROLA: \Both you and Judge Crow are 8 A. It seemed accurate to me, yes.

9 likely ac€urate in that regard. 9 0. Okay. So going back to a question that was

10 BY MR. SCARQLA: 10 asked of you by Mr. Link earlier, he asked to whether

11 Q4 But, apparently there's some court proceeding 11 there were quotes from Mr. Epstein's lawyers in any of

12 that was going on at which the Judge made this 12 the press articles, we have now confirmed that in at

13 statément,mré€asonable assumption? 13 least this one article, two of Mr. Epstein's lawyers

14 Al Reasonable assumption based on those two 14 were both speaking to the press outside the courtroom;

15 paragraphs, yeah. 15 correct?

16 Q. Then the next paragraph reads, quote: "'The 16 A, Correct.

17 people involved are pretty well-known, ' said Chester 17 Q. Okay. Did you actually read each of the 104

18 Brewer, one of the Epstein's attorneys, after the 18 articles that you were able to identify to be sure that

19 scheduling session." 13 there was a statement included in each of those 104

20 Do you see that? 20 articles that linked Bradley Edwards to participation in

21 A. Yes, I see that. 21 Scott Rothstein's massive Ponzi scheme?

22 Q. So, we know, assuming the accuracy of this 22 A. Yes. I read either the entire article or up

23 report, that Mr. Epstein's lawyers were speaking or one 23 to the point where I found this statement.

24 of Mr. Epstein's lawyers was speaking to the press 24 Q. All right. So Mr. Link has gone through a few

25 outside the courtroom; correct? 25 of those, and I'm not sure how he selected the ones that
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he selected, but he's gone through a few. But if we
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9,665,542, The first is that obviously I couldn't

2 were to go through each of these 104 articles you would 2 locate all the articles by the time I filed my report.

3 be able to identify a specific statement that associated 3 So there's certainly articles out there that I haven't

4 Bradley Edwards as a participant in this massive Ponzi 4 located by the time I submitted the report. I only

S scheme; is that correct? 5 loocked at on-line sources. I didn't deal with prints or

3 A. That's correct, I did it. 6  broadcasts or anything like that. I didn’'t --

7 Q. You have reached the conclusion that that 7 0. So, for example -- and I apologize for

8 information was disseminated to an audience of over 9.6 8  interrupting you. But one of the websites that we've

9 million people; correct? 9 particularly focused on is the Palm Beach Daily News,

10 A. Correct. 10 also phone as The Shiny Sheet. But what you looked at

11 Q. Did you come to a conclusion as to the 11 were electronic accesses to their website; correct?

12 likelihood of whether the actual number of individuals 12 A. That is correct.

13 to whom that statement was disseminated exceeded 9.6 13 Q. You did not include the number of individuals

14 million people? 14 who subscribe to that newspapersand have it delivered to

15 MR. LINK: Object to the form. 15 their home; correct?

16 A. Well, yes, as I -- 16 A. That's correct, I did not include those.

17 MR. SCAROLA: I'm sorry. Before you answer 17 0. You didn'thlook,at the number of times that

18 the question, what's the problem with the form? 18 people went to their local retail store and bought a

19 MR. LINK: It assumes that -- the way you 19 copy of The Shiny Sheet? /That's not included in your

20 asked that readers actually saw the statement 20 calculatiéns;ilecorrect?

21 versus it being disseminated in the web page that 21 A, Corregt.

22 people touched. He testified he could not identify 22 Q. Andsthe same would be true with regard to each

23 who in fact or the number that saw the statement. 23 of those websites which alsc has a corresponding hard

24 MR, SCAROLA: Okay. Well, I think you've 24 copy publication, the Palm Beach Daily News, the --

25 mischaracterized my question, but just to be sure 25 excuse me, the Palm Beach Post, the Sun-Sentinel, the
74 76

1 let me make sure that I ask the question in the way 1 Miami Herald, The New York Times, or any of the other

2 I intended it to be answered. 2 periodicals that have both hard copies and website

3 BY MR. SCAROLA: 3 access; correct?

4 Q. Can you tell us whethef the conclusion you 4 A. Correct.

5 reached that these statements were disseminated to an 5 0. Okay. So you were describing the reasons why

6 audience of 9.6 million people igpa cOnservative -- 6  your number of distributions is conservative and I

7 MR. LINK: Same objection. 7 interrupted you. So pick up, if you would, please.

8 BY MR. SCAROLA: 8 A. Yes. I also didn't include statements in the

9 Q. -- conclusion? 9 book Filthy Rich that was distributed, written by

10 A, Yes, it's a conservative -- very conservative 10 Mr. James Patterson.

11 number /&s T outlined in my report. 11 Q. Okay. There was an exhibit marked that made

12 Q. And |describe for the benefit of the jurors, if 12 reference to that book. That was Exhibit Number 4. And

13 you would,mplease, why it is your opinion that the more 13 while this exhibit makes reference to the book, it is

14 than 9.6*million number to which you have testified is a 14 not one of those articles that contained -- Exhibit

15 congervative assessment of the number of people to whom 15  Number 4 is not an article that contained an express

16 these statements were disseminated? 16  reference to the relationship between Bradley Edwards

17 A. Okay. 17 and the Rothstein Ponzi scheme; correct?

18 MR. LINK: Object to the form. 18 A. That's correct.

19 A, I think to address this properly if I can just 19 Q. But do you know whether the book itself

20 refer to my report -- 20 contains express references to allegations that Bradley

21 Q. By all means. 21 Edwards was a knowing participant in the Ponzi scheme?

22 A, -- as the best way to address it. 22 A. Yes, I know it does.

23 Well, I had like 12 reasons why I took a very 23 0. Okay. But you didn't include any of those

24 conservative approach to the dissemination number 24 James Patterson books that were sold in hard copy, that

25 calculation. So likely much -- much more than 25 got distributed through electronic means or wound up as
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audio books? None of that's included; correct?
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A. As I mentioned -- talked about this in my

2 A. Correct. 2 report. They were typically sites that were very, very

3 Q. And obviously you don't know how many times 3 large or very small.

4 people who bought that book loaned it out to their 4 So like, you know, some the larger sites, it's

5 spouses, their friends, and neighbors, so that they 5 that -- maybe I'1l give you a good example here. Like

3 could read it; correct? 6 the PressReader, for example, that is a site that

7 A. Correct. 7 presents a lot of articles from a lot of different

8 Q. Okay. I have been given a notice that we are 8 newspapers. And so the traffic numbers that I was

9 almost about to run out of tape, so we'll break right 9 getting were, you know, very inflated I felt, so I did

10 there., We'll take a short break; let them change the 10 not include those numbers.

11 tape. 11 On the other sites, there are a lot of blog

12 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: The time is 11:04., We're 12 sites and stuff like that from individuals that didn't

13 now going off the record. 13 get a lot of traffic. BAgain, I felf that those traffic

14 (Thereupon, at 11:04 p.m. a recess was taken 14 numbers were not reliable or I gouldn’'t get them, so I

15 until 11:11 a.m., after which the deposition continued 15 did not include those.

16 as follows:) 16 0. Okay. Continue, if you would, describing --

17 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: The time is 11:11. We're 17 A, Yes.

18 back on the record. This is the beginning of Tape 18 Q. -- the basis for your assertion that the 9.6

19 2. 19  million dollar numbers --/excuse me, the 9.6 million

20 BY MR. SCAROLA: 20 number igfa eémnservative number.

21 Q. At the point at which we took our break you 21 A, Yes. | I didn't include sites that had articles

22 were describing for the benefit of the jury why the more 22 whereythey 'didh't have the statements but a link to an

23 than 9.6 million number is a conservative estimate of 234 artilcle that had the statements. So unless it actually

24 the number of people to whom the statements that you 24 appeared exactly in the article, I didn't include it.

25 have identified were distributed, acknowledging that 25 So)someone could be at a different site, follow the link
78 80

1 whether they read them or not is not sometling that 1 and could actually see it, but I didn't include those.

2 you've looked at, but these were people, to whom they 2 Many of these sites publish multiple articles

3 were distributed. 3 on multiple different days that contains the statements.

4 So why -- why else dosyou consgider the number 4 And there is an aspect of return readership. So I

5 to be a conservative number? 5 didn't want to double-count traffic, so just to make it

3 A. Yes. I didn't include anysface-to-face 6 very conservative even if they published seven articles

7  dissemination of peopléptalking about the statements. T 7 or five, I only counted it one time. So I didn't count

8 didn't include any privateé onsline correspondence, like 8 the multiple days.

