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CIVIL NO. sr.:cv-00155 

COMPLEX 

PLAINTIFF'S REPSONSE TO STATUS HEARING 

Ghislaine Maxwell (hereina~r. •p1afntiff"), is appearing PRO SE following the withdrawal of her Attorney Kyte R.Waldner. 
(Order Granting Motion to Withdraw) (Doc. 50). A status hearing was hefd March 17th 2023. Present was Plaintiff and 
Counsel for Darren K. lndyke ,tndyke•) and Richard D. Kahn C-Kahn•) In their capacity as Co-Executors of the Estate of 

Jeffrey Epstein (the "Estate•) and on behalf of the estate and NES, LLC ("NES•) (collectively, the "Defendants•). A 60 day 
stay of proceedings to allow Plaintiff to find New Counsel was proposed and _.ccepted without objection. This response Is 
filed to provide the court with a status update in accordance with this courts dlredlon. 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This ls an action for Indemnification for the attomeys' fees, security costs, costs tq find safe accommodation and all other 
expenses Plalntfff has Incurred by reason of her prlpr employment relationship with Jeffrey E. Epstern. repstein•) and his 
businesses. Pending before this court, fn above referenced matter, are Defendants' arguments to dismiss Plaintiff's case: Co­
Executors Supplementat Brief In Support of Motion to Dismiss (see "SMTO•). (Doc. 36). Co-Executors Reply Brief In Support of 
Motion to Dismiss (see •RBMD•). (Doc. 20). Motion to Dismiss & lncol'J)Orated Memorandum of Law (see •MTO•). (Doc. 7). And 
Plaintiffs arguments why the Defendants' filings for dismissal In above case should not prevail: Plalntiff's Brief In Response to 
Court Order (See -PBn). (Doc. 39). Plalntltrs Opposition to Defendants' Motion to Dismiss (See "POMO•).(Doc.18). The motion. 
Is fully briefed. The parties have not yet had Rule 16 conferen~ and discovery has not yet commenced. Plaintiff Is proceeding 
PRO SE whilst she continues to search fQr N~ Counsel. Plaintiff Is requesting a stay to give her more time to find New 
Counsel. Addltlonally Plaintiff Is requesting mOAJ time to ,..v1aw the case file which she ~elved and reviewed for the first time 
the third week April 2023. {see Exhibit A). Pla1ntlff seeks more time to res~ the relevant law and statutes so she can respond to 
court orders and other Judfctal requirements, to fu~er study and review all court documents and relevant evidence to 
understand the arguments~ as, should Plaintiff be unabte to retain New cou·nsel; she will continue to represent herself PRO SE 
and she Is seeking more time to be able to do so effectively and Judiciously. Further, Plalntfff Is requesting a stay whilst the 
United StJl~es Court of Appeals for the second Circuit: Case 22-1462EJ;.CR (see •Appeat"). (See Exhibit B). Is adjudicated as all 
QQun~ ~I l~J>~.~ldca.ted ~ di.m1~_,:endering ~pu~.t'~t!~ -~ants' put forward_~ dl~lssal ~, ~,! ~~~-' • , . 
case no. Qf'.198f Vcu • _ . _ • # , • ' t • • • .• _. 
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Ghislaine Maxwell 
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V. 

ESTATE OF JEFFREY E. EPSTEIN 
DARREN K. INDYKE, In his capacity as 
EXECUTOR OF THE· ESTATE OF 
JEFFREY E. EPSTEIN, RICHARD D. 
KAHN, In his capacity as EXECUTOR OF 
THE ESTATE OF JEFFREY E. EPSTEIN, 
and NES. LLC a New York Limited 
Liability Company, 

Defendants 

PLAINTIFF'S REPSONSETO STATUS HEARING 

----------~ 

CIVIL NO. ST..CV-00155 

COMPLEX 

Ghislaine Maxwell (hereinafter, "Plaintiff'), ts appearing PRO SE following the withdrawal of her Attorney Kyte R.Waldner. 
(Order Granting Motion to Withdraw) (Doc. 50). A status hearing was held March 17th 2023. Present was Pialntiff and 
Cou, ,i.el f .:,r Camm K. lndyke (•lndyke•) and Richard D. Kahn rKahn•) In their capacity as Co•Executors of the Estate of 

