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TO: Marie Villafana
FAX NUMBER: (561) 820 8777
SUBJECT: Epstein
NUMBER OF PAGES, INCLUDING THIS PAGE: 9

Message/Comments:

This facsimile contains ERIVILEGED AND CONFIDENT IAL INFORMATION intended only for the use of the

Addressce(s) named above. 1fyou are not the intended recipient of this facsimile, or the employee or agent responsible
for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination or coping of this acsimile is
strictly prohibited. Ifyou huve received this facsimile in errer, please immediately notify us by telephone and return the
original facsimile Lo us at the above address via the U.S, Postal Service. Thank you.
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Huoswrabsle Muarck 1984

ey of the Deprity adtrney General
Linited Staies Depzriment of lustice
W0 PenpsyIvania Avenue, NW,
Washiniesn, 0.0 530

Rhear Juedee Fidigs:

This letier briclly supplemcents our prior submission 1o vou diated Moy 19, 2008, 1 e
ctanmimiciiioe, we wrgenly reoesied that your t'H‘Fi:.';: conduct an independent review ol the
proposed Tederal presceution ol our clicnt, JLlfru Gstein, The dual reusons sor our st that
you revicw lis matier are () the bedreck need for inteprity in the snlircement o lodal
criminal laws, and ) e profvand guestions mised by llh, unprecedenizsd exicnsimg ol federal
s by the Lindted Siaes Auorney’s OFfice in Misi (the “USAQ™) w o premiment public T
whe has close Hes te lormer Presidem Clinon,

Fiwe newd Tor review s - all the more exizent, On Monday, My 19, 2008, i
vasistant Jetfrey Sloman of the USAO respunded o an email [rom Ty Telhowiiz infurning 118
"l.I:ll.!::I‘ILH Alex Acosla thar we would e secking .mr Oilice™s review,  Mr Sloinan™s lelier,
which imprescd a deadline of June 2, 2008 w . :'nﬂ]'li:.r with all the 1erms of the cuzem Non-
Proscenion Agreemunt {the “Agreement”), ples new uniliters! modificatons, an pain of heing
degitcd i Breach of that Agreement, appears 1o hive been deliberateiy desipnesi w deprive us o
an scdeguiia L"['||'I{l|l1.IHI|"- tir sech vour Chee s revicw i this rmniler,

The USAO™ desire 10 lorcelose a camplete review is undersiandable, viven that the
Llild Peploiation and Obsgeenity Seetion (“CEOS™ has already derermned dut our substnive
argumrents peearding why oo (edeen| prosecation  of My Lpsicin 1 ool warsannel  wers
Teompeliing. Howev e, N eotiteadiction s Mr, Sloman’s pssertion that CLOS Dl providud an
H'-Lh:rn..lhl- nt. dde peve review. CEOS made elear that it did noLdo o, indeed. CEOS declined
exinting severa! of the more troubling axpects of the inve estigation of Mr. Lpstem. inclucing thye
deliberae leak 10 the New York Irmu ol ameroLs highly conndemial Unprecis ulr'- T
lvestiznion mmm ions hetween the |'-.|.r||4: as oweell s the cecent crody ol el Bpszaigs
Pl peing My, l-:p_uu,m v M, Sloman’s former law partner.,

The vonecessary and arbivarily imposed deadling set by the USAD was done withoii Ay
respodt fur e cormal Iu:'u..uumna and sehedulmg of siste Jwlicial maptlers, N reyuiees jhen
N Fpsiein™s counsyl peraisde I.Iu. Sale Angemey r-" Palm Beuach to issue o eriminal infbenmuon
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Loz ehares tha the St Adtorney has ool despile o e s i:1'~'x_':;a:1"=-_:|li-u!. dotctnsed o e
spproprizae. Mio Hpstein s coumsel must also suceessfully expedite o plen ol siliv w i charge
on 2 date prior s niv 8 2008, which 14 s date presently set by ithe staie coust Judys

urtirer. the imnecessary deadline is even more prablemariz beeause Mr, fpsrein = effan
e recencile the slale charge and senlence with the werms of the Agrcement reguites an snusual
and unprecedented threatened upplication of fedeead lav, Thos, it places Mr Fpsicin m e
lghly wnusual position ol aving o demand that e Siale acquigsee 10 4 Bore sevg
provishment s i o alrendy determined was approprize.