9 e-mail, and stuff like that. 9 And then also search results. Some of the

10 There are more than likely sites that had the 10 queries that I was using, you could submit the query and

11 statements that I ¢an no longer access. And, actually, 11 you could see the actual statements in the search

12 I ran into a flew of those. I just couldn't get the 12 results. You didn't need to go to the site.

13 article, ‘the”activities, a few things like that. So I 13 So, like on my report on page 21 I give some

14 didn*t include those. 14 examples there that just enter a query and you see the

15 Of these 74 sites that contained the article, 15 actual statements in the search results. You don't even

16 I only included traffic for 58 percent of them because 16 need to go to the site to -- I mean, you don't even need

17 the traffic number for the other sites -- the other 43 17 to technically read the article. You just like search

18 sites I just didn't feel comfortable that the numbers 18 and type in the query.

19 were valid. So of the 74 sites -- of that 9.6 million 19 0. Did you take into account in any way that

20 plus, even though the article -- I know the article was 20 multiple individuals may be accessing the sites

21 posted on the 74 sites, I only included the traffic for 21 simultaneously? Come on over here and take a look at my

22 58 percent of those sites. 22 monitor and see what's being reported about Brad

23 Q. And why did you consider the other traffic 23 Edwards.

24 numbers not to be reliable? What distinguished those 24 A. No, I did not include those.

25 from those that you felt were sufficiently reliable? 25 0. And what about the private forwarding of
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website information, did you take that into account at
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Q. No, the statements from the lawyers.

2 all? 2 Mr. Scarola went through in a painstaking way to show
3 A. As I mentioned, no, I didn't do any e-mail or 3 you the three references in this article to
4 private forwarding, or anything like that. 4 Mr. Epstein's lawyers. And I'm asking you if
S Q. In conducting this work, did you rely upon 5 Mr. Epstein's lawyers made any statement about

6 sources that are generally relied upon and considered to 6 Mr. Edwards that would have triggered a hit in your
7 be credible and authoritative within your area of 7 search results?

8 expertise? 8 A. Not that I see, no.

9 A. Yes. 9 Q. Can you point to any article that you reviewed
10 Q. Did you utilize methodologies that are 10 that contains a statement -- a quote by Mr. Epstein’'s
11 generally accepted within your area of expertise as 11 lawyer that would have triggered a hit on your search
12 accurate means by which to reach the conclusions that 12 request?

13 you've reached? 13 A. Okay. Again, I was just dooking for the
14 A. Yes. 14 particular statements. I didn't analyze if it was a
15 Q. And are the opinions that you have expressed, 15 quote from a lawyer, but I don't xe€call any.
16 both in your written report and in your sworn testimony 16 Q. And do you recall any quotes from Mr. Epstein
17 today, opinions that you hold to a reasonable degree of 17 himself in any of thé,news articles that you reviewed,
18 scientific certainty within your area of expertise? 18 all 104 that you [told Mr. Scarola that you read the
19 A. Yes. 19 entire article, that had a quote from Mr. Epstein that
20 MR. SCARCLA: Thank you. I have no further 20 would havé hit,your search request?
21 questions. 21 Al Before I answer this, I just want to clarify.
22 MR. LINK: Just a couple. 22 Yéu said thatI -- I said that I either read the entire
23 REDIRECT EXAMINATION 23 article or read it up to the point where I found the
24 BY MR. LINK: 24 statement, but I don't recall a statement from
25 Q. Take a look at Exhibit 9 that Mr. Scarola was 25 Mr. Epstein.
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1 asking you about, please. 1 Q. Do you remember seeing a press release by
2 A, Yes, sir. 2 Mr. Epstein related to Mr. Edwards in any way?

3 Q. It's The Shiny Sheet artigle, Oectober 20th, 3 A. A press release from Mr. Epstein?

4 2013. Do you have that in frong“of you? 4 Q. Yes, sir.

5 A. Yes, sir. 5 A. I don't recall a press release from

3 Q. Mr. Scarola pointed outha.cOuple of places 6 Mr. Epstein.

7 where Mr., Epstein's lawyers were either quoted or had a 7 MR. LINK: Okay. I have no other questions.

8 statement attributed to'\them;  correct? 8 MR. SCAROLA: And I have no further questions.

9 A. Corréct. 9 MR. LINK: Thank you.

10 Q. Would you please point to anywhere in this 10 MR. SCAROLA: We will read.

11 article”where Mr. Epstein's attorneys said anything 11 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: The time is 11:21. We are
12 about Mr. Edwards? 12 off the record. This concludes today's deposition.
13 A. Well, let me just look in the article., I 13 (Thereupon, the taking of the deposition was
14 don't see a quote. 14 concluded at 11:21 a.m)

15 0. All right. 2And Mr. Scarola pointed out three 15

16 different statements. One by Mr. Brewer and two by 16

17 Mr. Haddad. 17

18 And is there anything in what Mr. Brewer or 18

19 Mr. Haddad said to the press that fits one of the search 19

20 parameters you were looking for? 20

21 A. From those statements? 21

22 Q. Yes, sir, that you were searching for. 22

23 A. No. I thought that my question was -- you 23

24  mean in terms of the article or in terms of the 24

25 statements from those lawyers? 25
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December 5, 2017

DR. BERNARD J. JANSEN
c/o Searcy, Denny, Scarola, Barnhart
& Shipley, P.A.
Attn: Jack Scarola, Esq.
2139 Palm Beach Lakes Boulevard
West Palm Beach, Florida 33409
In Re: Jeffrey Epstein v. Scott Rothstein, et al.
Case No.: 50-2009CA040800XXXXMBAG
Depo of: Dr. Bernard J. Jansen
Taken on: December 1, 2017
# of pages: 88 Held Until: January 6, 2018
Dear Dr. Jansen:
This letter is to advise you that the transcript
of your deposition taken in the above-referenced
cause has been completed and is awaiting your
reading and signing.

Please contact our office to make arrangements to read
and sign your deposition transcript.
Our information is as follows:
Palm Beach Reporting
1665 Palm Beach Lakes Boulevard
Suite 1001
West Palm Beach, Florida 33401
Telephone (561) 471-2995

If the reading and signing has not been completed
prior to January 6, 2018, we shall conclude

that you have waived the reading and signing of the
transcript.

Your prompt attention to this matter is appreciated.
Sincerely,

Iliana Lugo, Court Reporter

cc Scott J. Link, Esq., Esq.
Jack Scarola, Esqg.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE

15T YUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND

FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA
CASE NO.: 502009CA040800XXXXMBAG

JEFFREY EPSTEIN,

Plaintiff,
V5,
SCOTT ROTHSTEIN, individually,
and BRADLEY J. EDWARDS,
individualily,

Defendants,

/

VIDEOTAPE DEPOSITION OF BRADLEY EDWARDS

Mgy 15th, 2013
10:00 A.M, - 12:20 P.M.

401 East Las Olas Blvd,, Suite 1400
_Fort Lauderdale, FL

Stenographically Reported By:
WENDY ROBERTS, RPR
Notary Public, State of Florida
Empire Legal Support, Inc.
Fort Landerdale Office

Phone: (954)241-1010

Page 3-
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WITNESS:

BRADLEY EDWARDS

Direct Examination by MR, HADDAD 4

EXHIBITS

PLAINTIFFS:

EXHIBITS:  Description Page

Neo. | part of Farmer, Jaffe, Weissing Web site 93

No., 2 fromthe Web site 93

No, 3 from the Web site 93

No. 4 from the Web sitc 93

No.5 from National Trial Lawyers Website 93

No. 6 from AVVQ, A-V-V-0 93

No. 7 from the Farmer, Jaffe, Weisstng Web site 93

No. 8 from fawyers.com 93

No. 9 from for 40 under 40 93

Na. 10 & 11 interrogatories dirccted to 93
Mr. Edwards and responses

No. 13 transeript of the sentencing progeedings 93
for Alfredo Rodriguez

No. 14 plea agreement betwoen the-United States 93
and Alfredo Rodriguez,

Page
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TONJA HADDAD COLEMAN, ESQUIRE
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Videotape Deposition taken before Wendy Roberts,
Registered Professional Reporter and Notary Public in
and for the State of Fiorida at Large, in the above
cause,

-

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are now on the video
record. Today's date is May 15th, 2013, The time
is 10:17 am. This is the video deposition of
Bradley Edwards taken in the matter of Jeffrey
Epstein v. Scott Rothstein, Case
No. 502009CAL40800XXXXMBAG,

We're located at 401 East Las Olas Boulevard,
Fort Lauderdale, Florida. The court reporier is
Wendy Robetts, the videographer is Anthony Estevez,
both with Empire Legal.

Would counsel please state their appcarances
for the record.

MR, KING: William King, Searcy Denney Scarola
Barnhart & Shipley for Mr. Edwards.

MR, HADDAD: Fred Haddad on behalf of Jeff
Epstein,

MR. GOLDBERGER: lJack Goldberger, Atterbury,
Gotdberger & Weiss on behalf of Jeffrey Epstein,

MS. HADDAD COLEMAN: Tonja Haddad Coleman on
behalf of Jeffrey Epstein.