Jeffrey Epstein (the "Estate") and on behalf of the Estate and NES, LLC ("NES") (collectively, the "Defendants"). A 60 day 
stay of proceedings to allow Plaintiff to find New Counsel was proposed and accepted without objection. This response Is 
filed to provide the court with a status update in accordan~ wfth th/-:.: c •ti!'"°:£ d1re-:'1~~=-

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is an action for fndemnlflcatJon for the attorneys' fees, security costs, costs to find safe accommodation and all other 
expenses Plaintiff has Incurred by reason of her prior employment relationship wilh Jeffrey E. Epstein. ("Epstein•) and his 
businesses. Pending before this court, in above referenced matter, are Defendants' arguments to dismiss Plaintiffs case: Co­
Executors Supplemental Brief In Support of Motion to Dismiss (see "SMTD"). (Doc. 36). Co-Executors Reply Brief In Support of 
Motion to Dismiss (see "RBMD•). (Doc. 20). Motion to Dismiss & Incorporated Memorandum of Law (see •MTD"). (Doc. 7). And 
Plaintiffs arguments why the Defendants' filings for dismissal In above case should not prevail: Plaintiffs Brief In Response to 
Court Order (See "PB"). (Doc. 39). Plaintiffs Opposition to Defendants' Motion to Dismiss (See "POMD•).(Doc.18). The motion. 
ls t'ully briefed. The parties have not yet had Rule 16 conferenc, and discovery has not yet commenced. Plaintiff is proceeding 
PRO 3E wh::st ~ha ccr.tlnues to search for New Counsel. Plaintiff Is requesting a stay to give her more time to find New 
Counsel. AddltlonaHy Plaintiff Is requesting more time to review the case file which she received and reviewed for the first Ume 
the third week April 2023. (see Exhibit A). Plaintiff seek~ more time to rea,j the rel-svc:'!t !ew ~nd $!_~!_:_rt:-:~ so the c.-e:-: re~µc•r:d tc 
COurt Orders and Other judicial requirements tO 6. 1rfhor c,h ,riv l:l "lrl r -· .,_,., .,.u ..,,,., •~ A,_,._, ,r .• , . .-_1.-. c.r.~ r.:.!,:.,:::::--• • • ,,_., - - • • -
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U;,;;:; d 3;:_,;;;~ C•J:.:,t ,;,f ~jj-auls for tha second Circuit Case 22-14626-CR (see "Appeal"). (See Exhibit 8).1s adjudicated as all 
~-.:-=.ii,~,; .;..;;:.;;::! ::;~ ·::;~~;.;cl ..... J J i;.11·,:~il;i~ i-~iidcir!iig various arguments the Defendants' put forward for dismissal fn the above • 
case no l<>ilg~r valid. 
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ARGUMENT 
- -· ... -----------------------

"The power to stay proceedings Is incidental to the power Inherent In every court to control the disposition of the causes on its 
docket with economy of time and effort for Itself, for counsel, and for litigants". •Burke V. Treasure Bay V.I. Corp., 2016 WL 
9503682, at •3 (V.1. Super. Oct. 6, 2016) (citing Landis V. North American Co., 299-U.S. 248, 254-55 (1936). Generally, the party 
seeking a1sta.y •must make out a ctear case of hardship or inequity In being required to go forward, If there Is even a fair 
possibility that the stay for which he prays will work damage to someone else.• Landis, 299 U.S. at 254. To that end, In 
determining whether to grant a motion to stay, courts have considered the following factors: (1) whether a sta.y will simplify 
issues and promote judicial economy; (2) the balance of harm to the parties; and (3) tJ,6 length of the requested stay. See 
Burke, 2016 WL 9503682, at *3; Cheyney State Coll. Faculty V. Hufstedler, 703 F.2d 732, 737•38 (3d Clr.1983' (citing Landis, 
299 U.S.at 254 -55). There Is no prejudice to the Defendants', nor have they suggested any, for the Court tft-bt to grant a 
stay, and there Is llkellhood·that the Plaintiff will prevail In the court of Appeal. -

