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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

RICHARD WEINSTEIN,
Civil Action No. 18-3910 (KM) (MAH)
Plaintiff,

V.
VIVIAN WEINSTEIN BRISMAN,

OPINION
Defendant.

. INTRODUCTION

This civil action instituted byPlaintiff Richard Weinsteiragainsthis sister Defendant
Vivian Weinstein Brismaroncerns allegedly defamatory remarks made by Defemegatding
Plaintiff's theft of valuable artworkSeeCompl. 1 2, 8, 13, 19, 25, Mar. 21, 2018, D.EAt
issue here are jointly served subpoenas on Lloyd De Vos, Esg. and Ann Pincus Bern{éme Esq.
“Nonparties”) seeking deposition testimony and the production of docurpesd®minately
concering the affairs of two Curacao private foundations that were organized to provedecar
the parties’ brother and their mother priohter death. SeeDecl. of Robert C. Brady in Supp. of
Nonparties’ Mot. to Quash PI. and Def.’s Joirlgrved Subpoenas (“Brady Decl.”), Ex. A, Oct.
23, 2019, D.E. 42; Cert. of Lloyd De Vos in Supp. of Nonparties’ Mot. to Quash PI. and Def.’s
Jointly-Served Subpoenas¥e Vos Cert.”)Ex. A, Oct. 23, 2019, D.E. 41-3.

The Nonparties have moved to quash the subpoenas on the grounds that they seek irrelevant
and privileged information and are unduly burdenso8eeMem. of Law in Supp. of Nonparties’
Mot. to Quash PIl. an®ef.’s JointlyServed Subpoenad 1-2, Oct. 23, 2019, D.E. 41. The
Court has considered the parties’ submissions and held oral argument on M2@22%0r the

reasons that follow, the Nonparties’ Motion is granted in part and denied in part.
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[I.  BACKGROUND
Plaintiff holds himself out as a “passionate art collector” who has bought andremshs

art with the assistance of Christie’s Auction House in New York City. Compl.-1%.15 the
beginning of 2018, Plaintiff was negotiating the sale of several high value paintings when he was
provided with unfavorable terms to consummate the transactebn{ff 1718. According to
Plaintiff,

Plaintiff questioned a Christie’s employee as to why he was

receiving such unfavorable terms for his valuable artwork. Ffaint

was informed that Christie’s had been contacted by Defendant by

mail and Defendant had falsely informed Christie’s that Plaintiff had

stolen works of art from his mother. This false information caused

Christie’s to question doing business with Plafnghd caused

Christie’s to only proceed with doing business with Plaintiff on

terms that are very favorable to Christie’'s, and unfavorable to

Plaintiff.
Id. § 19. Plaintiff denies having stolen art from his mother and alleges that “Deferfdbmat’and
defamatory statements have greatly damaged Plaintiff's reputation and hdsdnhigeability to
consign for sale his art collection under favorable terms and has negativelgdcffextvalue of
his property.” Id. § 23. Separate from the communicatidnsChristie’s, Plaintiff further alleges
that Defendant has accused him of stealing property from their father in additommitting
other unspecified “shameful” actSee idf{ 1314, 25.

By way of a Complaint filed on March 21, 2018, Plaintiff seeks damages and injunctive

relief in connection with a defamation claim and tortious interference claedd. 11 2438. In
her Amended Answer, Defendant avers, among other things, that the alleged akyfamat
statements were tru&eeAm. Answer, Fourth Affirmative Defense, Sept. 14, 2018, D.E. 10. By

way of rebuttal, Plaintiff contends that Defendant’s statements are in faetldatsause “[his]

siblings, including Defendant, and mother . . . , agreed to reimburse [him] for certain car



expenses-including through the sale of works of art, which are at issue in this aétibeél. of
Richard Weinstein in Opp. to Mot. to Quash SubpoétiRlsDecl.”) 1 4 Nov. 18, 2019, D.E. 46
1.

As the pleadings and filings submitted in support of and in opposition to the Motion to
Quashreveal, the instant civil actiomppears to begart of an ongoing saga concerning
disagreements among the Weinstein chilgreraining to the care of certain fammembers and
control over valuable assetsThe parties along with their two siblings, Larry and Stephen
Weinstein, were born in Lima, PeriseeCompl | 8; De Vos Cert. { 4. Plaintiff continues to
reside in Lima where he assisted taking careanfy, who has significant special needs, asl
parentsuntil their respective deathsSeeCompl. 11 10, 12PI.’s Decl. 1 3-4. Richard, Vivian
and Stevels relationship soured over the years based on disagreements over their respective
contributions towards the care of their parents and Lamy how to divide up the familial assets
upon their parents’ death&eeCompl. 11 11-14PI.’s Decl. {1 3, 8.