EMPIRE LEGAL SUPPORT,

(954) 241-1010

Electronically signed by Wendy Roberts (201-049-665-8352)
Electronically signed by Wendy Roberts (201-049-665-8352)
Electronically signed by Wendy Roberts (201-048-665-8362)
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Page 25 Page 27
1 produced this time record. (With respect to reputation 1 you -- joined you as party or a -~
2 (Ibelieve that over the course of the last three years 1) 2 A Tt didn't happen.
3 (have done a prefty darn good job resurrecting any_damage) | 3 Q -~ defendant or anything?
4 {that was done to my reputation in this community 4 A That did not happen,
5 Q Well, let's -- let's start with that, You 5 Q Name one person, other than this lawsuit,
6 don't -- you never had a reputation damage, did you? 6 which we'll get into Iater, other than this Iawsuit,
7 MR. KING: Objection, form. 7 what newspaper article, what Daily Review article, what
8 BY MR. HADDAD: 8 any article accused you of being involved in the Scott
9 Q Okay. What damage, if any, did you initially 9 Rothstein debacle?
10 have done to your reputation by the filing of a lawsuit 10 A I can't recite them off of my head.
11 against you that suggested that you were so aggressive 11 Q s there any?
12 as a lawyer someons was going to sue you? 12 A Tbelieve that newspaper articlés were written
13 A No, the lawsuit that was filed against me - 13 when the lawsuit was filed about nig and Scott being
14 MR. KING: Object to form, argumentative. 14 accused of being some co-conspirator in'a Ponzi scheme,
15 A The lawsuit that was filed - 15 yes.
16 MR. HADDAD: T was paying a compliment, 16 Q All right. There werenewspaper articles
17 MR. KING: Yes, 17 written quoting a pleading as opposed to someone
18 Go ghead, 18 suggesting you committed,a criminal act; is that
19 A The lawsuit that was filed against me said 19 correct? '
290 that I was part of some racketeering scheme, said that I 20 A 1don't knowthedistinction that you are
21 was involved in a Ponzi scheme, that 1 was 21 trying tomake:
22 co-conspirator of Scott Rothstein's and that [ was 22 Q. “We'll worry about that later, I'm just asking
23 committing fraud and conspiracy to commit fraud, A 23 you, do youknow whether or not it was scmeone quoting a
24 bunch of criminal actions were alleged against me. In 24 newspapep-- a - a - a legal pleading, or was ita
25 fact, I think the complaint was entirely crimes that | 25 individual making an accusation that you were a
Page 26 Page 28
1 had committed as a lawyer, which is the exact opposite I criminal?
2 of the type of reputation that you want as a lawyer, 2 A The legal pleading made an accusation that 1
3 With that being said, that complaint, the 3 was a criminal and that was reported on.
4 various motions making those allegations about me being 4 Q TI'm asking you, was there anything other --
5 some form of co-conspirator in a Ponzi scheme’was 5 was there any person, reporter, anyone, any of the
6 repeatedly filed and stated on the record and in 6 people you had all of these thousands of e-mails with,
7 hallways over at the bankruptcy court, bécause every 7 anyone who suggested that you were a criminal, other
8 lawyer who was anybody in South Florida had something to 8 than the pleading filed that suggested because of
9 do with the bankruptcy proceedings over at the 9 Rothstein's inclusion of your cases as part of the basis
10 bankruptcy court. So I had to go'over.there 10 for his Ponzi scheme that you were involved, other than
11 continuously and fend off these lawyers who believed 11 that lawsuit?
12 that there must be somednerit to it, because somebody 12 A People believed that | was involved.
13 who has a lot of money is hiring lawyers who have a i3 Q Who expressed that to you? You're a young
14 pretty good reputationtto say these things, there's got 14 lawyer, you're in the courthouse every day or almost
15 to be something to it 15 every day, you're around town, correct?
16 BY MR. HADBDAD; i6 A Yes,
17 Q Natmeroneicase in which you were impleaded 17 Q You go to different restaurants. Name one
18 because of your alleged involvement with Scott i8 person that came up to you and said, I can't believe you
19 Rothstein? 19 are not in jail, you are a Ponzi scheme or you are
20 A Tdid not lose 2 single client, 20 anything, name one person --
21 Q Name one -- no, name one person who impleaded 21 A There were lawyers over at the bankruptey
22 you, one other person in bankruptey court, whether it be 22 court, when I had to sit there listening to the things
23 the clawback scheme, whether it be Shears, whatever the 23 that were being said, that told me, you are going to be
24 hell he calls what he did, whatever you call any of that 24 a target of mine given this information that we --
25 stuff, name one person that impleaded you or asked 25 that -- that is being told to us by Jeffrey Epstein and
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Page 41 Page 43
1 BY MR. HADDAD: 1 A Maybe I should pay more attention to those
|l 2 " Q  Well, let me ask you this: In - 2 things. I don't know about all those old people.
i 3 A (Do I believe that right now my reputation is) 3 Q Well, you do have - I look at it from what
4 (better than it has been at any time in the past, yes) 4 you do with them. Come on Brad, you have an ego,
5 Q Allright. And as a matter of fact, since the 5 everybody does. At any rate, you are considered in the
6 Rothstein case, you're now included, probably one of the | 6 top 40 under 40, in that group, correct?
7 youngest guys there is, in Best Lawyers in America, 7 A Right.
8 correct? 8 Q And have you ever looked on the Web site for
9 A Probably, 9 that group to see the type of lawyers that are included
10 Q Allright. There are not many guys that have 10 in that?
11 been practicing 11 years to be included in that. 11 A No.
12 A Tagree. 12 Q Okay. And you have that distinction of being
i3 Q And that is 100 percent for old people like i3 included and you promote it withiyour -~ as most lawyers
14 Goldberger, for the most part. You are included inthat |14 would, correct?
15 based upon peer review and nothing else? 15 A Personally, I don't, but I know that my law
16 A That's true. le firm does. Imean, we dothavea PR firm for our law
7 Q You-- 17 firm,
i8 A I mean, ] don't ac - actually don't know the 18 Q Oh, is thatwho does all of that stuff?
19 answer to that, 1--if'you are saying that's what it 19 A Yeah,
20 is, it might be. 20 Q Imean, this,is about a month's worth, All
21 Q Did you solicit anybody to become in that? 21 right,
22 A No. 22 A “You locked at a lot more than 1 have,
23 Q Did you receive a letter saying you have been 23 Q |, I haveto do something to earn the money 1
24 nominated for Best Lawyers in America? 24 make:
25 A 1don' think so, 25 A YThank goodness, right.
Page 42 Page 44
{1 Q No, you just got a notice one day that you - 1 Q Now, you are also -- there is another service
.2 A Right. 2 called AVVOQ, are you familiar with that?
3 Q -~ areincluded, correct? 3 A Yes,
4 A Right, that's true. 4 Q Allright, And that's another unsolicited --
5 Q Out of the whole worid, out of thousands of 5 out of the top 40 under 40, you can't buy your way into
6 lawyers practicing law 10 years, you are notified, hey, 6 that one either, you didn't know you were getting that,
7 you are one of the best lawyers in America for what you 7 correct?
8 do? 8 A That's true.
9 A Right. 9 Q You get a notice, hey, you have just been
10 Q Okay. Now, you also arewene of the top 40 i0 included in al! of this stuff, whether you like it or
11 lawyers under 40, correct? 11 not, you are considered one of the top lawyers in
12 A Right. 12 Florida,
13 Q Youare 37 yéarsiold? 13 A That's true,
14 A Correct. 14 Q Okay. Then you have AVVO where people can
15 Q And you are considered one of the fop trial 15 arrest -- arrest, | see arrest records, two secrets '
16 lawyers in Florida? 16 under your name here. I guess that is part of the
17 A Right 17 advertising that goes with having a Web site or
18 Q There is a group called the Top 100 Trial 18 something, Five Farmer, Jaffe, Weissing attorneys
138 Lawyers in America, correct? 19 recognizes the best lawyers in America, that is pretty
20 A 1think so, 20 good for a bunich of young lawyers, yeah?
21 Q That's part of what you are in? 21 A Yeah.
22 A Okay. 22 Q And AVVO, another one. Do you participate in
23 Q Yeah, they have the top 100 trial lawyers for 23 their promotion, AVVO, they promote lawyers 1 think, do
24 old guys like Goldberger, Scarola, part of his firm and 24 you participate in that at all?
25 all those old people, correct? 25 A Not reatly.
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Page 53 Page 55
1 me let you finish your question. 1 doesn't exist, correct?
2 A Donald Baker, is that the « 2 MR, KING: Objection.
3 MS. HADDAD COLEMAN: Nuo, it's different. 3 BY MR. HADDAD:
4 THE WITNESS: Oh, different. 4 Q You concede that?
5 BY MR. HADDAD: 5 MR. KING: Objection, argumentative,
6 Q O, you got sued twice? 6 BY MR, HADDAD:
7 A Apparently, 7 Q Well, would you concede -- never mind, we went
8 Q Allright. And then did -- let me ask you 8 through it already.,
9 about the -- I had it right here. 9 A Yeah, we — we talked about this.
10 A | convicted some guy, he went ta prison and 10 Q Tunderstand. Can you detail for me the
11 then sued the judge and every -~ all the police and 11 emotional distress, embarrassment, mental anguish and
12 everything else, 12 humiliation --
13 MR. GOLDBERGER: Here you go, 13 A Okay.
14 MS. HADDAD COLEMAN: This guy's name is 14 Q --that you have?
15 different. 15 A Where | was beginning before --
le MR. HADDAD: Yeah, Shaarbay, Sharbasom. | 16 Q Yes, sir.
17 guess that must be ~ 17 A --when we were talking about reputation. 1
18 MR. GOLDBERGER: Spell it, 18 do believe that T have always/practiced with the utmost
19 MR. HADDAD: --the Arab guy. S-H-A-A-R-B-A-Y 119 honest, integrity. And when a lawsuit was filed against
20 versus -- 20 me accusing me of being dishonest and being a criminal
21 A News to me. 21 or -- fo truncate this -~ and I had to continue to go to
22 BY MR. HADDAD: 22 court and see fawyers who, for a period of time, and |
23 Q --various persons, Were you ever served with 23 dobelieve that ance the case was dismissed against me,
24 a lawsuit? Among the persons sued was - 24 thatwindow closed, but for a period of time they
25 A No. 25 belicvedthe allegations against me. 1 think that there
Page 54 Page 56
1 Q - Pete Weinstein, Michael Gates, Finkelstein, 1 was probably a point in time, based on some of the
.2 Satz, Dan Callahan, Brad Edwards, 2 e-mails that I have seen, that your co-counsel Tonja
"""" 3 A No. Idon't recognize that person's name. 1 3 believed that, which in terms of hurt feelings type of
4 have never been served with that lawsuit, to my 4 things, yeah, that -- that wasn't -- that wasn't
5 recollection, 5 something that 1 appreciated either. But having to be
& Q To your recollection, okay. 6 in a courtroom where lawyers believed that I had done
7 A No, 7 these things that I had not done, it was humiliating.
8 Q Allright. But you said there was another 8 Now there is another aspect of it which |
9 one, who else sued you? 9 consider to be much more significant, because as we've
10 A Donald Baker sued me and:Mike Satz and Michael {10 discussed, the case was dismissed against ime and 1 do
11 Gates and all of the Hollywood Police’Department. 11 feel that separate and apart from any involvement that |
12 Q And what happened with that case? 12 have had prosecuting cases against Jefﬁ'ey_Epstein,(f)
13 A It was dismisséd. 13 (have done a good job of resurrecting my reputation from)
14 Q Allright. /Woeuld those predate the time that 14 (the point in time where people initially believed, hey))
15 you were sued by Mr. Epstein? 15 (where there is smoke there is fire or something -- this)
16 A Yes. 16  {(guy.must be guilty of something) And that was my
17 Q Okay=iNow, tell me how - 17 perception of things and that's a reasonable perception
18 A Welly\l don't know about this new one that you 18 based on what was filed.
19 Jjust told me about it, it may have been yesterday for 19 Q Allright. And I don’t want -- | am not going
20 all 1 know. 20 to be argumentative with you, obviously, but based upon
21 Q Allright. 21 what the entirely of what the Ponzi scheme is, just
22 A Tam unaware of it, 22 being involved in it, just being in that firm with your
23 Q Emotional distress, embarrassment, mental 23 cases there would give that perception to people,
24 anguish, humiliation, I will start with those, because 24 wouldn't you agree?
25 we know oss of reputation and standing in the community |25 A No. Ithink that most lawyers escaped fairly
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Page 233
are you claiming? |