We have attempted o resolve these and other issues through the USAO aad CROS,
mchinding raising our concerns aboul the LISAQ s inappropriaie condugt witl respect fo iks
matier. But these avenues have now been shut down, My, Sloman™s l2tier purpons o prekibic
sy Turther contael between Mr, Epstein’s delense tem and LS, Adwrney Avesin, and nsled
reguires us o comminmcaie with the LISAQ only though Mr. Slomun s sabordinstes,

While 1t pains us o say s, this misguided proscemion Bom the owset vives he
appearance That it may have heen politieally monvaied M Epacin is o Brghiiy sowcesshul, sell-
e businessman and philanthropiss who eniered e pulsiic arena iy by vire o8 s clase
persenial assecislivn with Tormer President Bill Clinten.  There 5 itk doubt ns vur minds
the 12520 never would have contemplated a prosecution in this case iF Mr. iipsiein wors juss
LR L TC il Y LT T

LS Anarney Acosin previousiv his stated thin he s renpsthetic” jo o federalisin
relited coneems. but he has taken the position thit bis authority i linited by enfivgenien
poticics ser forth in Washington, 1.0, As expressest in o prior commimication wovan, we
helieve tha o compleie and indepunden appraisal and resolstion o this case most 2ppropriatei
would by undertaken by vour (fTice beginning with the rescission of the arhiteare, aniair, and
unprecedented deadiing that Mr, Sloman demands 10 have mposed in s cuse. AL the vy
least, v would appreciate a telling of the arbivers tmeiine imposed on owr cliem by the 250
i order W allow tire Tor vour olfice (o consider o regrest it vouw vndertziha g review ol this
CRhL,

Thasth you for vour time and aneation.

Respzetlully submitted.

,’! 2 0 T ¥ '
AT, CNg s £
/0 w. S N
Kerneth W, Stare Sl 1) Whittey A
Kirklam! & 1ilig 1.0 = Alston & Bird L1
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KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP

Fax Transmittal 5 /,.f? e "’ﬂ‘j Y
777 South Figueroa Strest
Los Angeles, California 90017
Phene. (213) 680-8400
Fax: (213) 680-8500

Fleasa notify us immediately If any pa ges are not received.

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS COMMUNICATION |5 CONFIDENTIAL, MAY
BE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED, MAY CONSTITUTE INSIDE INFORMATION, AND
IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE ADDRESSEE UNAUTHORIZED USE,
DISCLOSURE OR LOPYING IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED AND MAY BE UNLAWEU|_

IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR,
PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY AT:
{213) 680-8400,

To: Company: Fax #: Direct #:
_ - QOffice of the Deputy Altorney General . s i 3
e Mark Fil i B _ 202 o )0 Nt
Honorable Mark Fi 'P Linited Siates Depanment of Justice (202) 514-0467 (S a2
From; Data;! Pages witover: ' Fax #: Direct #: o
Kenneth W, Starr May 19, 2008 9 (213) 680-83500 (213) GBO-8440)
Meszsage:
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May 19, 2008 :
VIA FACSIMILE (202) 51 4-04/7 CONFIDENTIAL

Monorable Mark Filip

QIlice of the Depuny Attomey Gensral
United States Departenent ol Jusrice
230 Pennsylvania Avenue, N, W.
Washingon, D.C. 20530

Dear Judge Filip

In his confirmation hearings last [all, Judpe Mulkasey admirably lifted up the [inesi ;

traditions of the

Department of lustice in assuring the United States Senate, and the American

people, of his solemn intent to ¢nsure faimess and integrity in the administration of justice, Your
own confitmation hearings echoed that bedrock determination o assure that the Deparument
conduct itself with honor and integrity, especially in the enforcement of fedsral eriminal jaw.

We come to vou in that spirit and respectfully ask for a review of the federal involvement
ina quintessenially state matter invelving our client, Jefliev Epstein. While we are wel) aware

[ S —

of the rare instances in which a review ol this sort i3 Justified, we are coniident that the
circumstances al issue wuarrant such an cxamination. Based on our collective experiences, as

well as those of

other [ormer senior Justice Depantment officials whose advice we have sought,

we have never befare seen a case more appropriate [or oversight and review. Thus, while neither
of us has previously made such a request. we do so now in the recognition that bath the
Department's reputation, as well as the due process rights of our client, are at issue

Recently,

the Criminal Division concluded u very limited review of this matter ui the

request of LS. Attornev Alex Acosta Crirically, however, this review deiiberatelv excluded
many importamt aspects of this case. lust this past Friday, on May 16, 2008, we received a letier

from the head af

CEOS informing us that CEOS had conducted a review of this case. By 1ts own

admission, the CEQS review was “limited, both factually and legally.” Part of the sel {-imposed
limitarion was CEOS's abstention from addressing our “allegations of professional misconduct
by federal prosecutors™ —even though such miscunduct was, ag we conlend it is, inzxtricablv
interiwined with the credibility of the accusations being made against Mr., Epstein by the United
Slates Atlomerv's Office in Miami (“"USAO™). Moreover, CEOS did not assess the terms of e
Deferred Prosccution Agreement now in efiect, nor did CEOS revie the federai prosecutors’
mippropriate efforts o Implement those terms. We detail this point below.

