Perjurious declaration of attorney

Richard Primoff, formerly of
SNR/Dentons LLP, where he states, “I

can assure you that Mr. Rowe’s
allegations are completely untrue. On the
contrary, my recollection was that the
email production plaintiffs received from
defendants vield nothing of use in proving
plaintiff’s case against defendants.”

EXHIBIT C



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

X
ROWE ENTERTAINMENT, et al.
Plaintiffs, 98CV 8272 (RPP)
- against -
THE WILLIAM MORRIS AGENCY INC,, etal.
Defendants.
X
Declaration of Richard G. Primoff

I, Richard G. PrimofY, being over the age of 18 and under penalty of perury, declare as follows

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746:

L I am a member of the Bar of the State of New York, and of this Court. [ am
presently employed as a Senior Trial Counsel at the New York Regional Office of the Securities
and Exchange Commission, Division of Enforcement, where | have been employed since late
Janumry 2003, [ submit this declaration on personal knowledge and to the best of my
recollection, in response to the motion of Leonard Rowe pursuant to Fed.R.Civ.P. 60 to re-open
the judgment in this case, and for other relief.

2, In 2001 and the first half of 2002, | was & member of the firm RubinBaum LLP,
and, in the latter part of 2002 unti] mid-January 2003, was of counsel to Sonnenschein Nath &
R.osenthal. I was one of the atiorneys working on the above-entitled litigation on behalf of
Plaintiffs, together with Ray Heslin, Martin Gold, Carl Aron and Christine Lepera. [ left the

employ of Sonnenschein in mid-January 2003 to join the SEC.



3. Mr. Rowe alleges that Ms. Lepera, and Messrs. Geld, Heslin, Aron and [
improperly withheld from the Plaintiffs and the Court emails produced by Defendants that
contained racial epithets that would have been useful in proving Plaintiffs’ case against
defendants. | was involved in conducting fact discovery on behalf of Plaintiffs in 2002,
including Plaintiffs” efforts to obtain email production from Defendants. T can assure the Court
that Mr. Rowe's allegation is completely untrue. On the contrary, my recollection was that the
email production Plaintiffs received from defendants yielded nothing of use in proving Plaintiffs’
case against Defendants. Mr. Rowe’s recollection appears to be consistent with mine. Rowe
Affirmation at Y 10.

4. Mr. Rowe makes reference to what he calls an “email results report” that he
claims to have seen on the desk of my former Eﬂ“ﬁg‘l:l#, Mr. Heslin, Since he did not include
that report in his motion papers, | cannot be certain what he is referring to. To the best of my
recollection of ten-year-old events, however, there was a preliminary statistical report prepared
by Plaintiffs’ electronic evidence consultants that was to be used to decide whether it was
worthwhile for plaintiffs to pay additional (and substantial) sums to initiate a second, and wider,
search of defendants” email files, according to the protocol established by U8, Magistrate Judge
Francis in the case.

5. As of the time that [ lefi Sonnensehein in mid-January 2003, | was not aware of
any decision by Plaintiffs (or the Willie Gary firm, which Plaintiffs had brought into the case to
replace us} to initiate or pay for a second email search of Defendants’ files, nor did I ever ses,
nor was made aware of, any additional email production beyond the disappointing production
that I reviewed, and that Mr. Rowe also claims to have reviewed.



fi, | hiave no personal knowledge of anything that occurred on this livigation after |

left the firm in mid-January 2003,

| declare, nisdar pednlty of parjury, thas the foregoing is true and comect,

Dneds New York. New York .
May 14. 2013

Richard G. Pamoll



Perjurious declaration of attorney,
Raymond J. Heslin, formerly of
SNR/Dentons LLP where he states, **No
derogatory terms (232, 349, or 400) were
located in the emails of the defendants. He
also stated that SNR’s Richard Primoft
conducted the email discovery and
informed me that nothing of consequence
had been found. Mr. Rowe was told this
and certainly never found anything to the
contrary on my desk. Furthermore, his
assertion that the word “nigger” was
found 232, 349, or 400 times in this
discovery is surprising especially since he
swore that we never gave him the
material.” (emphasis added)

EXHIBIT D



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

--------- X
ROWE EMTERTAINMENT, ot al,
Plaintiffs, ORCY R272 (RPP)
- ggainst -
THE WILLIAM MORRIS AGENCY INC., et al. DECLARATION OF
RAYMOND J. HEST.IN
IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION
PURSUANT TO FRCE 6{b)
Dhalendanty
S e e B X

Raymond J. Heshin, purswant to 28 U.5.C. § 1746, declares under penalty of perjury as

fallows:

1. | am a former senior equity partoer of Sonnenschein Nath & Rosonthai LLP
(“SNRE™) (now known as SNE Denton US LLPY, Currently, 1 am the General Counsel and
Manaping Meomber of West End Financial Advisors, LLP. | submiit this Declaration in opposition
to the bascless mobon of only one ul the plaintiffs in this dismissed action. | have over thirty-live
years of exponemoce m livgating comples maiters.