MR. KING: You asked the same question last
time.

MR. HADDAD: I don't remember it. I thought
the last time we said you -- taking time away from
your family and that stuff for economicalgd—-

MR. KING: He went -- but he went“into great
detail, as you might recall, where he talked about
the fact that, you know, he wouldigoc ,/to the -- he
would go over to the Courthodse and lawyers would
look at him, and his reputation was -- was impacted
by that and what -- what he was able to do to
truncate that latex ony

MR. HADDADs | You're right.

BY MR. HADDAD:

Q Do you still maintain that stuff?

A (AswI (said then,) (have I done a good job at)

(cesurrecting whatever damage was done? (es) @ @id) 1Is

there =~ is there —--

0 What was the -- what was the impact to you
from supposed —-- and I don't mean that pejoratively,
damage to your reputation by being sued for being with
Rothstein?

A Uh, what -- for being falsely accused of

committing crimes I didn't accuse by Epstein.
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Page 238

If newspaper articles that were printed after the filing
of the claim against me is something that would support
that, then I guess to that extent, yes, but if you are
asking about medical documents or anything like that,
then the answer would be no. I'm not exactly sure what
you are getting at but I --

Q Well, for example, you are claiming your
reputation was injured.

A Right.

o] And based on the elements of proof required to
prove injury to damage to reputation, there are certain

factors that you must meet.

A Right.
o] I'm asking/if you have any physical
documentation or Any v~ you've objected to all your

financial information, so I guess my question in plain
English is:\wHow are you going to prove that you have
any kind of pecuniary -- pecuniary loss as a result of
an Injury’to your reputation if we don't have any

documents to back that up?

A - (I have not claimed an economic loss as a)

(result of my reputation). I haven't. And the only thing

that I can say to answer your questidn is, I know who
has hired me. I will never know who would have hired me

but elected not to because of what it was that they
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L. INTRODUCTION

1. I have been retained by the law firm of Searcy Denney Scarola Barnhart & Shipley,
PA. to provide expert analysis and opinion on behalf of Mr. Bradley J. Edwards in the case
originally styled Jeffrey Epstein, Plaintiff, vs. Scott Rothstein, individually, Mr. Bradley J. Edwards,
individually, and L. M., individually, Defendant, CASE NO.: 502009CA040800XX30GMBAG, which
is pending in the Circuit Court of the 15 Judicial Circuit, in and for Palm Beach County,Flerida.

II. QUALIFICATIONS

2. I am an adjunct professor at the College of InformationSciences and Technology
at The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, Pennsylvania, ‘since 2017, where I have
been employed since 2001. I was a tenure-track professor/at The Pennsylvania State University
from 2009 through 2016, departing as a tenured full professorjin 2017. I am a principal scientist at
the Qatar Computing Research Institute. I was.a Sentor Fellow at the Pew Internet & American
Life Project, which is part of the Pew Research Center, from 2010-2012. I was a University Expert
at the National Ground IntelligenceCenterifrom 2011 through 2014. Prior to my employment at
The Pennsylvania State Univetsity, I was a Lecturer in the Computer Science Program at the
University of Maryland (Asian Division) for 1 year, and before that, I was an Assistant Professor
in the Department,¢f Electrical Engineering and Computer Science at the United States Military
Academy, a.K.a. West Point, for 3 years.

3. In addition to my academic credentials, my professional experience includes 20
years of practice in the U.S. military, serving in the Infantry as an enlisted soldier and then as a
communications officer, working primarily in a variety of information technology-related
positions.

4. I have authored approximately 250 academic publications, focusing on the areas of

Web data, digital analytics, Web analytics, Web searching, Web search engines, social media, and

1



related areas. Approximately 200 of my publications address aspects of search analytics, Web
analytics, online advertising, search engines, or Web searching. My recent research work focuses
on online news analytics, which is the investigation of the online qualitative and quantitative
attributes of news stories with other digital content, and social computing analytics, which is the
investigation of social behavior using algorithmic methods. I am also the editor-in-chief of the

international academic journal, Information Processing and Management, which“iS*astop journal

in information science field, and former editor-in-chief of the journal, Internet Research, a top-

ranked journal in the web science domain. I have authored, co-authoréd, or'eo-¢dited four books,

including Web Search: Public Searching of the Web (2007);, Understanding User — Web

Interactions via Web Analytics (2009) and Understanding” Sponsored Search (2011). A copy of

my complete Curriculum Vitae, which includes a list-0f allpublications I have authored in the past
10 years, is attached as Appendix A.

