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I.  Attorney General Bondi Demonstrates Willful Blindness And Coordinated 13 

Fraud 14 

 

A.  The July 7 Memo's Fraudulent "exhaustive Review" Claim 15 

1. Eight days after Plaintiff's filing, on October 7, 2025, Attorney General Pam Bondi 16 

testified before Congress regarding the Epstein investigation.  As Attorney General, 17 

Bondi is responsible for the unsigned July 7, 2025 DOJ memo that claims to the 18 

American people that DOJ conducted an "exhaustive review" to reach its stated 19 

determinations. 20 

2. The July 7 memo's claim of "exhaustive review" constitutes fraud on the American 21 

public because it strategically omits any intelligence connection analysis despite 22 

overwhelming evidence requiring investigation.  This includes $2.3 million in 23 

documented payments to former Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak over 36 24 
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documented meetings, billion-dollar suspicious financial flows through international 1 

routing patterns, investments in Carbyne surveillance technology staffed by Unit 8200 2 

intelligence veterans who secured $1.5 million in U.S. Department of Homeland 3 

Security contracts while concealing Epstein's role as primary funding source, and 4 

hereditary intelligence presumption through Ghislaine Maxwell's father Robert 5 

Maxwell's documented Mossad connections. 6 

3. Comprehensive investigative review cannot credibly exclude intelligence 7 

coordination analysis when documented evidence exceeds every threshold for FARA 8 

enforcement (22 U.S.C. §§ 611-621), counterintelligence assessment (50 U.S.C. § 3001 9 

et seq.), export control investigation (22 U.S.C. § 2778), money laundering 10 

investigation (18 U.S.C. §§ 1956-1957), and FBI Domestic Investigations and 11 

Operations Guide standards for Assessments, Preliminary Investigations, Full 12 

Investigations, and Enterprise Investigations. 13 

 

B.  Bondi's Refusal To Investigate Cabinet Secretary Testimony 14 

4. Senator Kennedy questioned Attorney General Bondi regarding Commerce 15 

Secretary Howard Lutnick's October 1, 2025 interview with the New York Post, in 16 

which Lutnick described Epstein as "the greatest blackmailer ever," stated that other 17 

prominent men "participated" in activities with Epstein, and described video recording 18 

operations during "massages" as Epstein's blackmail methodology. 19 

5. Attorney General Bondi confirmed she saw the interview but has not interviewed 20 

Commerce Secretary Lutnick regarding his testimony about a blackmail operation.  21 

When asked if she plans to investigate, Bondi responded with legally absurd passive 22 
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construction: "if he wants to talk to the FBI or the FBI wants to talk to him" and "if 1 

Howard Lutnick wants to speak to the FBI and if Director Patel wants to speak to 2 

Howard Lutnick.  Absolutely." 3 

6. This response inverts constitutional duties.  When Cabinet Secretary Lutnick 4 

provides public testimony describing Epstein as "the greatest blackmailer ever" who 5 

videotaped prominent Americans and "blackmailed people"—the exact subject matter 6 

Bondi's July 7 memo claimed to have exhaustively investigated—Bondi acknowledges 7 

seeing the testimony but refuses to direct investigation. 8 

7. The Attorney General directs investigation of evidence of federal crimes under 28 9 

U.S.C. § 547 and Article II, Section 3—she does not wait for voluntary witness 10 

cooperation or subordinate agency interest.  Cabinet Secretary testimony is 11 

presumptively authentic under Federal Rules of Evidence 901 and 902.  Bondi never 12 

claimed the testimony was inauthentic or incredible—she simply refused to act. 13 

8. When Senator Kennedy directly asked "Don't you think you ought to talk to him 14 

after this interview?", Bondi repeated the same passive deflection about waiting for 15 

voluntary cooperation.  An Attorney General who waits for Cabinet Secretaries to 16 

volunteer testimony about blackmail operations targeting prominent Americans, rather 17 

than directing immediate investigation, is not faithfully executing the laws—she is 18 

obstructing them. 19 

9. This proves the July 7 memo's claim of "exhaustive review" was fraudulent.  If DOJ 20 

had actually investigated comprehensively, Cabinet Secretary testimony about the 21 

operation would trigger immediate follow-up, not passive deflection awaiting 22 

voluntary cooperation. 23 
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C.  Bondi's Coordinated Circular Fraud With Speaker Johnson 1 