Two private foundationgstablished in Curacaewhich are not referenced at all in the
Complaintand are the target of the subpoenas at issoaintaincertain assets for the care of
Larry and certain assetsiginating from the parties’ mother, Aida Brodsky Tab&eeDe Vos
Cert. 1 6. The Foundations own their respective assets, which are managed pursuant to the
terms of Trust Management Agreens(iTMA”). 1d. 8§ see als®ecl. of Jennifer Katin Opp.

to Nonparties’ Mot. to Quash (“Katz Decl.”), Ex. B2 Nov. 18, 2019, D.E. 4%. More

1 Plaintiff, Defendantand theNonparties alfeferencen their briefing a power of attorney and
contract that gavelaintiff the right to sell thartworkand keep the proceedSeeDef.’s Mem.

of Law in Opp. to Nonparties’ Mot. to Quash at 2, 7, Nov. 18, 2019, D.E. 45; Pl.'s Meérawof

in Opp. to Nonparties’ Mot. to Quash at 1-2, Nov. 18, 2019, D.E. 46; Nonparties’ Reply Mem. of
Law in Supp. of Mot. to Quash at 1, 6, Dec. 9, 2019, D.E. 50. Howéwese putative documents

are not referenced in any party’s declarations or cetiifica submitted in conjunction with the
Motion to Quash.



specifically, the Raglos Private Foundation (“Raglos”) “was established to melelstiand
administer the funds paid in a legal settlement to ensure that Larry would hafer theerest of

his life.” De Vos Cert] 5. “The only person entitled to receive funds from Raglos during Larry’s
lifetime is Lary.” 1d. § 12.

The Abacat Private Foundation (“Abacat/as established “to provide for [Mrs. Brodsky]
during her life and thereafter to provide for members of her family thereafter tedaotvisions
contained [in the TMA].” Katz Decl., Ex. 3 {;Aee alsde Vos Cert. I 6, 13. Thediscretion
to manageand distributethe assets belosgolely to Abacat SeeKatz Decl., Ex. 3 { -B.
Presently, Ms. Berman and St. Thomas Corporation Company, whose president is\kdis,De
serve as the directors of Abacat and RagléseDe Vos Cert.  10. Additionally, Mr. De Vos
served as Mrs. Brodsky’s legal counsel from 2005 until 20d7q 3. Mr. De Vos is licensed to
practice law in New Jersey and consults with separate counsel from Qunabace he does not
maintain a license to practic&ee id{{ 1, 11.

The longstanding animosity among the siblings “is one of the reasons why Raglos and
Abacat were originally establishedld. § 17. Thesiblingshave made repeated efforts to obtain
information regarding Raglos and Abacid. 1 20. The sole occasion on which the Foundations
complied with the siblingsrequest was when Mrs. Brodsky became unable to continue to care
for herself. Id. { 21.

At that time, the Foundation[s] provide[d] public deeds of
incorporation and the current TMA in effect for each of Raglos and
Abacat to inform the Plaintiff, Defendant and\&te that they were
not entitled to receive distributions from either foundation. The
Foundations also provided two years worth of Abacat bank

statements in an attempt to quell unsubstantiated allegations of
impropriety.



Id. Mrs. Brodsky passed away January 30, 2019d. § 3. Following her death, “Abacat has
attempted to reach an agreement with her children regarding the distributi@etsftaseach of
them.” Id. § 16. Mr. De Vos has been unable to reach an amicable arrangement with the parties
and Steven regarding the divisionAlfacat'sassets.ld. Additionally,
[b]oth Plaintiff and Defendant have each wanted to take control over
the assets of the Foundations, both before and after the death of Mrs.
Brodsky. Both before and after Mrs. Brodsky’'s death, the
Foundations have denied requests by each of Plaintiff and
Defendat to turn over all assets of the Foundations to them,
individually.
Id. T 18.