5. My fields of professional-expertiseé include web analytics, search engines, web
searching, social media, online advértising, and related computer science and data science areas.
In the course of my academic career, I have worked with a variety of search engines and
information searching applieations in order to understand user searching behavior on the Web and
other environments.For example, as part of my Master’s program in Computer Science, I designed
and coded al text-based search engine. For my Doctorate program in Computer Science, |
developéd aprogram interface for Web search engines and implemented it on the Gigabyte search
engine. In subsequent research, I have worked with the Microsoft Internet Information Services
(IIS) and Verity commercial searching systems.

6. As a computer scientist, I have engaged and am experienced with the classic

computer science areas, such as programming, software development, algorithms, and networking.



I have done extensive server set-up and log analysis. As my master’s project, for example, |
designed and coded a tool for network performance evaluation and monitoring. I have taught a
wide variety of computer courses, including microcomputing, programming (in various
languages), and the Web/Internet, at both the undergraduate and graduate level.

7. Concerning user searching behaviors on the Web and web analytics, I have worked
directly with real-user searching data from several web search engines. I’ve also analyzed web
data of visitor traffic and other attributes from a variety of websites and soeial media platforms.
I’ve analyzed real-user data from online search marketing campaigns and user referral traffic to
websites. | have conducted research and teaching concerning aspeets of websites, including search
engine keyword advertising. I’ve developed web analytics models’and processes for analysis of
business goals, and I have used web analytics data.in both my research and teaching. I’ve also
conducted other research on user searching behaviors.)I have advised government agencies and
companies in consulting and expert witnessymatters. A list of cases in which I have testified as an
expert in deposition or trial in the past four years is attached as Appendix B. I am being
compensated for my work on this case at the rate of $400 per hour.

III. ASSIGNMENT AND MATERIALS CONSIDERED

8. In_providing my expert opinion, I have been asked to respond to the following

question:

9. (Whatis the level of dissemination of defaming statements associating Mr. Bradley)

(lawsuit against Mr. Edwards?)




10.  For brevity, I refer to the statements associating Mr. Edwards with the illegal
activities of Mr. Rothstein as a result of Mr. Epstein’s lawsuit as the defaming statements, the
statements, or the defaming statements associating Mr. Edwards with Rothstein’s illegal activities.

11.  The defaming statements associate Mr. Edwards with the illegal activities of a Mr.

9]

Scott Rothstein, who is a “notorious Ponzi schemer”’. Now a debarred lawyer, he is serving a 50-
year prison sentence? for operating the $1.4 billion fraud from his Fort Lauderdale{aw-firm office,
including forging the signatures of three federal judges on fake legal documents®\Prior to prison,
in addition to spending money lavishly via the fruits of his fraud*, he paraded.as a philanthropist’,
resulting in some recipients having to return his charitable gifts®=After 6figinally fleeing the US’
with a reported 16 million in US dollars®, he returned to the'US, agreeing to work with prosecutors
in exchange for a reduced sentence. However, proseectitorsswithdrew the reduced sentence offer as
they determined Mr. Rothstein lied during the inveéstigation and was attempting to hide assets’.

12. My analysis is based on mysexperience, training, knowledge, and education and is

formed through the application ofidthat. experience, training, knowledge, and education in the

! Ponzi schemer Scott Rothstein lied to feds and should serve 50-year prison term, prosecutors say http://www.sun-sentinel.com/local/broward/fl-
reg-scott-rothstein-ne-senténce-reduction-20170926-story.html

2 Miami, FL - Ponzi Schemer Scott Rothstein Gets 50-year Sentence hitps://www.vosizneias.com/57450/2010/06/09/miami-fl-ponzi-schemer-
scott-rothstein-gets-50-year-sentence/; Florida Ponzi schemer jailed for $1.2billion fraud currently serving a 50-year sentence and his wife
officially divorce http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3169768/Divorce-finalized-1-2B-Ponzi-schemer-Rothstein. html#ixzz4w3nn9pfa

3 Miami, FL '~ Ponzi'Schemer Scott Rothstein Gets 50-year Sentence hitps://www.vosizneias.com/57450/2010/06/09/miami-fl-ponzi-schemer-
scott-rothstein-gets-50-year-sentence/

4 Rothstein Reveals How $1.2 Billion Ponzi Scheme Money Was Spent http://miami.cbslocal.com/2011/12/30/rothstein-reveals-how-1-2-billion-
ponzi-scheme-money-was-spent; The Ultimate Ponzi: Scott Rothstein Book Excerpts Reveal Juicy Details
https://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/03/12/scott-rothstein-book-the-ultimate-ponzi_n_2862093.html; Scott Rothstein's Cheating Life
http://www.browardpalmbeach.com/news/scott-rothsteins-cheating-life-6444966

5 South Florida lawyer Scott Rothstein faces arrest in Ponzi scheme http://www.tampabay.com/news/politics/stateroundup/south-florida-lawyer-
scott-rothstein-faces-arrest-in-ponzi-scheme/1055500

¢ South Florida lawyer Scott Rothstein faces atrest in Ponzi scheme http://www.tampabay.com/news/politics/stateroundup/south-florida-lawyer-
scott-rothstein-faces-arrest-in-ponzi-scheme/1055500; Scott Rothstein Charged with Racketeering https://www.cbsnews.com/news/scott-
rothstein-charged-with-racketeering/

7 Ponzi schemer Scott Rothstein lied to feds and should serve 50-year prison term, prosecutors say http://www.sun-sentinel.com/local/broward/fl-
reg-scott-rothstein-no-sentence-reduction-20170926-story.html

8 Rothstein Sentenced to 50 Years Behind Bars http://www.nbcmiami.com/news/local/Rothstein-Sentenced-95951004. html

? Ponzi schemer Scott Rothstein lied to feds and should serve 50-year prison term, prosecutors say http://www.sun-sentinel.com/local/broward/fl-
reg-scott-rothstein-no-sentence-reduction-20170926-story.html
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http://www.dailymail.co.Uk/news/article-3169768/Divorce-finalized-l-2B-Ponzi-schemer-Rothstein.html%2523ixzz4w3nn9pfa
https://www.vosizneias.com/57450/2010/06/09/miami-fl-ponzi-schemer-scott-rothstein-gets-50-year-sentence/
http://miami.cbslocal.com/201
https://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/03/12/scott-rothstein-book-the-ultimate-ponzi_n_2862093.html
http://www.browardpalmbeach.com/news/scott-rothsteins-cheating-life-6444966
http://www.tampabay.com/news/politics/stateroundup/south-florida-lawyer-scott-rothstein-faces-arrest-in-ponzi-scheme/1055500
http://www.tampabay.com/news/politics/stateroundup/south-florida-lawyer-scott-rothstein-faces-arrest-in-ponzi-scheme/1055500
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/scott-rothstein-charged-with-racketeering/
http://www.sun-sentinel.com/local/broward/fl-reg-scott-rothstein-no-sentence-reduction-20170926-story.html
http://www.nbcmiami.com/news/local/Rothstein-Sentenced-95951004.html
http://www.sun-sentinel.com/local/broward/fl-reg-scott-rothstein-no-sentence-reduction-20170926-story.html

principles of web data collection, web analytics, web search, search engines, websites, web traffic
analysis, and related market analysis.
13.  The materials that I considered in preparing this report are listed in Appendix C.

IV. SUMMARY OF OPINIONS

14.  Based on my research and analysis in connection with this assignment, which is
described in more detail in the body of this report, along with my own experience; training,

knowledge, and education as stated, I have reached the following opinion:

15.  (The defaming statements associating Mr. Bradley J_Edwards wiik the illegal)

(activities of Mr.. Scott Rothistein as_a result of Mr. Jeffrey Epstein’slawsuit against Mr. Edwards)

(have been _disseminated To at least 74 online media or other sitesiw 104 separate stories or)

(articles with_ a combined 9,669,542 potential daily visitors.since the lawsuit was filed fo the date)

(that T filed this report,_inclusive)

16.  This number is conservativey and itis more likely than not, that the defaming
statements have received wider dissemination due to factors, discussed in more detail later in this
report, such as:

a. It is‘areasonable assumption that I have not located all references to the
defaming statements on every website by the time of the submission of this report. So, there may
be more sites/with articles containing the defaming statements that are not included in my
calculations:

b. The focus of my analysis was the online dissemination of the statements.
Therefore, I examined only online sources and not the dissemination of the statements made via
print or broadcast media. It is reasonable to assume that the statements made were disseminated

via these other channels.



c. I have not included dissemination of the defaming statements in the book,
Filthy Rich!® by authors James Patterson and John Connolly. Therefore, this source of
dissemination is not included in my analysis.

d. In my analysis, I have not attempted to measure face-to-face dissemination
of articles containing the defaming statements. Therefore, these sources of dissemination are not
included in the count of daily unique visitors.

e. Since I do not have access to certain online sources where ‘articles
containing the defaming statements may have been disseminated (e.g4 emaibmessages, personal
social media messages, articles behind firewalls, etc.), these sourees are not included in the count
of daily unique visitors.

f. Given the nature of the Web, there'are possibly sites that have hosted the
defaming statements that I could not locate or whete the statements have been removed.
Therefore, these sources of dissemination<are notjincluded in the count.

g. Also, there are sites that hosted the articles containing the defaming
statements where the visitor data is ngt‘accessible or where I could not confirm the number of
visitors. In these cases, evemthough I had confirmed the site had posted one or more articles
containing the defaming statements, I did not include these sites in my calculation of the unique
daily visitors!

h. I did not consider the dissemination via social media platforms of articles
containing the defaming statements. Therefore, these sources of dissemination are not included

in the count of daily unique visitors.