. . 
UNITED STATES COURT OF 'APPEALS -FO~ TRE ·SEdOND CIRCUIT I 

I' : ~ 1 • f l•: . .. I;+. • 

• ... • .. • J 

Plaintiff filed her appeal 28th February 2023. (See Appear}. (See Exhibit B). Plaintiff has asked the Appeal court to over tum her 
conviction based on errors made by both the govemment'and the trial court, several of which are fatal and whl"h would result in 
the dismissal of the criminal proceedings. Point 1:·•A11 counts should be dismissed pursuant to the Non Prosecution 
agreement". Point 2. "All counts are barred by statute of Jlmltatlons'. Point 3 "Plaintiff was denied her constituUonal right to a 
fair and Impartial jury because a juror made false statements in Volr Dire as to material facts that If known would have provided 
valid basis to remove him for cause•. Point 4. "The court constructively amended counts 3 & 4 of the indictment•. Defendants\ 
In case before this court. have argued for Its dismissal, In part, as Plaintiff, "cannot be indemnified for intentional wrong doing 
Including criminal conduct• (See RBMD at pp 3-4 n.2.). (Doc. 20). The outcome of the Plaintiffs appeal could render various of 
the Defendants' arguments for dismissal Invalid as ti ,ay would not hold water as the Plaintiff would no longer ~~ ~r.•i!cti;-1 of 
criminal conduct. A stay Is requested for judicial economy until such time that the Appeal court has ruled. 

PLAJNTlFF SEEKING NEW COUNSEL 

Plaintiff Is seeklng·New·counsel as she Is aware It Is preferable for all parties to be represented for efficiency and for judicial 
economy. Plalntfff !aces challenges finding New Counsel as many potential candidates are conflicted and Plaintiff Is facing 
financial constraints. All Incarcerated people have communication challenges, as Plaintiff does. Her situation is not unique but 
for the court_s consideration, It bears noting that Plaintiff has no ablllty to write snail mall, E Mall, or call any potentlal new 
attomeywlth client attorney privilege. Communications with client attorney privilege are permitted with attorneys of record. 
Communications with othe~ req~lre pre app,:ov" which ten~s Itself to potential delays for approval. Plaintiff Is seeking a stay 
because .~t ttie extiiflim~ she'needs, due td ttje· partlcular challenges· elucidated, to find and communicate with potential new 
Counsel. ,. l , , ••• ' • ··, - ,, I!•·· ~-. • ' I ,.., I. -
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In the e~~ _Uiat 'Pla!n~ ~nl',!ot i:9taln New_.,~9\Jr,s~I s~~ wlil continue to represent herself. Plaintiff Is currently Incarcerated and 
has bee~ /Qr almost Uje ~n~ pendency of~ above case. Plaintiff, along with all other Incarcerated ~pie, faces challenges 
working wjttt the courts and ~Ith counsel due to c:U.fflcultles· encountered In Prison. As noted In Plaintiffs Appeal, •From that day 
(of her arrest) Maxwell was held In solitary confinement.By the time of trial, Maxwell was so disorientated and diminished that 
she was unable meaningfully·to assist in her own defense much less to·testffy". (see Appeal. p.12)(Exhlbit B). Participating In 
any leg~l_pro~irt9~ ~~~. ~d~red Impossible due to the "inhumane conditions• she endured. •Her conditions of confinement 
ranglngfrom•sleep· depnvation to rack of access to legal counsel and discovery to prepare for trial", were seminal. (see 
Statement).(see Exhibit ,9). PlalntJff's entire lncarce_ration has peen spent whilst Covld protocols were in place which ad~ed 
addltfonai ,W.rdl~. as it ~ : ,Pr a!I other lnmt1~n. l~~u81i'.lg ~l:J! not 'limited' to restrictions on in person legal visits as Covld 
spread.' Post convicliqn,.Plalntitf'was movecfto a different lnstltutlorf arjlfshe Is currenUy housed under·slfghtly less restrictive 
condltl<i~~-'-put .~~-r~. ~te :~~ii' P,~1¥. lmp~i!'."~~ts;_~~~ ~;cirtt,t~·s, .~lainflff f'!~~s to overcome to be: able to w~rk effectively and 
efflclery~fv.,?." th~ ~~~.Y~.~~;.~~ court f!18Yi~~ ~C?t ~ ~~, f!ithat P!alntiff has no access to a cdmputer to type any document 
per co~i'!.· po~~• exp~~!'!i ~~- requlre~~~~r-".9) ~teme~ a~ss to d~ research, and no consistent or reliable use of a flat 
surface} ~~~ on.' th.~re·n~s .~ .n no ph~to~r!ryg !1:1.a~lne ayallabl~, for Inmates since November 15th, ~022 I~ Plaintiffs 
current place of lncarcei:atron, Access to a prfnter Is 'not consistent and random events Interfere with dally pnson life and are a 
regutal' occurrence making meaningful planning or execution of work challenging. Further, once under the aegis of BOP an 
Inmate el)ters. a ve~~!e 1,c_h,nologlcal black hole where Prison computers, that allow legal research on a closed system, give 
the appearance of working on an old DOS. program and addlUonal research Is conducted through antiquated legal books and 
the use of a typewriter or pen and paper which Is available for taking notes, taking ttiose Incarcerated back in time to a period 
Pre 1980'8'. In additl6h~ ho'he\ter';Plaintiff has no access to relevant Virgin Island law which she was told she would have to 
purcha'se separately'.' {see'!:><h!blt 0). Plaintiff ·1s r:espectfully requesting more time to allow her to research legal arguments, 
purchase and haVe' detlverect t~· f;ler up to date relevant legal books, prepare and locate various documents, all with the Intention 
to avoid :dela~s. to prombte Juc11clal economy going. forward should she be unable to find New Counsel and continue before this 
court PRO 'SE. • · • 1 :. ' · • ' • •• • • 