10. When confronted with H.R. 4405's explicit CSAM redaction authority, Johnson 2 

claimed interpretive uncertainty requiring Attorney General determination.  This 3 

attempted deflection fails because Attorney General Bondi is co-defendant who 4 

deployed identical fraudulent legal framework. 5 

11. The July 7, 2025 DOJ Memo—authored under Attorney General Bondi's 6 

authority—established the fraudulent "credible evidence" framework Johnson adopted.  7 

Bondi's participation proves the fraud was knowing rather than error: she demonstrated 8 

correct legal analysis November 22, 2024 (pre-appointment), then deliberately 9 

abandoned legal standards after assuming office requiring oath to uphold law. 10 

12. This creates coordinated circular fraud structure as documented in the following 11 

table: 12 

Step Actor Fraudulent 
Claim 

Purpose 

1 Bondi (DOJ) July 7 memo 
establishes 
"credible 
evidence" 
filtering 

Executive 
authority to 
suppress 
evidence 

2 Johnson 
(Congress) 

Adopts Bondi's 
framework as 
justification for 
blocking 
oversight 

Legislative 
obstruction 
citing executive 
authority 

3 Johnson Claims statutory 
interpretation 
requires 
Attorney 
General 
determination 

Defers to 
Bondi's 
fraudulent 
authority 
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4 Bondi July 7 memo 
claims 
"exhaustive 
review" while 
excluding 
intelligence 
analysis 

Provides false 
factual predicate 

5 Johnson Nov 18 claims 
"national 
security 
concerns" 

Relies on 
Bondi's false 
factual predicate 

 
13. The circular structure proves coordination rather than independent error.  Neither 1 

defendant can claim good faith reliance on the other's analysis when both deploy 2 

identical fraudulent methodology.  Johnson cannot defer interpretive authority to 3 

Attorney General whose fraudulent legal framework he adopted, while Bondi cannot 4 

provide legitimate legal guidance when her July 7 memo violated basic Federal Rules 5 

of Evidence establishing the fraudulent framework Johnson perpetuates. 6 

14. This coordination pattern matches Interstate Circuit v. United States, 306 U.S. 208, 7 

222-27 (1939), where conspiracy was proven through defendants acting contrary to 8 

independent self-interest because coordination served essential purposes. 9 

 

D.  Bondi's Credible Evidence Framework Violates Federal Rules Of Evidence 10 

15. Speaker Johnson deployed fraudulent "credible evidence" legal framework for 43 11 

consecutive days (July 7 - August 18, 2025) claiming executive authority to determine 12 

evidence credibility before releasing Epstein files—violating first-year law school 13 

evidence principles.  Johnson stated July 27: "all credible evidence and information out 14 

there.  That word credible is important." 15 
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16. The framework appeared 15 times across 7 exhibits achieving 0% legal accuracy.  1 

Federal Rules of Evidence 607 and 901 vest credibility determination exclusively in 2 

constitutional fact-finders (judges and juries), never in executive officials deciding 3 

what evidence to release. 4 

17. Fed.  R.  Evid. 607 addresses witness credibility during testimony, not document 5 

credibility before release.  Fed.  R.  Evid. 901 requires authentication "sufficient to 6 

support a finding" by fact-finder—not executive pre-determination blocking release. 7 

18. The fraudulent framework enabled protection of Epstein criminal associates 8 

disguised as victim protection.  Statistical analysis shows 83.3% of "victim protection" 9 

language actually protected criminal associates' reputations through reputation 10 

concerns rather than victim safety. 11 

19. Attorney General Bondi's participation proves the fraud was knowing, not error.  12 

Her November 22, 2024 pre-appointment statement (Exhibit A-1, pg. 32) correctly 13 

distinguished victim protection from evidence release using proper legal terminology: 14 

If people in that report are still fighting to keep their names private, Sean, 15 
they have no legal basis to do so unless they're a child, a victim, or a 16 
cooperating defendant by some chance against some potential case against 17 
Ghislaine Maxwell. 18 

 
20. Her July 7, 2025 memo as Attorney General adopted identical fraudulent "credible 19 

evidence" framework, proving conscious abandonment of standards she previously 20 

demonstrated.  This deliberate reversal demonstrates "knowingly" and "purposely" 21 

acting under criminal conspiracy standards. 22 
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E.  Strategic Omission Pattern Proves Institutional Coordination 1 