10 James Patterson and John Connolly (2016) Filthy Rich: A Powerful Billionaire, the Sex Scandal that Undid Him, and All the Justice that
Money Can Buy - The Shocking True Story of Jeffrey Epstein. Little, Brown and Company.
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1. There were many sites that published multiple articles on multiple days
that contained or referenced the defaming statements; however, I did not use these multiple
articles from the same site with different publication dates in my calculations in determining the
number of daily unique visitors who have been exposed to the articles containing the defaming
statements.

] I did not include unique daily visitors to articles that link fromethat article
to one or more of the articles containing the defaming statements; unless the-asticle directly
referenced the defaming statements, I did not include it in my analysis.

k. I did not include the number of individualsswho after reading the articles
shared the articles or contents contained within those articlés with,ethers, which would include
multiple individuals reading the same article at or about the same time at the same computer as
well as all individuals who learned of the content of therarticles from others who had read the
articles.

L Finally, I did@otinclude the counts of those who may have been searching
and saw the defaming statements made'in the search results listing.

V. BACKGROUND WEB ANALYTICS FOR TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

17.  In_the course of forming this opinion, I implemented numerous web analytics and
related techniques)commonly used in the industry. In order to more clearly discuss these
techniqlies; Tdefine the following terms:

. Direct Traffic: visitors to a website that come from entering a website link
into a browser location bar (e.g., not coming via a link on another website).

J Dissemination: the act of spreading or the circulation of information or

articles.



J Domain: a specific Internet website that are administered as a unit and
defined by an Internet Protocol (IP) address.

J Reach: the percentage or number of people who visit a website out of the
total targeted population.

. Referral Traffic: visitors to a site that come from websites, other than

search engines.

. Repeat Visits: visitor traffic to a website in a given petiod that just includes
multiple visits from the same set of IP addresses (i.e., IP addresses/with more than one visit);
provides a count of the people who have visited a site more-than once in a given period. An
individual is usually defined by a combination of IP address and btewser within a given period but
can also be defined by more sophisticated methods,

. Search Engine: a program“and associated hardware and processes that

allows people to find information on the"Web, typically via the submission of queries consisting
of terms.

J Search Traffic: visitors to a site that come from search engines rather than

from other websites or via\direet navigation.

. Search: a submission of a query to a search engine, usually in the form of
terms forming,a query.

. Share: sharing of an article or webpage typically via some social media
platform.

. Social Media: content that is shared via a social networking website.



. Unique Visits: visitor traffic to a website within a given period that includes
only the first visit (i.e., subsequent visits are ignored), which excludes repeat visits; provides a
count of the individuals who have visited a site in a given period.

. Unigque Daily Visitors: visitor traffic to a website who visits a site at least

once in a given 24-hour period. Each visitor, to the site, is counted once during the reporting period,
which means it excludes repeat visits; provides a count of the individuals who have Visited a site
on a given day.

J Visits: a count of all the traffic to a website in a given period, including both
unique and repeat visits.

J Web Analytics: the measurementy collection, analysis, and reporting of

web data.

18. In forming my opinion, L utilized accepted web analytics and related
methodologies. To that end, I employed yarious publicly available online analytic services, as well
as subscription-based services in conducting my research, including:

. Alexa: anonline service that provides web traffic data and analysis.

. Google Keyword Tool: an online service that provides the number of
searches for a given'set of' keywords in a given month on the Google search engine.

) Google Trends: an online service that shows how often a particular term is

relatively.searched on the Google search engine in a given period.

. Quantcast: an online service that provides web traffic data and analysis.
. SimilarWeb: an online service that provides web traffic data and analysis.
19.  These tools offer a variety of data and analysis services, and they are frequently

utilized by industry professionals in the search engine optimization, web analytics, and search

engine marketing fields for the market, customer, and competitive analysis. Furthermore, where



possible, I did my own assessments, as outlined below, in order to validate the data and analysis
results.

20. 1 also utilized search engines, primarily Google and Bing, to assess the
dissemination of articles containing the statements.

21.  When necessary, I used multiple data sources, which is a data verification
technique known as triangulation!!, where one uses multiple and disparate sources foranalysis
and then compare the results from the separate analysis. If the results are similar, ‘it reinforces the
conclusion that the overall data analysis is valid.

22.  Insituations where I believed that I could not adequately verify the number of
individuals or did not have confidence in the numbers in those situations, I did not include those
numbers in the calculation.

23. Concerning the accuracy of the analysis,the number of domains where the
statements have been disseminated is reliable, as this is straightforward to verify (i.e., the article
is either posted on a site or it is not-dndithe article either contains the defaming statements or no).
If anything, this is an undercount, as some domains, for example, may have removed such
articles, making them no longer available. There are possibly articles containing the defaming
statements that I have not been able to locate by the time that I submitted this report.

24. | Congerning traffic numbers for domains, the traffic services I used are the de
facto industry'standard, with billions of dollars in online advertising spend being based on these

and related numbers'?. Therefore, I consider them reliable for the purpose employed here.

" Triangulation (social science) http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Triangulation_%28social_science%29
2.8. Digital Advertising Will Make $83 Billion This Year, Says EMarketer http://svww.adweek.com/digital/u-s-digital-advertising-will-make-
83-billion-this-year-says-emarketer/
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25. My analysis is based on my experience, training, knowledge, and education and is
formed through the application of that experience, training, knowledge, and education in the
principles of web data collection, web analytics, web search, search engines, websites, and
related areas.

V. METHODOLOGY TO DETERMINE THE DISSEMINATION OF THE

DEFAMING STATEMENTS AGAINST MR. EDWARDS

26. My opinion is that articles containing the defaming statementsshave been
disseminated to at least 74 online media or other sites in 104 separate Storiessor‘articles with a
combined 9,669,542 potential daily visitors.

27. This is a conservative estimate, and it is more likely than not, the statements have
received wider dissemination due to factors outlined-@bove.

28. Concerning the procedure empleyed,in determining the dissemination of the
statements, nearly every major news site that I investigated has carried some aspects of the
overall case relating to Mr. Edwards and Mr: Epstein, or other parties involved. In fact, there are
hundreds of news articles and postings concerning the general story from news outlets
worldwide, with combined*petential viewership in the multi-millions.

29.  However, I was not interested in articles that just discussed the story in general or
other aspectsof the story. I was specifically interested in only those articles that referenced
directly'the'defaming statements. Naturally, this narrow focus is a much smaller subset of news

articles and other articles than are the articles addressing the overall story.
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30.  Toisolate these articles of interest, I generated a series of queries'? that
specifically targeted news articles from the case that addressed the defaming statements (e.g.,
Jeffrey Epstein v. Scott Rothstein and Bradley J. Edwards lawsuit) to retrieve a set of articles that
directly related to the defaming statements'. I employed a modified snowball technique'®,
starting with one seed query, adding and modifying terms until I was not retrieving new results. |
also located some articles via navigating from the set of retrieved articles.

31.  Anexample of a search engine results page in response to one-of these queries is
shown in Figure 1.

32.  Figure 1: Google search results for the search edwards epstein Ponzi scheme.

B edwards epstein, edwards epstein Ponzi scheme, brad edwards Ponzi, brad edwards lawyer Ponzi, brad edwards dirty lawyer, Jeffrey Epstein
v. Scott Rothstein and Bradley J. Edwards lawsuit, Edwards Epstein Attorney's Suit Against Billionaire Allowed as Long as Justices Say It's OK,
Just an ‘Ordinary Guy,” Lawyer Dishes on Surviving Rothstein, Battling Epstein.

14 In addition to the queries, I located some articles via direction navigation.

15 hitps://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Snowball_sampling
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Google

All News Images Videos More Settings Tools

About 290,000 results (0.57 seconds)

Jeffrey Epstein paid $5.5M to settle lawsuits | Page Six

https://pagesix.com/2017/10/04/jeffrey-epstein-paid-5-5m-to-settle-lawsuits/ v
Oct 4, 2017 - Rothstein is serving a 50-year sentence for running a $1.2 billion Ponziischeme, Epstein

had sued the Florida attorneys, claiming Edwards ...