EFTA00175954
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By way of background. we were informed by Mr. Acosta that, at his request, CEQS i.
would be conducting a review to determine whether federal prosccution was botly appropriate
and, in his words. “fair.” That is not what vecurred, Instead, CEOS has now acknowiedged tha
we hod raised “many compelling arguinents” agninst the USAQ's suggested “novel application™
of lederal law in this roamer. Bven so. CLOS concluded. in minimalist fashion. that “we do nor
see anything thal savs to us categorically that a iederal case should not be orought™ and that the .
U8, Avomey "would nol be abusing his prosecurorial diseretion should he authorize [ederal
prosecution of Mr. Epsiein™ thus delegating back to Mr, Acasta the decision of whether federal .
prosecution was warranted (emphasis uddad;. Rather thag assessing whether prosecution would ;
he apprapriate, CLOS, using a low bascline (or its evaluation, determined only that “4t would not
be impassible 1 prove . . " cenain allegations made against Mr, Epstein. The CEOS review
[ailed 1o address the significant problems involving the appearance of impermissible sclectivity
that would necessurily result from a federal nrosccution of Mr. Epstain.

We respeer CEOS's conclusion that its authority 1o review “misconduci” issues was ‘
preciuded by Criminal Division practice. We Further respeer CEOS's view thai it undersiood it i
mission as significantly limited. Specifically, the contemplated objective was o determine '
whether the L'SAO would he abusing its discretion by bringing a federal prosecution rather than
making its own de novo reconunendations on the Appropriate reach of federal law. However, we
respecttully submir thac a full review of all the facts is urgently needed at senior levels of the
Justice Department. In an effort 1o inform vou of the nature of the federal investigation against
Mr. Lipstein, we sununarize the {acts and circumsiances of this matier belpw.,

I'he two base-level concerns we holé are thar (1) federal prosecution of this matter is noi
wintautzd based on rhe purelv-local conduct and the unprecedented application of federal
slatures o facts such as these and (2) the actions of federal authorities are both highlx
questionable and give rise o on appearance of substantial impropriety. The issucs that we have
raised, but which have notf yet been addressed or resolved by the Department, are mors than
isolated allegations of professional mistakes or misconduct. These issues, instead, affect the
appearance and adiministration of criminal justice with profound consequences beyond the
resolution in the marter ar hand.

L i ks

In a precedent-shatering investization of leftrey Epstein that raises important policy
questions—and serious issues as to the fair and honorable enforcement ol [ederal law—ihe
USAQ in Miami is considering extending federal law bevond the bounds of precedent and
reason.  Federal prosecutors stretched the underlying facts in ways thar raise fundamental
questions of basic professionalism. Perhaps mast troubling, the USAO in Miami. as a condjtjon
of delerring prosecution, required a commingling of substantive federal crimina) law with a
propesed civil remedy engineered in a way that appears intended to profit particular lawvers in

EFTA00175955



@ooT

VE OFFICE .

:00 FAX 305 530 6440 EXECUTI -

u%%%zxfa%%a %%Efnlfw.x 2026161239 DO £ 0DAG ] . A e 2
M 1NC0s MO% 13:23 FAN | 213 BED BEDOD KIRKIANDEELLLS L1

Flenorable Mark Filip
May 19,2008

Page 3

privale practice in South Florida with personal relationships 1o some of the proseeutors involved.
Fuederal prosecutors then leaked highly sensitive information about the case w a New York
Times reporter.! The immediate result of this confluence of extraordinary circumstances is an
onslaught of civil iawsuits, all save one brought by the First Assistant’s former boutique law firm
tn Minamg,