1, Significantly, Mr, Rowe's sworn testimony incredibly fails to inform the Count

uhuut eritical facts that affect his motion:

« noted avil nghts sttomey Willie Gary und hla hr:r:rl r:pr:scnh:d plaintiff
throughout these mﬂuwding:

s senlements exceeding $12 million dollars were achicved for the plaimitts:
» Mr. Rowe pocketed the majority of the monies roccived by the p]ainri:‘[’s;,

+ the attorneys representing the pEamnfEs pms:n:utﬂi ﬂm casg on & mntng:nm
bais ut the reyuest &f the plaintiffs;

= no derogatory tenms (132, 349 or 400) were located m the maﬂs of the
defendants,



»  Mr. Rowe essentially fired SNE months befine the defendants ®ad g surimary
Judgment mation

o ull plainuifs mclueding Mr. Rowe attested to their approval of SNR's wathdrawal
as counsel;

o all documents {including emais) were tumed over to eo-counsel Wilhe Gary once
the Court approved SNR s withdrawal;

o since plantiifs lost the summary judgment motion (long before Feb 7, 2012), Mr,
Rowe siloly has pursued a campaign of lics, half truths and extortion against SNR
and the atlomeys involved in his case and

s Mr. Rowe liled similar charges (as in his motion) agamst ee and Martin Gold
with the Disciplinary Commaltes which were rejcctod and dismissed by the
Committee

3 This Court should pot condone nor countenance such conduct by Mr. Rowe and

he should he appropristely sanctioned.

A Background
4 This cuse was originally brought to Gold, Farrell & Marks (where | was a partner)
by an entertainment attorney and Mr. Rowe. We were regoested (and did] take the matter on a

contingency basis.

5 When Gold, Farrell & Marks merged into RubinBaum LLP, T was requested

{primanly because of Mr. Rowe's conduct) to take on the supervision of this lawsuit which | did,

L] '
At approximately the same time, Willie Gary and his firm were brought in by Mr, Rowe to also
represent the plamtifis also on a contingency Dasis.

6. During this period the U.S. Magistrate approved electronic discovery of
defendants but ordered plaintifts to pay for this proccss. Plainti(Ts uppealed but the Court (oot -
Mr, Gold) ultimately ordered the plaintiffs to pay for tiis diseavery,

T SNR's Richard Primoff conducted the email discovery and informed mae that
nithing of conseguenes hed hiaen found as Rowe hnself oongluded, Mr, Bowg was inld this and

certainlv never fourd anyrhine to the contrary on my desk. Furthermore, his assertion that the



word “nigger” was found 232!, 349% or 400° times in this discovery is surprising espesiclly since

he sweary that we never gave him this material,

. Mediation

8. During my supervision of this case, | engaged in countless seftlement
L1

conferences with the numerous defendants. | managed to achieve several settlements with Mr.

Gary’s approval and Mr. Rowe's reluctant consent.

9 Ome defendant—0Clear Channel—proved ebusive because of the dismust hetwioen
both parties, When Clear Channel named a new General Counsel ([Dale Head) who | krh::\-:.'. we
attemipted 1o bridge this problem, Mr. Head syggested a mediation process in an grtempl (o ~_-_.|:1!|:J.:
with all the defendants that Clear Channel had recently sequired. | discussed this process with
Mr, Rowe and the other plaintifts us well as Mr. Gary and ﬂp!ﬂil:_t?_d that my priar r;l.-ni:mship
with Mr. Head had led to th'tsl SUggestion. Everyone eventually agreed to utilize this

L

methodology.

13,  Mr. Head and I negotiated the selection of Professor Charles Ogletree of Harvard

Law School sz the mediulor,

11, Mr Gary and his team, Mz, Rowe and | spent alimost a week et Harvard Law
School with Professor Ogletree and Mr. Head. Although we did not conclude a serlement ((lear
Channel's final offer was $6 million), eventually Mr. Head and I did scttic at 38 million. Mr.
Gary and his firm signed on to this settlement but Mr. Rawe, as with all settiements, proved

extremely diffienlt and belligerent and only agreed after many discussions with Mr. Gary,

Letoer to Somimonechein dabex] Jume 20, TG
* Mygmuruadurn wf Lave Y] 4 darsd March 2, 2047
1 A ffinnation of Leonard fowe W 12 dared Merch 2 Hit2



} 2. indced, it i3 rather surprising that Mr. Rowe now (or the first time clamms that he
did not know of my prioe celationship with Mr. Head. First, when infiormed (hefore the
mediatton), he expressed relief that we had o direct contact with someone at Clear Channel
instead of having to deal with the various atorneys for the Clear Channel defendonts. Second,
at the [T=—vard mediation, he constantly demunded that | “wse” this relationship 1o obtain better
terms. ¢inally when Clear Channel beld up the final payment under the settlement agreenient
because of Mr. Rowe's purported breeches, he again requested that [ solve the problem directly

with Mr. Head because of my relationship with him which 1 did.