According to Plaintiff, he has had “many discussions and correspondences with De Vos
and Berman concerning [him] being reimbursed, from both Raglos and Abacat, for expenses [he]
advanced” for the care of his parents damdry. Pl.’s Decl. 5. Indeed, é¢hAbacat TMA
acknowledges that Mrs. Brodsky sought to settle any “iiaimaly debts among Richard, Steven,
and Vivian” prior to the distribution of Abacagssets Katz Decl., Ex. 3 1 6. The TMA prescribes
that “[i]f the Foundation . . . determine[s] that there are any-fatraly debts between Richard,
Steven, and Vivian, it shall adjust the shares allocated to each of them to etlettimination.”

Id. Although that specific determination is not subject to challenge by the chisdrend, the
TMA further provides thdt[tlhe Foundation shall consult with each of Richard, Steven and Vivian
concerning the distribution of the amounts allocated to them as finally deteymaéeo9.

In addition tosetting forththe backgrounddf the Foundations and familial disputes,
Plaintiff and Mr. De Vos'’s declaratiogso provide their respective views on the releeariche
targeted documents the claims at issueMr. De Vos avers that

[t]his subpoena has nothing to do with the allegations in this case.

Apparently Plaintiff and Defendant are attempting to use the process
of this Court to compel [him] to not follow the requirements of



Curacao law, the law that governs the obligations under Raglos and

Abacat, even though the subject matter of the subpoenas have

nothing to do [with] this action. It is a continuation of the efforts of

each of the [parties] to obtain the assets of Raglos and Abacat and

convert the assets to their own personal use.
De Vos Cert. { 22With respect to Curacao law, Mr. De Vos attests that he has been advised that
non-beneficiaries haverto legal right to information, documents or knowledge about the operation
of the foundation$ and that “it may be a violation of law to provide any such information to a
person who is only potentially entitled to a receive a distribution from a Curacao private
foundation.” Id. § 11. Finally, Mr. De Vos submitthatcompliance with the subpoena will require
him to review fourteen years of documents for relevance and gewjiren that he served as Mrs.
Brodsky’s attorney during the relevant time peri¢dl.f 23. He estimates that it will cost at least
$24,000 to complete his review of the document at his suggested billingd-ate.

Plaintiff submits that “Defendant has made the issue of reimbursement, loansdsd f
coming to and from the Raglos and Abacat foundations or [his] mother an issue initims ac
Pl.’s Decl. T 6. Plaintiff also points out that the Nonparties have acknowledged theeputat
defamatory statements made by Defendant in an email dated March 1id2¢18, and that De
Vos has acknowledged the alleged debtsiieraail dateddecember 17, 201&. {1 7. As for the
Foundations’ records, Plaintifittests thiahe “do[es] not have a complete and full accounting of
these financial transactions and . . . that the individuals most likely to possess thaec¢amole
possibly only) set of related documents and information are De Vos and Beraaf 8. Thus,
Plaintiff continues, “a response to the subpoenas at issue is the only way that the pdnies to t
action will get a full accounting of the finances of the foundatioihd.”

Plaintiff alsoraises the issue of about the final distribution of Abacat's asSets.id

9-13. Plaintiff notes that they received a letter from the Nonparties dated 1&pr2019



requesting that the Weinstein children executed a general release andificdéomagreement
prior to receipt of their respective fundSee idf 9. Plaintiff attests that

[u]pon receiving this letter, [he] requested that the Nonparties

provid[e] anaccounting of the foundations so that [the] siblings

could make informed decisions as to whether or not a release should

be provided. Nonparties refused to provide an accounting or any

detailed information regarding the disbursements of the foundations.

There was no dispute as to the apportionment of the assets of Abacat

to [his] knowledge, as Nonparties now contend in their motion

papers. The assets of Abacat remain undistributed due to

Nonparties’ refusal to distribute the assets without a generaleeleas

and indemnification from [the parties and Steven].
Id. 1 11, see alsd”l.’'s Mem. of Law at 6. With respect to Abacatfsinds, Plaintiff submits that
he has only sought to be reimbursed for expenses related to his mother during her lifetimae and t
he is currently entitled to a distributioRl.’s Decl { 12. Finally, Plaintiff notes that his attempted
removal of the Nonparties was at the direction of his mother and that the money expended in that
attempt are relevant to this action insofar as he sought reimbursement footss kff § 13.
[1l.  ANALYSIS