• I • r ·•'•• • •J -

CLAIMS AGAINST NES ANO OTHER ENTITIES 

Plaintiff Is surprised by Defendants' improper invitation to dismiss Plaintiff's claims based on NES 2014 Operating Agreement, a 
period of time long after Plafntlff ceased working for Epstein. (see Compl. p15. n46). (Doc 1 ). It Is a bridge to far to suggest a 
sophisticated businessman like Epstein, sole member of NES, with experienced lawyers and financial advisors, would forgo the 
protections afforded by an'Operating Agreement"for 16 years, from 1998- 2014 the date the Defendants' produced NES 
Operating Agreement. (See MTO & attached Exhibit C, NES Operating Agreement). (Doc 7). Defendants' suggest there Is no 
legal or factual bast~ to, b,~.u~v~. ~at an eartfe~ ~lffe~!'_t ~reem~nt ~ver existed (telllng the language of ~e NES operating 
agreement' does riot reference or purport to amend ·any prior operating agreement) (see RBMD. p.8 n.9.). (Doc. 20). These 
arguments1 a~ self serV!ng. Everi If the court were 'to CflK!ft Defendants' arguments, and It should not, under New York Law 
llmited Uablilty coi:Jipanf~s·, when no Operating Agreement exists, the LLC Is subject to •numerous sections In the (Limited 
llabll1ty·Compariy Law) that set'forth default provisions applfcabfe to the limited llablllty company"). N.Y. Limit. Llab. Co. 420. 
Plaintiff seeks a~clltional 6me to review NY '~lrtijt~cf'llablllty Compahy law, and additional case law relevant to arguments 
presented·, and to review Vlrgfn Island law whilst searching for an eartler Operating Agreement Plaintiff believes exists. 

• - i'. ~ .. ' ' 

...... 
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Plaintiff was employed by various other entitles owned by Epstein (see Compl. p.8 n.52). (Doc.1 ). Defendants' suggested that 
other entities Plaintiff said she was employed by only ilkely" had Indemnity, and that her claims are ioo thin• to satisfy the 
requirement for all elements of her claim. (see MTO p.8 n.8). (Doc 7). Plaintiff has located a lawsuit filed In earty 2000's. United 
States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania, Nelson Shanks v. Leslie Wexner and Abigail Wexner, Jeffrey 
Epstein and J. Epstein and Co. Inc and Ghislaine Maxwell. Case No. 02-7671. ("Shanks"). (See Exhibit E). The lawsuit was 
regarding the non payment for painting the Wexner family by Shanks. Plaintiff wasJndemnifled for her Involvement In the 
Shanks suit, as she was for other suits (see PB p.12). (Doc 39). This affirmatively demonstrates Defendants' indemnifying , 
Plaintiff for legal costs and ts Illustrative of a pattern that supports Plaintiffs argument that she was indemnified for all legal 
proceedings Incurred by reason of her employment by Epstein. Plaintiff Is also aware of new ongoing litigation surrounding 
Epstein and the Estate through which previously undisclosed information continues to surface, and Plaintiff Is researching, 
believing that it contains pertinent information. As an example of new probative information that has come to light, in an 
interview that Epstein gave In his own voice that was recently aired, Epstein Is quoted saying in part of the Interview, "it's, it's 
just unfair because she (Plaintiff) really plays no role, and Ghislaine was never, never ever a apart of any of this stuff.• (Netfllx: 
Filthy Rich. 25th Nov, 2022). 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth herein Plalntlff respectfully requests a 180 day stay of pro~dlngs, or until Plaintiff's Appeal is 
rendered or any amount of time this court deems right and proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 