C. SNR

13.  After RubinBaum merged into SNR, Professor Ogletres proposed mediating with
the other remaining defendams to attempt & reselution of the entive case. Mr, Gary and | gladly
weleomed his assistance. When | informed Mr. Rowe, he went “ballistic™ and told me that he
did not want me or my firm 1o do anything more on the case, e followed up this telephone call

wilh o loner esseniially renminating SNR.

14, Although Mr, Gary sttempted to work out a resolubon; none was ever achieved,
Subsequently, all of the plaintiffs including Mr. Rowe agreed to consent to vur motion to
withdraw specifically acknowledging that since Mr. Garv's firm had been involved in tha
litigation almast from *he beginning that the plaintiffs would not be prejudiced by SNR's
withdrawal.

D. Delivery of Records

15, Omnce the Court approved SNR's withdrawal, [ sranged with Mr. Gary's firm the

transfer of all of cur files ond personally supervised the delivery of them to a ruck sent by Mr,

Gary. All files including the email discovery were nroviged to Mr. Gary's fiom which i thew



ceniaiped the derogatory tinguase Mr Rowe alaims, | assone Mr Gurv's firm woulbd have veed
in regpones 1o the defendants’ surminary judement maotion
E. Diselplinary Charpey

14 Ower seven years after ENR's withdrowal, Mr, Rowe filed charges Isliﬂil me gnd
my former partaer, Marin Gold, with the Appeliate Division's First Depertment Disciplimury

Caprmnee which were dismissed.

17, Mow nine vears fater, Mr. Rowe essentiafly brings the same charges claiming
“newly discovered evidence™ (without weatifying any) which he only now claims he discovered
on Februmry 7. 2002, This Court should dismsss this motion as the Disciplivary Cormmittic did
thwe ¢hisrges and unpose sanctions upon Mr. Rowe to once and for all end t_h‘s’f Ispuril:ruh'

proceedings

| deelare, under penatty of perjury that the fercgoing is trus and correct,

Diate: /Y Ppli
% i; o) s

R J, Hestind/




Perjurious declaration of Martin R. Gold
attorney of Dentons LLP where he states,
“I had no knowledge that the word
“nigger” appeared in documents
produced by defendants and still have no
knowledge that the word so appears.”

EXHIBIT E



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COU
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YO

PURSUANT TO FRCP 60(b)

ROWE ENTERTAINMENT, eraf | ) 08 CV 8272 (RPP)
I
Plamtitfa, J
)
- against - ] DECLARATION OF
1 MARTIN R. GOLD IN
THE WILLTAM MORRIS AGENCY INC.eral, ) OPFOSITION TO MOTION
]
[

Defendants

Martin R. Gold, pursuant to 28 U.5.C. § 1746, declares under penalty of perjury as

fiollovaws:

1. | am an attorney admitted to practice in New York and before this Court, and [ am
a member of SNR Denton US LLP. |, together with other lawyers at my then and current firms,
represented the plaintiffs m the above-referenced setion umntil March 28, 2003, when the Court
granted our unopposed motion for leave to withdraw as pluintiffs’ counsel. | understand that the
action was thereafler dismissed and marked terminated on or about February 14, 2005,

& | make this Declaration in opposition to that portion of a motion by Leonard
Rowe, brought pursuant to Fad B Civ. P, 60(b), which requests this Court to refer what Mr.
Rowe claims i3 “newly discovered evidence” to the LS. Attorney, this Court’s Committee on
Gnevances, and the Departmental Disciplinary Committee, First Judicial Department, for
investigation of me and various other attomeys affiliated with me in representing Mr. Rowe in
this action.! The primary relief requested by Mr. Rowe is to reopen his case against the
defendants who had not settled with him., and against whom this Court dismissed the action,

' Many of the facts contained herein are set forth on the basis of my memory, without the zid of
documents since, in March 2003, my firm delivered all of our files to successor counsel, Gary,
Williams, Finney, Lewis, McManus, et al. (“Gary Firm™). The files were exlensive, consisting
largely of hundreds of boxes of files produced by the defendants in hard copy, which we
delivered without any means of retaining copies.



3 The matenal allegations set forth by Mr. Rowe are neither true nor “newly
discoverad,” as he clums. Moreover, Mr, Bowe withholds matenal facts. Indeed, Mr. Rowe
fails 1o inform this Court that on April 6, 2010 — more than two years ago - he fled a complaimi
agmnst me and Raymond J. Heslin with the Departmental Disciplimary Committee, First Judicial
Department, a copy of which is anached as Exhibit A

4 By order of The Appellate Division, Mr. Rowe's complamt was transferred to the
Second Department because | am a member of the Commtiee for the First Department. | am
informed that o Grievance Commitiee for the Second Department dismissed the complaint.