Jeffrey Epstein paid 3 women $5.5 million to end sex lawsuits
www.palmbeachpost.com/news/crime.. fepstein.../8GEJk4YYa2X4ffigdHAqyJ/ v

Oct 3, 2017 - Palm Beach billionaire Jeffrey Epstein paid $2.5 million, $2 million & $1 ... that Edwards
had nothing to do with Rothstein's Ponzi scheme, ...

PALM BEACH PERYV Jeffrey Epstein Paid Vietims MILLIONS!

www.gossipextra.com/2017/10/04/jeffrey-epstein-paid-victims-millions-79822 v
Oct 4, 2017 - Epstein has sued both lawyers, alleging that Edwards invented the sex-slave narrative to
perpetuate the Ponzi scheme overseen by Rothstein.

Newest lawsuit against Epsteiniexpected to include victim...

www.palmbeachdailynews.com/news/locall...epstein.../CZ14s0ESb0Q4rib7njc1hL/ v
Oct 20, 2013 - One or more victims of Palm Beacher Jeffrey Epstein are expected to testify ... criminal
issues,” Ponzi-scheme allegations surrounding Edwards’ ...

Billionaire Jeffrey,Epstein shells out more money in latest sex abuse ...
www.nydailyngws.com/.J/billionaire-jeffrey-epstein-shells-money-latest-sex-abuse-la... ¥

Dec 19, 2009 - Epstein has filed a suit charging that Edwards took part in a Ponzi scheme in which his
former law partner;:Scott Rothstein, gulled investors by ...

33.  Ithen'personally verified that each article contained the defaming statements, by
reviewing €ach article used in my analysis to ensure that the articles directly referenced in some
way the defaming statements.

34. So, articles relating to the overall story that did not mention the defaming

statements were not included in the analysis.
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35. In the end, I had a set of 104 online news articles or stories to the date that I filed
this report that specifically referenced the defaming statements to conduct my analysis, as
outlined below. These articles are listed in Appendix D.

36.  Each of these 104 online articles was posted online. The 104 online articles were
distributed among 74 unique domain websites (i.e., some websites posted multiple articles that
contain the statements). These 74 domains are also listed in Appendix D with the’speeific
articles links.

37.  Asseen from the list of domains that have published articles‘or-stories containing
references to the statement, many of these domains are those of major néws organizations or
sources, including BuzzFeed, Forbes, New York Daily News, Page/Six, Radar Online, The Daily
Mail, The Telegraph, etc.

38.  There are regional Florida newspapers, where Mr. Edwards’ law office is located,
that published articles containing the defaming statements, including The Palm Beach Daily
News and The Palm Beach Post.

39.  Ithen used a variety of web analytics traffic services and other sources to get the
unique daily visitor traffic for.each of these domains. I used multiple services when necessary to
get the unique dailyyyvisitor traffic for each of these domains, as these traffic services may use
different techniques to arrive at their traffic numbers. In end, I used primarily SimilarWeb, as the
service'wasgenerally providing the most consistent results across websites.

40.  In cases where I determined I could not get unique daily visitor traffic numbers or
the unique daily visitor traffic was not reliable, in my opinion, I did not include the unique daily
visitor traffic numbers for that domain in the numbers. This usually occurred for the sites with a

smaller number of daily visitors or sites with an extremely large number of daily visitors.
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41. Unique daily visitors measure is an industry standard web analytics metric for
measuring people that visit a website in a given day, also known as unique audience'®, It is
generally averaged out over multiple days with a given period, such as week or month, as there
are normal daily fluctuations.

42.  Table 1 shows the unique daily visitor traffic for the listed domains that posted
articles or stories referencing the statements and the associated unique daily visitof traffic for
each of those domains, along with the number of articles containing the defaming,statements
posted on that site.

43.  Table 1: Domains that published articles or stories containing the defaming
statements with the domain’s number of unique daily visitorsiand the number of articles

containing the statements published on that domain toithe date that I filed this report.

Domain Unique | Number
No. Domain Visitor Traffic | of Articles
(Daily) Published
1 | 15thcircuit.co.palm-beach.flius 2 1
2 | aangirfan.blogspot.qa 2 1
3 | able2know.org 18980 1
4 | abovethelaw.com 51000 2
5 | absolutewrite.com 37333 1
6 | amlawdailytypepad.com a 1
7 | anonhg.com 18689 1
8 | archive.org b 1
9 | articles.sun-sentinel.com 14979 1
10 |boeks:google.com.qa b 1
11 | canhnonfire.blogspot.qa 2 1
12 | casetext.com 20947 1
13 | deeppoliticsforum.com a 1
14 | docplayer.net 42400 1
15 | docuri.com 6024 1
16 | forum.davidicke.com 11607 1
17 | fullcontentdaily.com a 1

16 Nielsen Online Ratings Metrics Guidelines, http:/digitalmeasurement.nielsen.com/files/metrics-guidelines.pdf
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able2know.org
abovethelaw.com
absolutewrite.com
amlawdaily.typepad.com
anonhq.com
archive.org
sentinel.com
books.google.com.qa
cannonfire.blogspot.qa
casetext.com
deeppoliticsforum.com
docplayer.net
docuri.com
forum.davidicke.com
http://digitalmeasurement.nielsen.com/files/metrics-guidelines.pdf

Domain Unique | Number

No. Domain Visitor Traffic | of Articles
(Daily) Published

18 | girlsjustwannahaveguns.com 8461 1
19 | fjr.com 63500 1
20 | jonathanturley.org 11827 1
21 | law justia.com 92567 1
22 | lawnewz.com 114800 1
23 | mondoweiss.net 13949 1
24 | nesaranews.blogspot.qa 6227 1
25 | novaordemnews.blogspot.qa a 1
26 | pagesix.com 55600 1
27 | peuplesobservateursblog.wordpress.com a 1
28 | radaronline.com 303367 1
29 | seeker401.wordpress.com 2 1
30 | sites.eveyo.com 21627 1
31 | staticl.squarespace.com b 1
32 | tabublog.com a 2
33 | theawarenesscenter.blogspot.qa a 1
34 | thegoldwater.com 21239 1
35 | themillenniumreport.com 8640 1
36 | www.4dca.org a 2
37 | www.abajournal.com 17782 1
38 | www.alecomm.com a 1
39 | www.browardpalmbeach.com 17431 1
40 | www.buzzfeed.com 717350 1
41 | www.courthousenews.com 8785 1
42 | www.dailybusinessreview.com a 1
43 | www.dailymail.co.uk 1245477 3
44 | www.democraticunderground.com 114467 1
45 | www.doeumentcloud.org 38367 1
46 | www facebook.com b 1
47 | wwwi.fairfaxunderground.com 9860 1
48 | www.floppingaces.net a 1
49 | www.floridabulldog.org 2 2
50 | www.forbes.com 3942600 2
51 | www.freerepublic.com 181467 1
52 | www.garyeto.com 2 1
53 | www.gossipextra.com 41647 3
54 | www.gpo.gov 58667 1
55 | www.ieyenews.com a 1
56 | www.justice-integrity.org a 3
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ijr.com
law.justia.com
lawnewz.com
mondoweiss.net
nesaranews.blogspot.qa
novaordemnews.blogspot.qa
pagesix.com
peuplesobservateursblog.wordpress.com
radaronline.com
wordpress.com
sites.eveyo.com
tabublog.com
theawarenesscenter.blogspot.qa
thegoldwater.com
themillenniumreport.com
http://www.4dca.org
http://www.abajournal.com
http://www.alecomm.com
http://www.browardpalmbeach
http://www.buzzfeed
http://www.courthousenews.com
http://www.dailybusinessreview.com
http://www.dailymail.co.uk
http://www.democraticunderground.com
http://www.facebook.com
http://www.floppingaces.net
http://www.floridabulldog.org
http://www.forbes.com
http://www.freerepublic.com
http://www.garyeto.com
http://www.gossipextra.com
http://www.gpo.gov
http://www.ieyenews.com

Domain Unique | Number
No. Domain Visitor Traffic | of Articles
(Daily) Published
57 | www.law.com 34000 1
58 | www.law360.com 46333 1
59 | www.librarything.com 105333 1
60 | www.nydailynews.com 1785333 2
61 | www.pacificpundit.com 6399 1
62 | www.palmbeachdailynews.com 8320 7
63 | www.palmbeachpost.com 183000 3
64 | www.pressreader.com b 5
65 | www.reddit.com b 1
66 | www.rigorousintuition.ca a 1
67 | www.scribd.com b 3
68 | www.slideshare.net b 1
69 | www.sott.net 112333 1
70 | www.talkleft.com a 3
71 | www.telegraph.co.uk 4828 2
72 | www.theSthestate.asia a 1
73 | www.veteranstoday.com 46000 1
74 | www.yumpu.com b 2
9,669,542 104

& _ Unique daily visitor traffic not available
b_ Unique daily visitor traffic not verifiable

44,  As shown in Table 1, ther¢ are 74 domains that hosted 104 articles containing the
defaming statements against Mr. Edwards with these defaming statements begin disseminated to,
conservatively, a potential 9,669542 daily visitors to these websites.