f> 

L~.#~- Sc:f1 
Fedenl Coaecti,onal Institutional 
501 Capital Circle NE 
Tallahassee, Fl 3230 l 
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IN TH~ SUPERIOR COURT OF THE VIRG:IN ISLANDS . .. 
DIVISION OF ST. THOMAS AND ST. JOHN 

Ghislaine Maxwell 
Plaintiff, 

vs. 
ES.TATE OF JEFFREY E. ESPSTEIN, DARREN K. 
INl(Vi<E, in his capacity as EXECUTOR OF THE 
ESTATE OP:J~F~RGY E. EPSTEIN, RICHARD D. 
!(AHN; in his~dpadty as EXECU~OR OF THE 
ES.TATE OF JEFFREY E. EXPSTEIN, and NES, LLC, 
a New York limited Liability Company, 

Defendants, 

CIVIL CASE NO.: ST-2020-CV-00155 

TRANSMITTED HERE WITHIN 

Complete Copy of Entire file case ST-2020-CV-00155 

. 
l • ~ !. I 

I • . 

Please signed and return, or email. 

GHISLAINE MAXWELL 

Sup~rior Court ofthe Virgin Islands 
P.O. Box 70 
St. Thomas, U.S. Y.I~ 00804~0070 

t ., l ,: l • ' 
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22-1426-CR 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

7 -FOJ{-·-TRE ~SECOND CIRCUIT 

EXIHBIT B 



PRESS STATEMENT FOR Im!EDIATE RELEASE 

www.Aidalalaw.com 

EXHIFIT C 



RESPONSE TO INMATE REQUEST TO STAFF MEMBER 

NAME: Maxwell. Ghislaine 

Register Number: 02879~309 Unit: B South 

This is in response to your'lnmate Request to Staff Member dated April 21 , 2023, and 
received in this office· on Aprit25, 2023. You request access to Virgin Island case law 
for your pending case in the Superior Court of the Virgin Islands, Division of St. Thomas 
and St. John. As relief; you request books or comprehensive computer access for 
researc;h of legal relevance, ~ 

Inmate access to legal rriaterials is governed by Program Statement 1315.07, Legal 
Activities, Inmate. Per-that Progra_m Stateme·nt, each Warden must establish a main law 
library containing the., materials listed in th~ Required Main Law Library Materials 
(Attachment A). The Bureau is not mandated to provide state case law and/or other 
state legal materials. Pursua·nt t~ Program Statement 5266.11, Incoming Publications, 
you may purctiase leg.al materials from outside the institution. 

Date 

EXHIBIT D 

: a >n ,a11 , . . -. ... P II- ft I 1 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that I have served a true and ~orrect copy of the foregoing, 

Plaintiff's Response to Status Hearing 

upon the following ad(lresses, by placing same in a sealed envelope, bearing sufficient postage 

for the delivery via United States Mail Service to: 

Ariel M. Smith Esq. (AAG) 
VIRGIN ISLANDS DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Office of the Attorney General 
34-38 Kronprindsesn Gade 
St. Thomas,u.s. Virgin Islands 00802 

,. 

and deposited in the postal box provided.for inmates on the grounds of the Federal Correctio&1l 

Institution Tallahassee, Florida 32301 on this 16th diw of May 2023 

Ghislaine Maxwell 

• 

Litigation is deemed FILED at the time it was delivered to prison authorities. 

See: Houston v. L~ck, 487 CS 266, 101 L Ed 2d 245, 108 S Ct 2379 (1988). 