The subpoenas at issue seek {d#ty categories otlocuments The majority of the

categoriegoncern thdinancial affairs of Abacat, Raglos, and affiliated entiic3pecifically, the
subpoenas seek documents pertaining to all financial transafimamgjal statementgudit files,

and formation and management agreementd the various entitiesas well as Abacat's

distributions to the siblingsSeeBrady Decl., Ex. Af{ £25, 35. The next two categoriealong

2 The subpoenas also target documents from Whole Wheat LLC, Caritas United, and Solgar
Corporation.See generalldrady Decl., Ex A. SolgarLtd. was the original signatory to Abacat’s
TMA, which “at the time held Mrs. Brodsky’s ndPeruvian assets.” De Vos Cert. § 9. Whole
Wheat LLC is the “legal successor$olgarCorp.” and was the signatory to Abacat’'s amended
TMA. Katz Decl., Ex. 3. “Raglos established Caritas United S.A. . . . to have funds i Payu t

for Larry’s care and Mrs. Brodsky’s needs” when Mrs. Brodsky became unatdectfor herself.

De Vos Cert. § 14. The subpoenas also seek documents concerning the entity DUCATS wh
neitheridentified in the pleadings nor parties’ submissioBseBrady Decl., Ex. A {1 47-48.
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with the final categoryappear to be catedil provisions; they target “[a]Documents concerning
Abacat,”id. 1 26, “[a]ll Documents concerning Raglogl” § 27, and “[a]ll documents relating to
this Litigation.” 1d. 56 The categories that follow seek “[a]ll communications (including
Documents) between” the Nonparties amdioaus family members regarding the disposition of
Mrs. Brodsky’s assets, Abacat’s del#adthe siblingsand entitieggenerally. Id. 1 2832, 47.
The subpoenas then request all documents concerning the Nonparties’ compensatieir and th
assertions that Mrs. Brodsky acted under durksg[ 3334. The subpoenas furthexquest “all
Documents concerning [Plaintiff's] alleged unauthorized use of, conversion or thettpafriyr
from Mrs. Brodsky,”id. § 36; and “[a]ll Documents concerning the transfer of ownership,
possession, and/or sale of [Mrs. Brodsky’s] artwork to” her childdef] 3740. The next six
categories pertain to transfer of real property and certain specific real estdeticans.ld. T 41
46. Categories-orty-Nine and Fifty seek “[a]IDocuments concerning the transfer” of money and
property from Mrs. Brodsky to the four childrend. §f 4950. Finally, Categaes Fifty-One
through FiftyFive concern “[a]ll documents concerning loans” to the four children and Mrs.
Brodsky. Id. 71 5155.

On a timely motior?,a court must quash or modify a subpoena that subjects a person to

undue burden or requires the disclosure of privileged or protected information bsémeea of an

3 The Nonparties were served with the subpoenas on August 10, 2019, and August,24ift2019
return dates of August 27, 2019, and August 28, 2019, respectiedpe Vos Cert., Ex. A (De

Vos Subpoena); Brady Decl., Ex A (Pinciss Subpoena). The Nonparties aver that tlaey met
conferred with the parties regarding the subpoenas and that the parties’ refuisiaditavwthe
subpoenas prompted the filing of this Motion to Quash on October 23, 3@&®lem. of Law at

5. Generally, counsel must move to quash before the subpoena’s returnSeafeoole v.
Cordovanj No. 136720, 2014 WL 132002, at *2 (D.N.J. Jan. 2014yomed Labs, LLC v. Alza

Corp, 211 F.R.D. 237, 240 (S.D.N.Y. 2002) (“[1]t is reasonable to assume that the motion to quash
should be brought before the noticed date of the scheduled deposition.”). The Court excuses the
delay for four reasons: (1) the subpoenas, which were served approximatelgaiamd one

week before the return date, did not provide a reasonable time to comply given the breadth of the

8



applicable exception or waiver. Fed. R. Civ. P. 45(dXR)) -(iv). The party seekimto quash

or modify a subpoenaust demonstrate thaRule 45’srequirements are satisfiedStrike 3
Holdings, LLC v. DogNo. 1816593, 2019 WL 4745360, at *3 (D.N.J. Sept. 30, 201%)n

undue burden exists when ‘the subpoena is unreasonable or oppredsivat’*5 (quotingin re
Lazaridis 865 F. Supp. 2d 521, 524 (D.N.J. 2011). Courts consider the following factors to
determine the reasonableness of a subpoena:

(1) the party’s ped for the production; (2) the nature and importance
of the litigation; (3) the relevance of the material; (4) the breadth of
the request for production; (5) the time period covered by the
request; (6) the particularity with which the documents are
descrbed; and (7) the burden imposed on the subpoenaed party.