The facts in this case all revolve around the classic state crime of soliciarion of
prostitution.  The Siate Alorney’s Office in Palm Beach County had conducted a diligent
investigation, convened a Grand Jury that returned an indiciment, and made a final determination ;
aboul liow 10 proceed.  That is where, in owur federal republic, this matier should rest
Mr. Cpsicin faces a felony conviction in state court by virtue of his conduct, and the ouly reasan
the Stale has not resolved this marer is thar (he lederal prosecutors in Miami have continued 1o
msist that we, Mr. Epstein's counsel, approach and demand from the Stale Altorney's Office a

harsher charge and a more severe punishmeut than that Office believes are appropriate under the f!
circumsiances, Yol despite the USAO's refusal to allow the State 1o resolve this matier on the ;
lerms he Stare has determined are appropriate, the USAO has not made any arempl 1o ;

coordinate its efforts with the State. In ract, the USAQ mandated that any federal agreemen:
would be conditioned an Me. Epstein persuading the State (o seck a criminal punishmemt unlike
that imposed on other defendants within rhe jurisdiction of the Stare Anormey [or similar
cunduel,

rom the inception of the USAQ's involvement in this case, which at the end of the day
15 4 case about solicitation of prostitwion within the confines of Palm Beach County, Florida, we
have asked ourselves why the Depurtment of Justice is involved. Regrettably, we are unable 1o é
SUEEESL any appropriale basis for the Department’s involvement. Mr. Epstein has no criinal
history whatsoever, Also. My, Epstein has never been the subject of general media interest until
& few vears ago., after it was widely perceived by the public that he was a close friend of former
Presidem Bill Clinton,

The conduct at issue is simply not within the purview of federal Jurisdiclion and lies
outside the heartland of the (hree federal statutes that have been identificd by prosecurors—I &
U.S.C. §§ 1591, 2422(b), und 2423(b), '

" Unc of the other members ol Mr. Epstein’s defense team, Jay Letkowilz, has personally reviewed the reporter's
cantemporanzous nnjes,

* Although stine of the women alleged 1w be invalved were 16 and |7 vears of age, s=veral of these wamen
epaily zdmitled o lving 1o Mr. Epstein cbout their 34s in their recent sworn staterments,

EFTA00175956
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These stares are intended 10 target ctimes of a iruly national and international scope.
Specifically, § 1591 was cnacted to combat human trallicking, § 2422 is awimed ar sexual
predation of minors through the Internet. and § 2423 deals with sex tourism. The nature of these
crimes results in multi-jurisdictional problems that state and local autheritics cannot eficel] vejv
confront on their own. However, Mr. Epstein’s conduct was purely local in nature and, thus.
duzs not implicate federal involvement, Afier researching every reported case brought under 18
LLS.C. §§ 1391, 2422(b), and 2423(b), we found that not a single casc involves facts or a
scenario similar 1o the situation at hand. Our review of cach precedent reflcets thar there have
been no reported prosecutions under § 1391 of a ‘john’ whose conduct with a minor lucked
force. coercion. or {raud and who was not proliting from commercial sexual wrafficiking, There
have hkewise been no cases under § 2422(b)—-a crime of communication—where there wus no
use of the Internet, and where the content of phone communications did not contain any inducing
or enliting of'a miror to have illegal sexual activity as expressly required by the language of ths
stalute.  Furthermore, the Governinent's contention that “routine and habit” ean fill the factual
and legal void created by the lack of evidence that such a comnmunication ever oceurred sets this
cise apart [rom cverv reported casc brought under § 2422(b). Lastly, there arc no reporied ceses
of violations ol § 2423(b) of a person whase dominant purpose in traveling was merely to go to
his own home ?

Although these matters were within 1he seope of the CEOS review, rather than
considering whether federsl prosccution is appropriate, CEOS only determined that LS.
Allomey Acosta “would not be abusing his prosecutorial diseretion should hs authorize (ederal
prosccution” in this case. The “abuse of discretion™ standard constitutes an =xtremely low bar of
evaluation and while it may be appropriate when the consideration of issues are exelusively
lactual in natre, this standard [aiis 10 address concems particular to this situation, nanely the
“novel application™ of federal statutes. The “abuse of discretion” standard in such pure legai
matlers of statutory application risks causing a lack of uniformnity. The same federal statutes that
would be streiched heyond their bounds in Miamj huve been limited to their hearllund in each of
the other federal districts. Also, because this case implicates broader issues of the administration
ol equal justice, federai prosecution in this matter risks the appearance of seclectivily in its
stretching of federal law to fit these facts.