21. The strategic omission pattern proves institutional coordination to protect 2 

intelligence operations from exposure.  Google AI deployed algorithmic false 3 

information claiming DOJ "found no credible evidence that Jeffrey Epstein had 4 

intelligence ties" and conducted investigations ruling out "foreign intelligence 5 

connections," when FBI Director Patel's actual September 16, 2025 testimony was 6 

limited exclusively to stating Epstein "was not a source for the FBI" without addressing 7 

foreign intelligence, domestic intelligence agencies beyond FBI, or any investigative 8 

conclusions about intelligence connections generally. 9 

22. The temporal correlation proves coordination.  Representative-Elect Grijalva would 10 

provide the 218th signature forcing congressional vote on Epstein files disclosure, 11 

Speaker Johnson blocks her seating while refusing to reconvene House during 12 

shutdown, and Attorney General Bondi—who is responsible for the fraudulent July 7 13 

"exhaustive review" memo—refuses to investigate Cabinet Secretary testimony about 14 

the same blackmail operation that memo claimed to have exhaustively investigated—15 

all occurring within days of Plaintiff's filing documenting this coordinated suppression 16 

pattern. 17 

23. Bondi's defense of fraudulent "exhaustive review" while refusing to investigate 18 

Cabinet-level testimony demonstrates consciousness that investigating intelligence 19 

connections would expose institutional coordination to protect foreign influence 20 

operations through domestic constitutional violations. 21 

24. The July 7 memo's strategic omission created legal impossibility.  Option A: 22 

Investigated and found connections would require explaining why extensive 23 
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documented relationships didn't warrant FARA enforcement.  Option B: Investigated 1 

and found no connections would require explaining how "exhaustive review" missed 2 

documented business partnerships and billion-dollar financial flows.  Option C: Didn't 3 

investigate intelligence connections would expose that claimed comprehensive review 4 

deliberately excluded major investigation category. 5 

25. Bondi's October 7 refusal to investigate Lutnick proves Option C.  DOJ never 6 

investigated intelligence connections, making the July 7 "exhaustive review" claim 7 

fraud on the American people. 8 

26. This eight-day post-filing corroboration demonstrates the enterprise extends to 9 

refusing investigation of Cabinet-level testimony requiring mandatory legal action, 10 

proving coordination across legislative and executive branches.  The pattern proves 11 

alarming institutional capture where the nation's chief law enforcement officer deploys 12 

fraudulent investigative claims to the American public while refusing to investigate 13 

evidence that would expose the foreign influence operations requiring coordinated 14 

domestic constitutional suppression to maintain. 15 

 

F.  December 4 Memo Demonstrates Pattern Of Prejudicial Targeting 16 

27. Two months after refusing to investigate Commerce Secretary Lutnick's blackmail 17 

operation testimony, Attorney General Bondi issued a December 4, 2025 memorandum 18 

titled "Implementing National Security Presidential Memorandum-7: Countering 19 

Domestic Terrorism and Organized Political Violence." The memo directs FBI 20 

compilation of lists targeting American citizens based on protected First Amendment 21 

viewpoints including "opposition to law and immigration enforcement," "extreme 22 
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views in favor of mass migration and open borders," "adherence to radical gender 1 

ideology," "anti-Americanism, anti-capitalism, or anti-Christianity," and "hostility 2 

towards traditional views on family, religion, and morality." 3 

28. This targeting directive—issued within one week of Plaintiff's documenting real-4 

time monitoring (Appendices A, I, Exhibits X-1, X-2, X-3) and completing 5 

comprehensive constitutional analysis of Supreme Court ultra vires conduct and 6 

government shutdown coordination (Memo I; Exs. N-5, N-6)—demonstrates the same 7 

prejudiced approach to law enforcement documented in Bondi's Epstein investigation: 8 

predetermined conclusions serving political objectives rather than evidence-based 9 

investigation serving justice. 10 

29. Forensic analysis establishes the memo was drafted using AI systems (likely 11 

Claude) and imported through Google Docs rather than standard DOJ document 12 

management systems, demonstrating consciousness of irregular process.  The memo's 13 

viewpoint-based targeting criteria violate First Amendment protections while Bondi 14 

simultaneously refuses to investigate Cabinet-level testimony about actual criminal 15 

operations (Lutnick's Epstein blackmail testimony), proving selective enforcement 16 

serving political rather than legal objectives.  Complete forensic analysis and legal 17 

implications are documented in Exhibit N-13 and Appendix D. 18 

30. The integration of these patterns—refusing to investigate credible evidence of 19 

intelligence-connected blackmail operations while directing investigation of citizens 20 

exercising constitutional rights—establishes that Bondi's approach to law enforcement 21 

serves predetermined political conclusions rather than objective pursuit of justice, 22 
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validating Plaintiff's allegations of coordinated institutional fraud throughout the 1 