5. In addition, on June 21, 2010, Mr. Rewe sent o letter to the Chasrman and the
New York Managing Partner of my firm (Exhibit B hereto), essentially repeating his allegations

and threatening the mmminent filing of a lawsuit. No such lawsuit has been filed,

. Notably, Mr. Rowe's two-year old complaint to the Diseiplinary Committee and
his lerters to my law firm's manasgement contain substantially the same allegations that Mr
Rowe makes here (and which he misrepresents ure “newly discovered™). Mr, Rowe’s primary
assertion here is that my colleagues and 1 fraudulently coneealed from Mr. Rowe (our then-
client) hundreds of emails produced by defendants in discovery containing the word “migger,”
which he asserts would surely have defeated summary judgment. Yet in his complaint to the
Disciplinary Committes, he made the same allegations, claiming that the word appeared “over
210 timies” and m g letter to my firm he allegedly found the word “nigger over 232 times in
emails from the files of [defondants] William Mormis and CAA ™

7 Moreover, | understand that Mr. Rowe sclf-published a book in 2010, in which he
likewise repeated similar allegations,

8. That Mr. Rowe failed to disclose to this Court his prior disciplinary complaint,
and misrepresented that they were “newly discovered,” speaks volumes.” OF course, Mr. Rowe
does not need this Court to refer anything to a prosecutor or disciplinary dgency; anyone can do
that without judicial assistance. Having done so, and having failed to secure any relief, he is
plainly turning to this Court i the hopes that a judicial imprimatur will help further his baseless

attack on his former counsel.

* See Limkeo, Ine, v, Akikusa, No, 09-1551, 2010 WL 605739 (2d Cir. Feb. 22, 2010) {copy attached at
Ex.C),

- 3



o, Mr Rowe also falsely implies that be and the other plaintiffs received no
compensation i connection with this action, In fact. almost all of the concert promater
defendants settled with the plaintiffs Together, these settlements produced a total of about §12
million, pursuant to settlement agreements, which contain con fidentiality provisions, After
deducting legal fees and expenses, the remainder was paid to the pluntiffs. The plaintiffs never
disclosed to us how they divided the procesds, but | understand that Mr. Rowe received

appraximately one-half, which is more than $3.5 million,

I The substance of Mr. Rowe's allegations - that | and other attomeys at my firm
uncovered extensive damaging evidence in discovery which we withheld from him and the other
plaintiffs because we were conspinng with the defendants, and that we wrongfully withdrew
from the case to allow the defendants to prevail in their summary judgment rmotions -- are, 1n all

events, utterly false.

1. Thad no knowledge that the word “nigper” appeared in documents produced by
defendants, and | still have no knowledge that the word so appears. Notably, Mr. Rowe has

produced no such documents,

12, Mr. Rowe complains that certain documents produced by defendants were not
made available to the plaintiffs by my firm, As to that, he may be correct. Defendants sought
and obtained a protective order which allowed them to mark ceriain documents 1o be restricted
only to counsel. As required by the order, documents so marked were withheld from the
plaintiffs, but later defivered to the Gary Firm when my firm was relieved.

t3.  Finally, Mr. Rowe argues that my firm withdrew as counse] at an inopportune
time, leaving the Gary Firm to opposc the defendants’ motions for summary judgment, for which
it was ill-cquipped. In fact, Mr. Rowe first brought the Gary Firm into the case in on about June
2. Mr. Rowe continuously demanded that the Gary Firm be given increasing responsihility,
limiting our firm's role and our authority to do anything without his personal approval.
Continuing with the casc became impossible. We explained our problems to Mr. Rowe, who
Was uncooperative, insulting and demanding. We were compelled to withdraw., Contrary 1o Mr.
Rowe's present assertion, we asked the plaintiffs to agree (o our withdrawal, leaving the Gary
Firm as lead counsel (which they already were, de facto) We stated that in the absence of
agreement we would request the same relief from the Court by contested motion, We never



stuted or implied that we would atlempt to discuss that matter with the Court ex parre. After we
were relieved, the Gary Firm continued to request our assistance, and we coemplied to the extent

we reasonably could.

t4. Inall respects, [ and all of the other attorneys in my firm working on this case
fulfilled all of our duties toward our clients and acted in accordance with our ethical
responsibilities.

15, Mr. Rowe's motion, as against me and others from my firm, should be denied in

all respects.

I declare, under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct, /
- .
r Jl___.-"f

-2 7
3 f{'fr’éf 4y oA - o

Marin R. Gold

"

(V.