45. Tused each domain’s unique daily visitor count to calculate the dissemination of
the articles centaining the statements to various websites and potentially to visitors to that site
(i.e., as visttors to the news sites, these individuals could have been exposed to the articles
containing the statements), using the unique daily visitor number only once for each domain,
regardless whether that domain published more than one article referring to the statements.

VII. RESULTS FOR ANALYSIS OF THE DISSEMINATION OF THE DEFAMING

STATEMENTS AGAINST MR. EDWARDS
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46.  Based on my analysis as outlined above, my opinion is that the defaming
statements associating Mr. Edwards with the illegal activities of Mr. Rothstein as a result of Mr.
Epstein’s lawsuit against Mr. Edwards have been disseminated to at least 74 online media or
other sites in 104 separate stories or articles with a combined 9,669,542 potential daily visitors
since the lawsuit was filed to the date that 1 filed this report, inclusive.

47.  This is a conservative number, and more likely than not, articles containing the
defaming statements made have been disseminated to more individuals.

VIII. WHY THE NUMBER IS CONSERVATIVE

48.  This is a conservative number, and it is more likely,than not, the defaming
statements have received wider dissemination due to factors suchias:

a. Although I spent considerable€ffott to'locate published articles that
contained the defaming statements, it is reasonableito assume that I have not located all such
articles by the time of the submission of this report. So, there are most likely more sites with
articles containing the defaming statements that are not included in my calculations, which
would increase the dissemination of the articles on domains and increase the traffic count.

b. The focus of my analysis was the dissemination of online articles
containing the defaming statements, and I examined only online sources and not print or
broadcast media.

C. I have not included dissemination of the defaming statements in the book,
Filthy Rich!” by authors James Patterson and John Connolly. As Mr. Patterson is a well-known

author, the book had an initial printing of 500,000'%, is well ranked in Amazon’s electronic book

!7 James Patterson and John Connolly (2016) Filthy Rich: A Powerful Billionaire, the Sex Scandal that Undid Him, and All the Justice that
Money Can Buy - The Shocking True Story of Jeffrey Epstein. Little, Brown and Company.

¥ FILTHY RICH - PATTERSON, JAMES/ CONNOLLY, JOHN (CON) MALLOY, TIMOTHY (CON) - NE
http://www.ebay.com.au/itm/FILTHY -RICH-PATTERSON-JAMES-CONNOLLY-JOHN-CON-MALLOY-TIMOTHY-CON-
NE/192248712306?_trkparms
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and other sections'®, and also, a top USA Today top selling book?°. The book is available and/or
has been reviewed on at least 20 websites, including USA Today, New York Journal of Books,
The Daily Beast, and the New York Post, and is available from major online retailers, including
Amazon, Wal-mart, Barnes and Noble, and eBay, among others, as shown in Appendix E. This
source of dissemination is not included in my calculation.

d. In my analysis, I did not attempt to measure face-to-face dissémination
that may have occurred after individuals may have read articles containing the,defaming
statements, which would increase the count. Therefore, this is not inclided in.my calculations.

e. Naturally, I could not access certain onlinessources where the defaming
statements made may have been disseminated (e.g., emailLmessages, social media messages,
articles behind firewalls, etc.). Therefore, these numbers are not included in my calculations.

f. Also, there are possibly sitesithathave hosted articles containing the
defaming statements where the articles have beenyremoved. Therefore, they are not included in
my calculations.

g. For sites where one or more of the articles containing the defaming
statements are posted but Where I could not locate or not determine reliable daily unique visitor
traffic, I have not.included these sites in my calculations.

h. I did not include the dissemination of the articles containing the defaming

statements'directly to social media platforms.

19 Filthy Rich: A Powerful Billionaire, the Sex Scandal that Undid Him, and All the Justice that Money Can Buy: The Shocking True Story of
Jeffrey Epstein https://www.amazon.com/dp/B01 EFLIBMC/ref=dp-kindle-redirect?_encoding=UTF8&btkr=1

20 Patterson takes on sordid Jeffrey Epstein case in 'Filthy Rich' https://www.usatoday.com/story/.../filthy-rich-jeffrey-
epstein...patterson.../91605266/
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1. I did not include articles that link to one of the articles containing the
statements in my calculations of dissemination. Unless the article directly mentioned the
statements, 1 did not include that article in my calculations.

] Many sites published multiple articles on multiple days that quoted or
referenced the statements; however, I did not use these multiple publication dates from the same
site in my calculations of unique visitor traffic. If a domain published only one articles¢ontaining
the statements, then I directly used the unique daily visitors number. If a domain published
multiple articles concerning the statements, I did not count the traffic for thessubsequent articles
containing the statements made, even though research shows thatsepeat traffic to websites is
generally only about 30%?2!, meaning that 70% of the traffi¢ would-be unique. However, I was
not comfortable using this figure given the nature of thesesites, which might have higher repeat
visitors day-to-day. Therefore, I did not includethe visitors to multiple articles in my
calculations.

k. Finally, I did@motinclude the count of people who may have been
searching and may have seen the statéments made in the search results, without needing to visit
the actual articles, which camseasily happen, as shown in Figure 2.

L Figure 2: Example of search results with the defaming statements
appearing in the result snippets, requiring no need to visit the website hosting the articles

themselves:

2 Teevan, J., Adar, E., Jones, R. and Potts, M. (2006). History repeats itself: repeat queries in Yahoo's logs. In Proceedings of the 29th annual
international ACM SIGIR conference on Research and development in information retrieval (SIGIR '06). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 703-704.
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Jeffrey Epstein paid $56.5M to settle lawsuits | Page Six

https://pagesix.com/2017/10/04/jeffrey-epstein-paid-5-5m-to-settle-lawsuits/ »
Oct 4, 2017 - Rothstein Is serving a 50-year sentence for running a $1.2 billlon Ponzl scheme. Epstein
had sued the Flcrida attorneys, clalming Edwards ...

Jeffrey Epstein paid 3 women $5.5 million to end sex lawsuits
wwav.palmbeachpost.com/news/crime...Jepstein.../.8GEJk4YYa2X4ffigdHAqyJ/ v

Oct 3, 2017 - Palm Beach billicnalre Jeffrey Epsteln paid $2:5'million, $2 million & $1 ... that Edwards
had ncthing to do with Rothstein’s Ponzi scheme, ...

PALM BEACH PERYV Jeffrey Epstein Paid Victims MILLIONS!
wiav.gossipextra.com/2017/10/04/jeffrey-epstein=paid-victims-millions-79822 ¥

Oct 4, 2017 - Epstein has sued both lawyers, alleging that Edwards invented the sex-slave namative to
perpetuate the Ponzi scheme overseen by Rothstein.

Newest lawsuit against,Epstein expected to include victim...
wwav.palmbeachdailynewsicominews/locall...epstein.../CZ14s0ESb0Q4rib7njc 1hL/ v

Oct 20, 2013 - One ormore victims of Palm Beacher Jeffrey Epsteln are expected to testify ... criminal
Issues,” Ponzl-schemejallegations surrounding Edwards’ ...

Billionaire Jeffrey Epstein shells out more money in latest sex abuse ...

www.nydailynews.com/.../billionaire-jeffrey-epstein-shells-money-latest-sex-abuse-la... ¥
Dec 19,2009 Epstein has filed a suit charging that Edwards tock part in a Ponzi scheme In which hls
former law partner, Scott Rothstein, gulled investors by ...
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XI. SUMMARY OF OPINION

49. The defaming statements concerning Mr. Edwards have been disseminated
to at least 74 online media or other sites in 104 separate stories or articles with a combined
9,669,542 individual unique visitors to the date that I filed this report, inclusive. More

likely than not, this is a conservative estimate.

21



https://pagesix.com/2017/10/04/jeffrey-epstein-paid-5-5m-to-settfe-lawsuits/
http://www.palmbeachpost.com/news/crime.../epstein.../8GEJk4YYa2X4ffig4HAqyJ/
wAv.gossipextra.com/2017/10/04/jeffrey-epstein-paid-victims-millions-79822
http://www.nydailynews.com/.../billionaire-jeffrey-epstein-shells-money-latest-sex-abuse-la

50.  Right to Amend: Although I have had access to materials publicly available
pertaining to claims in this dispute, I have not been able to review all the material by the deadline
for completion of this report. I reserve the right to review and rely on any such material,
including at the time of trial. I also reserve the right to issue a supplemental or an amended report

if my review of such material results in any significant change or addition to my opinion.
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