Amended Complaint. 2 

 

II.  FBI DIRECTOR PATEL DEMONSTRATES INVESTIGATIVE FRAUD 3 

 

A.  Patel's Prejudiced Dismissal Of Dr. Baden's Expert Testimony 4 

31. FBI Director Patel's June 6, 2025 Joe Rogan interview proves deliberate 5 

investigative fraud through prejudiced dismissal of evidence he admits never 6 

examining.  When Rogan raised Dr. Michael Baden's autopsy findings, Patel first 7 

claimed complete ignorance: "I haven't seen it.  I'll definitely take a look at it. 'cause 8 

that's part of my job...  No, I haven't looked at that." 9 

32. Then, after hearing Baden's conclusions read aloud on the show, Patel immediately 10 

dismissed them without analysis: "This is a perfect example of going back to my public 11 

defender and prosecutor days...  This is what we call a war of experts.  You can always 12 

find someone right to come in and say the opposite, right?" 13 

33. This sequence proves bad faith investigation.  Patel admits ignorance of the most 14 

prominent contrary expert opinion, yet produces instant prejudiced rebuttal dismissing 15 

findings he confesses never examining.  His "war of experts" acknowledgment proves 16 

Baden's findings constitute legitimate contrary opinion requiring adversarial expert 17 

response—but he hasn't conducted that response despite claiming "exhaustive review." 18 

34. An FBI Director who dismisses expert evidence without examining it while 19 

defending an "exhaustive review" demonstrates consciousness that actual investigation 20 

would expose conclusions the institution is committed to suppressing. 21 
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35. Dr. Baden's findings sparked the entire "Epstein didn't kill himself" cultural 1 

phenomenon and represent the single most scientifically credible challenge to the 2 

suicide conclusion.  Dr. Baden, former New York City Chief Medical Examiner with 3 

50 years of experience, stated on national television: "Mr. Epstein experienced a 4 

number of injuries among them, a broken bone in his neck that are extremely unusual 5 

in suicidal hangings and could occur much more commonly in homicidal strangulation.  6 

I think the evidence points to homicide rather than suicide...  I have not seen in 50 7 

years where that occurred in suicidal hanging case." 8 

36. Any legitimate "exhaustive review" must address Baden's specific biomechanical 9 

findings regarding hyoid bone fracture patterns, ligature mark positioning, and force 10 

analysis distinguishing hanging from strangulation. 11 

 

B.  The Logical Impossibility Proving Fraud 12 

37. The logical impossibility proving fraud proceeds through clear steps.  Patel's "war 13 

of experts" framing admits Baden represents legitimate contrary opinion requiring 14 

expert rebuttal. 15 

38. But rebutting expert medical testimony requires: (1) reviewing the contrary expert's 16 

specific findings, (2) obtaining own expert analysis addressing those specific technical 17 

claims, (3) documenting why own expert's methodology/conclusions are superior. 18 

39. Patel admits he never completed step (1)—he hasn't "looked at" Baden's findings—19 

making steps (2) and (3) impossible.  Yet he claims "exhaustive review" is complete 20 

while producing instant dismissal of evidence he confesses never examining. 21 
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40. This is the definition of prejudiced conclusion-first investigation—the exact 1 

opposite of comprehensive review. 2 

41. The prejudiced dismissal proves institutional commitment to predetermined 3 

conclusions.  Patel's ability to instantly dismiss Baden's findings without examining 4 

them as if he possesses sufficient medical expertise, while simultaneously asserting 5 

they represent legitimate "war of experts" scenario, demonstrates that DOJ's conclusion 6 

is institutionally required rather than evidence-derived. 7 

42. When an FBI Director defending "exhaustive review" admits ignorance of the most 8 

prominent contrary evidence yet produces immediate dismissal without analysis, this 9 

proves the investigation serves to validate predetermined conclusions rather than 10 

follow evidence wherever it leads. 11 

 