Id. (quotingln re Lazardis 865 F. Supp. 2d at 524).

In addition, “[d]iscovery sought via subpoena issued pursuant to Rule 45 must fall within
the scope of discovery permissible under Rule 26(Rponforti v. St. Joseph’s Healthcare Sys.,
Inc., No. 1750,2019 WL 3847994, at *2 (D.N.J. Aug. 15, 2019) (quotidgv't Employees Ins.

Co. v. TrnovskiNo. 164662, 2018 WL 5281424, at *2 (D.N.J. Oct. 23, 201&ule 26(bj1)
prescribeghe scope and limits of discovery

Parties may obtain discovery regarding any nonprivileged matter
that is relevant to any party’s claim or defense and proportional to
the needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at
stake in the actigrthe amount in controversy, the parties’ relative
access to relevant information, the parties’ resources, the importance
of the discovery in resolving the issues, and whether the burden or
expense of the proposed discovery outweighs its likely benefit.
Information within this scope of discovery need not be admissible
in evidence to be discoverable.

requests that involving the production of financial records and communications concerngny forei
entities,cf. Fed. R. Civ. P. 45(d)(3)(A)(i); (2) the decision to consider an untimely motion falls
within the Court’s discretionsee Nike, Inc. v. W349 F. Supp. 3d 310, 320 (S.D.N.Y. 2018); (3)
the Nonparties attempted to meet and confer regarding the subpoenas; and {4 awittienor
Defendant raises the issue of timeliness.



See alsd-ed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(2)(c) (demanding that “the cowust limit thefrequency or extent
of discovery” if “the discovery sought is unreasonably cumulative or duplicative, or can be
obtained from some other source that is more convenient, less burdensome, or less expensive” or
“is outside the scope permitted by Rule 26(b)(1)"). “Generally, courts affoategnerotection to
non-parties in discovery, and nonparty subpoenas must meet a higher standard of relevance than
subpoenas directed toward partie€dnforti, 2019 WL 3847994, at *Z&ccord Stamy v. Packer
138 F.R.D. 412, 419 (D.N.J. 1990).

The Nonparties assert that the subpoenas “should be quashed because they are unduly
burdensome . . . and will not reasonably result in the production of evidence relevamamike
set forth in this case.NonpartiesMem. of Law at 5. The Court agrees in p&etting aside the
familial history that likely spurred the filing of this lawsuit, the crux of this cigtianis whether
Defendant’'scommunicationgo employees of Christie’s auction house in the beginning of 2018
regarding Plaintiff’s thefof artwork argantamount to defamation and tortious interference with
a prospective business relationshigee Compl. 1 2435. Subsumed in # Complaintis
Plaintiff's further allegation that Defendant also made defamatory corsn@ithe Nonparties
regarding certain unspecified “shameful” condugeeid. 1 1314, 25. Defendant contests the
defamation claims by asserting that her statements were in facMiitie that backdrop in mind,
the Court first assesses the relevancy of the maseniaghtbefore turning to the proportionality
of the discovery relative to the parties’ needs, among other considerations.

1. Relevance

The Court finds that the categories that pertain to expenses, loans, and otherdrsnsact

involving Plaintiff may berelevant as to whether Plaintiff legitimately acquired the artwork in

exchange for settlement of his debts. The partiag needdiscovery pertaining to Plaintiff's

10



financial history with his mother in oedto resolve the defamation claim; that is, wheliamtiff
received the artwork as reimbursement for past expeosesirioined it Plaintiff attests that he
was reimbursed through Abacat and Raglos directly, which renders those transattiarst
SeePl.’s Decl. 11 4. The Court also notes that Plaintiff has alleged that Defendant made
defamatory remarks directly to the Nonparties, which places those communicatessirbee

id. 1 8; Compl. 11 13-14.

Whether Plaintiff stole art from Mr&rodsky is a fact in issyavhat is not in issue, and is
therefore irrelevant, are the categories seekingpalliments pertaining to the Foundations téued
other entities’ financial transactiorfgjancial statementgudit files,formation andnanagement
agreementsSeeKatz Decl., Ex. A 1-R5, 48. The Court also finds the Nonparties’ compensation
to be irrelevant to the claims issue. See idJ 34. In short, it is unclear to the Court wihg
partiesneed the Foundations’ formation and financial documents to prove or defend against the
defamation and tortious interference claims in this casieed, the parties concede that they seek
the Foundations’ documents in part to confirm whether they will execute a generad wldas
indemnification agreement in favor of the Nonparties in order to receive their distributions from
Abacat. SeePl.’s Decl. 11 10-11.