Federal prosccution of a man who engaged in censensual conduet in his home that amounted o, a most, the
sulicilation of prostitution, is unprecedented, Since prostitution = fundamentally a state concemn, (e Uiited
,R':.wu.rl. Evany, 176 F.3d 1176, r.1 (11th Cir, 2007) (federal law “does nol criminalize all aets ef prostilation (a
vies tracitionally governed by stete regulation)™)). and there is no evidenes that Falin Beach County authorities
and Floridz prosecutors cannot «ffectively prosecule and punish the conduct, there ix no reason why this maler

shiould be extracted irom the hands of state prosecutors in Florida.

EFTA00175957
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I fact, recent testimony of several alleged “victims™ contradiets claims made by federal
prosccutors during the negotiations of a deferred prosecution agreement. The consistenr
tepresentations of key Govemnmenl wimesses (such as Tatump - Brimany
h and Jennifer I- conlitm the following critical points:  First, there wuas no
communication, telephonic or otherwise, that meets the requirements of § 2422(b). For instance.
Ms. _uunﬁrmcd that Mr, Epstein never emailed, text-messaged, or used any facility of
Interstate commerce whatsoever. before or after her one (and vnly) visit lo his home. Gonzalez
Tr. (deposition) at 30, Second, the women who testifisd admitied that they lied 1o Mr. Epstein
about \heir age in order to gain adminance into his home, Indeed, the women who brought their
underage friends 1o Mr. Epstein testified that they would counsel their friends 1o ije ahout their
ages as well. Ms. Fpsmlcd the following: I would tel] my giclfriends just like
dpproached me. Make sure you tell him vou'rs 15, Well, these gitls that I brought, T know tha
they wers 18 or 19 or 20. And the girls that T didn't know and [ don't know if they werz lying o1
not, I would say make sure that vou tell him you're 18." Tr. at 22. Third, there was no
routine or hahit of Unproper communieation expressing an intent to transform a InEssage into an
liegal sexual act, In faci, there was ofien ne sexual activity o1 all during the massage. Ms

lestified tha “[s]ometimes [Mir, Epsrein] just wanted his feast massaged. Somclimes =

Just wanrad a back massage,”™ Tr. at 19, F also stated that Mr. Epstein
“never touched |her] physicallv” and that all she did was “massage| ] his back, his ches and his

thighs and that was " Tr. ar 12.13. Finally, \here was no force, cocrcion, fraud.
violence, drugs. or even alcolio present in connection with Mr., Epstein’s encounters witl) these
women, Ms. stated that “[Mr. Gpstein) pever tried to force me to dv anything.” Beale Tr

A2t 12, These accounts are far from the usual testmony in sex slaveryv, Imemer stings and sex
tourism cases previously brought. The women in actuality were not vounger than 16, which js
the age of consent in most of the 50 stales, and the sex activiry was imegular and in large part.
consisied of solo sell-pleasuning.

The recent crop of civil suits brought against Mr. Epsiein confirm that the plaintfis did
nol discuss any sexually-related activities with anyone prier o ariving at Mr. Epstein's
residence. This reinforees our contention that no relephonic or Internet persuasion, inducemen,
cnticement or coercion of a minor, or of any other individual, occunred. In add; tion, Mr. leffrey
Herman, the former law pantner of one of the federal prosecutors involved in this maner and the
Allornzy for most of the civil complainants (as described in detai below). was quoted in the Palin
Beuch Post as saying that “it doesn’t matrer” that his clients licd abour their ages and wld My,
Epstein that they were 18 or 19,

Not only is a federa prosecution of this matter unwarranted, but the imegularity of
conduct by prosecutors and the unorthodox terms of the deferred prusccution agreement arc
beyond uny reasonable interpretation of the scope of a prosecutor’s responsibilities. The lis: of
improprieties includes, but is not limited to, the following facts:

EFTA00175958
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Federal prosecutors made the unprecedented demand that My, Epsiein pay o
minimum of $150,000 per person 10 an unnamed list of wonen they referred w as
minors and whom thev insigted required representation by a guardian ad litemy, Mr.
Epstein’s counsel later established that all but one of these individuals were actuaily
adults, not minors. Cven then, though demanding paviment to the women. the
USAQO evemually asserted that it could not vouch for the veracity of any of the )
claims that these women might make.

® Federal prosecutors made the highly wiusual demand that Mr. Epstein payv the fees ~
of a civil artorncy chosen by the prosecutors w represent these alleged “victims"
should they choose to bring any civil litigatiun against him. They also proposed
sending a notice to the alleged “victims,” stating, 1n an underlined senicnce, that
should they choose their own attorney, Mr. Epstein would not be reyuired to pay
their fees. The prosecutors further demanded thal Mr. Epstein waive his right 10
challenge any of the allegations made by these “victims.™

® The Assistant U.S. Atorney involved in this mater recommended for the eivil
attorney, a highly lucrative position, an individual that we later discoversd W
closely and personally connected to the Assistant U.S. Attorney’s own bovfriend.