C.  Patel's Physical Impossibility Argument Relies On Omitting Bribery 12 

43. Patel's "physical impossibility" argument relies on omitting bribery despite 13 

billionaire-level resources.  Patel attempted to foreclose murder possibility by asserting 14 

his correctional facility expertise: "I was a public defender back in the day.  I used to 15 

spend a lot of time in jails and a lot of time in segregated housing units...  I've been in 16 

[the detention center where Epstein died], so... if they had gotten into the cell, you 17 

would see it." 18 

44. Yet Patel admits ignorance that guards were asleep/inattentive—the widely 19 

reported fact that sparked conspiracy theories.  When Rogan stated "what I was told, 20 

what I'd read was that the guards were not paying attention or were sleeping," Patel 21 
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responded vaguely about whether guards "doze off on the night shift" without 1 

acknowledging this was the official explanation. 2 

45. Patel claims physical access impossibility while being unaware of the basic fact 3 

that guards controlling that access were compromised—the exact vulnerability 4 

enabling access. 5 

46. The argument's fatal omission proves predetermined conclusion.  Patel's entire 6 

"impossibility" analysis assumes guards cannot be bribed, as if correctional officers are 7 

beyond moral reproach despite controlling the access Patel claims cannot be gained. 8 

47. When dealing with Jeffrey Epstein and associates commanding billionaire-level 9 

resources, potentially including foreign intelligence agencies with $2.3 million in 10 

documented payments to former Israeli Prime Ministers, the omission of bribery 11 

possibility from "impossibility" analysis is intentional rather than oversight. 12 

48. Correctional officer salaries are public record—officers controlling access to the 13 

most high-profile prisoner in decades, whose death would protect the most powerful 14 

people on earth, commanded resources making bribery not merely possible but the 15 

most obvious vulnerability. 16 

49. Patel's expertise-based dismissal of murder possibility while omitting the primary 17 

mechanism by which access would be gained (bribery of guards already 18 

asleep/inattentive) proves conclusion-first analysis identical to his Baden dismissal 19 

pattern. 20 
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D.  Pattern Of Expertise Claims Masking Ignorance Of Basic Facts 1 

50. Patel claims correctional facility expertise yet admits ignorance that guards were 2 

asleep.  Patel claims public defender/prosecutor expertise in "war of experts" yet 3 

admits ignorance of the most prominent contrary autopsy.  Patel claims investigative 4 

authority conducting "exhaustive review" yet admits only "recently" becoming aware 5 

of core surveillance evidence from 2019 death he's investigating in 2025. 6 

51. This pattern proves Patel deploys credentials to manufacture authority for 7 

prejudiced conclusions reached without examining evidence those credentials would 8 

require him to know. 9 

52. An FBI Director claiming correctional expertise while unaware guards were asleep 10 

is analogous to claiming medical expertise while unaware of the second autopsy—both 11 

demonstrate conclusion-first investigation using credentials to deflect from evidentiary 12 

gaps proving fraud. 13 

 

E.  Patel Deflects Investigative Responsibility While Claiming Exhaustive Review 14 

53. When Rogan asked why surveillance video wasn't immediately released, Patel 15 

deflected: "I think you'd have to ask, uh, who, whoever the attorney general back then 16 

was Bill Barr." 17 

54. Yet Patel simultaneously claims he is conducting "exhaustive review" of the same 18 

death Bill Barr investigated.  If prior officials failed to release evidence or conduct 19 

proper investigation, and Patel is now conducting comprehensive review, his 20 

investigative duties include determining WHY Barr didn't release video, whether 21 
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guards were compromised through bribery, and whether "technical errors" erasing 1 

video represent obstruction rather than accident. 2 

55. Deflecting to prior officials while claiming current exhaustive review proves Patel 3 

is avoiding the investigative work comprehensive review requires. 4 

 

F.  Guard Investigation Is Mandatory Yet Patel Admits None Occurred 5 

56. To conclusively determine suicide rather than murder, investigation must address: 6 

(1) why guards were asleep/inattentive during the most high-profile prisoner's death, 7 