Similarly, the parties do not need any discovery pertaining to financial transactions
involving the other siblings. For example, it is irrelevant whether “a loan was maeéciodant
through the financing of [Mrs. Brodsky] and Larry’s assets,” Pl.’s Decl. { 6hether Plaintiff
is owed money from siblings directlgee id.{ 7. Neither Plaintiff nor Defendant has explained
how those records are relevant, even under the most indulgent reading of Rule 26, to whether
Plaintiff legitimately acquired the artwork ix@ange for settlement of his debssll documents

pertaining to transfers of property or real estatetamobBns to or from Vivian, Steven, and Larry

11



have no probative value as to whether Richard stole artwork from his m8#n¢atz Decl., Ex.
A 114446, 49(b)(d), 50(b}(d), 5255. The Court will also quash the catahl requests as overly
broad. Seed. 11 2627, 56.

To recapitulatgthe relevant communications and documents include any loans to Plaintiff,
debts owed to Plaintiff by the Foundations on behalf of the parties’ mother, aliudists to date
to Plaintiff from Foundations, all documents concerning the transfer of artworkcbittieen, all
documents pertaining to the transfer of money or property to Plaintiff, all docsicwmméerning
Plaintiff's real property transactionsand all communications between Defendant and the
Nonparties concerning Plaintiff. h€ relevant categories are Categ® TwentyEight through
Thirty-Onebut limited only to thalebts owed t®laintiff and the disposition of assets as to;him
Category ThirtyTwo but limited only to communications concerning Plaint@gtegoryThirty-
Three CategoryThirty-Five (a); Categdes Thirty-Six through FortyThree Category FortyNine
(a); CategoryFifty (a); and CateggrFifty-One Finally, the Court finds Categofjorty-Seven
relevant insofar as it pertains to the Nonpartiesnmunications concernirigjaintiff.

2. UndueBurden and Proportionality

As to thehardshipimposed on the Nonparties in conjunction with the categories of
documents that the Court has identified as relevant, the Court finds the narrowedeuniver
documents does not impose an undue burden on the Nonparties in propoRiamtiéf and
Defendant’'sneed for the discoveryThe Court nonetheless expects the parties to meet and confer
regarding the most cost and time effective way for the Nonparties to comply withrtthefgthe
subpoena that survive scrutiny.

Finally, the Court rejects the dvparties’ assertion of privilege. In order to withhold

information based on a claim of privilege, Rule 45(e)(2)(A) expressly mandatdsetipabponent

12



of the privilege must “(i) expressly make the claim; and (ii) describe the naittine withheld
doauments, communications, or tangible things in a manner that, without revealing information
itself privileged or protected, will enable the parties to assess the claim.” RFediv. P.
45(e)(2)(A)(i}(ii). The Court finds that the Nonparties have notcdiesd the nature of the
documents subject to any putative privilege with sufficient specificity to allonCiist to rule
on that objection to the production to those documents. Although Mr. De Vos served as Mrs.
Brodsky’s attorney for certain legal matters, counsel for the Nonpartiesedlaiforal argument
that Mr. De Vos did not act in a legal capacity with respect to the administratioa wésts.In
responding to the subpoenas, the Nonparties may assert privilege over the documents tiney see
withhold from production in conjunction with the preparation of a sufficient privilege log.

The same holds true with respect to the Nonparties’ assertion of Curacao laldifaybi
any discovery regarding the Foundations. The Nonparties have only provided this Court with
broadest level of generglias to the workings of a Curacao private foundation. If the production
of particular documents would place the Nonparties at risk of violating some foagigthey
may so indicate by way of a timely written objection to the modified subpoena.
IV.  CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated herein, 4pamties Lloyd De Vos, Esqg. and Ann Pincus Berman,
Esq.’s Motion to Quash Plaintiff and Defendant’s Jointly Served Subpoenas is grantecimdpart
denied in part. An appropriate order will follow.

s/ Michadel A. Hammer
UNITED STATESMAGISTRATE JUDGE

Dated: March 26, 2020
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