® Tederal prosecutors represented to Mr. Epsiein's counsel thal ithey had identified
(and later rechecked and re-identiticd) several alleged “victims™ ol federal crimes
that qualified for paymem under 18 U.S.C. § 2253, a civil remedy desigucd 10
provide financial benelits 1o victims, Only through state discovery provisions did
we later learn that many of the women on the rechecked “victin list™ could not
possibly qualify under § 2255, The reason is that they, themselves, lestified that
they did not sulfer any type of harm whatsoever, a prerequisite for the civil recovery
under § 2255. Moreover, these women stated that they did not, now or in the past,
consider themselves 10 be vietims.

= During the last few months, Mr. Herman, First Assistant Sloman's former law
partner, has filed several civil lawsuiis against Mr. Epstein on behalf of the alleged
“vietims.”  [tis our understanding that cach of Mr. Herman's clicnts are on U
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Government’s confidential “Jist of vicims.”  Most of these lawsuits scek $350
million in money damages

*  Assislant U8, Attorney David Weinsiein spoke about the ease in grear dztail 1w
Landon Thomas, a reporter with the New York Times, and revealed confidential
information about the Government's allegations against Mr, Epstein. The A ssistan
UL.S. Attomey also revealed the substance of confidentja) plea negorizlions.

®*  When counsel for Mr. Epstein complained about the media leaks, First Assistan:
Sloman responded by assening thin *“My. Thomas was given, pursuamt o hiy
Tequest, non-case specific information concerning specific federal stautes Based
on Mr. Thomas® contemporaneous notes, thal assertion dppears o be false. |Top
example, Mr. Weinstein told M. Thomas that federal authorities believed 1y
Mr. Epstein had lured gitls over the telephoane and traveled in interstate commercs
for the purposc of engaging in underage sex, He recounted to My, Thomas t1he
L'SAOQ’s theory of prosccution against Mr. Epstein, replets with an anajysis of the
keyv suawutes being considered. Furthermore, aHer Mr, Epstein's defense eam
complained abouwt the leak to the USAQ, Mr. Weinstein, in Mr. Thomas® oW
description. then admonished him for talking to the defense, and getung him s
wouble. Mr. Weinsiein further teld him not to believe the “spin” of Mr, Epstein's
“high-priced attorneys,” and then, according to Mr, Thomas, Mr. Weinsicin
forcefully “reminded” Mr. Thomas " that al] prior conversations were merely
hypothetical,

We are constrained to conclude that the actions of federal officials in this case sirilee ar
the heart of one uf the vitally important, enduring values in this country: the honest enforcemen)
of federal law, free of political considerarions and free of the taint of personal finaneial

motivalions on the part of faderal prosccutors that, 1l a minimum, raise the appearance of serious
unpropriety.

We were told by U.S. Atorney Acosia thal as part of the review he requested, the
Department had the authority, and his consent, to make any determination it deemied appropriare
regarding this marer, including a decision 1y decline federal prosecurion, Yet, CEOS's only
conclusion, based on ire limited review of the investigation, is that U.S, Atlorney Acosta would
not abuse his discrerion by proceeding againsi Mr. Epstein, Thus, the decisian of wherther
—_—

As recently as two months 480, Mr. Sleman was still lisied publicly as = punt of his former lyw finn. While we

#ssume this wug an oversight, Mr. Slornan's identification ag zart @Y the fiem raisss the appearance of
Impropricty.
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prosceution is fair

and appropriate has hsan placed, once
hands,

again, in U.S. Altlorney Acosta’s

In light of the foregoing, we respecrfully ask that You review this matter and discontinue
all federal involvemeny s0 that the Stale can 4ppropriately bring this matter 1o closure, W
would greatly appreciaic (he Opportunity to mezt with you 1o discuss these important issues
Such a meeting would provide the Department with an opportunity to review the Paramouwnt
issues of federalism and: the appearance of sclectivity that aye generated by whie unprecedented

altzrmpts w broaden the ambit of federal statutes 1o places that they have never before reached,
We sincerel ¥ appreciale your attention 1o this matter.

Respectlully submitted,

7~y _ '

Kenneth W, Starr i
s i lew
Kirkland & Ellis LLP i;:tc?n :1;:1";} LI.P
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