(2) whether guards were bribed given billionaire resources and documented foreign 8 

intelligence involvement, (3) guard financial records for unexplained deposits, (4) why 9 

surveillance cameras malfunctioned, (5) why video was "mistakenly saved from wrong 10 

cell" as reported. 11 

57. Patel admits he only "recently" became aware of core surveillance video from 2019 12 

death he's investigating in 2025—proving he hasn't conducted the guard investigations 13 

mandatory for "exhaustive review." 14 

58. An FBI Director claiming conclusive suicide determination without investigating 15 

whether guards controlling access were compromised demonstrates predetermined 16 

conclusion rather than evidence-derived finding. 17 

 

G.  Patel's Prince Andrew Deflection Reveals Prejudiced Victim-disbelief 18 

59. When Rogan noted powerful people wouldn't want Epstein talking, Patel 19 

responded: "But I mean, so many people have been implicated, right already.  And 20 
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some of that informat..what did they did to Prince Andrew and everybody else is 1 

already out there." 2 

60. The phrase "what they did to Prince Andrew" frames Andrew as victim of false 3 

allegations rather than perpetrator of documented abuse—revealing Patel's prejudiced 4 

conclusion that allegations are manufactured conspiracy rather than evidence requiring 5 

investigation. 6 

61. This victim-blaming language is particularly devastating because: (1) Prince 7 

Andrew paid millions to settle Virginia Giuffre's lawsuit rather than defend himself, (2) 8 

Andrew's disastrous BBC interview destroyed his credibility, (3) Andrew was stripped 9 

of royal duties and military titles by the Queen, (4) Andrew's own conduct validated 10 

rather than refuted the allegations. 11 

 

H.  Additional Admissions Proving Ongoing Incomplete Investigation 12 

62. Patel admitted he "recently" became aware of surveillance video from Epstein's 13 

cell—video from a 2019 death that FBI Director reviewing in 2025 only "recently" 14 

learned about proves no comprehensive review occurred. 15 

63. Patel admitted "we're almost" done reviewing available video and "now we're 16 

figuring out how to put it out"—proving investigation is ongoing and incomplete, 17 

directly contradicting July 7 memo's claimed finality. 18 

64. Regarding island video, Patel stated "Not of what you want...  The people out there 19 

have filled the void with... speculation"—carefully parsed language suggesting video 20 

exists but doesn't show expected content, requiring explanation that "exhaustive 21 

review" would provide but July 7 memo omits. 22 
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I.  Integration With Bondi's Coordination Pattern 1 

65. Attorney General Bondi defends the July 7 memo's "exhaustive review" while 2 

refusing to investigate Commerce Secretary Lutnick's testimony about Epstein's 3 

blackmail operation. 4 

66. FBI Director Patel—supposedly conducting that exhaustive review—admits 5 

ignorance of the most prominent contrary autopsy opinion, only "recently" became 6 

aware of core surveillance evidence from 2019, admits investigation is ongoing ("we're 7 

almost done"), yet produces prejudiced dismissal of evidence he confesses never 8 

examining. 9 

67. This pattern proves coordinated institutional fraud where officials claim 10 

comprehensive investigation while demonstrating ignorance of fundamental evidence, 11 

refusing to investigate Cabinet-level testimony, admitting ongoing incomplete review, 12 

and producing prejudiced conclusions without analysis—all while publicly claiming 13 

investigative finality. 14 

68. The coordination proves consciousness that actual comprehensive investigation 15 

would expose intelligence connections, blackmail operations, and institutional 16 

protection requiring the strategic omissions documented throughout Plaintiff's 17 

complaint. 18 

 

Case 1:25-cv-02735-ACR     Document 13-24     Filed 01/19/26     Page 18 of 29



19 

J.  Expert Medical Rebuttal Failure Proves Conspiracy Rather Than 1 

Incompetence 2 

69. The failure to obtain expert medical rebuttal before issuing the July 7 memo proves 3 

conspiracy rather than incompetence.  An "exhaustive review" addressing Dr. Michael 4 

Baden's expert biomechanical analysis would require DOJ to obtain competing medical 5 

expert opinion on Baden's specific findings before concluding suicide. 6 

70. DOJ issued the July 7 memo claiming "exhaustive review" without obtaining any 7 

expert medical analysis addressing Baden's biomechanical findings that the injuries 8 

were inconsistent with suicide. 9 

71. Professional incompetence is eliminated by institutional reality.  Bondi commands 10 

thousands of subordinate professionals whose purpose is expert consultation.  No 11 

institution conducting genuine "exhaustive review" of contested forensic evidence 12 

issues public conclusion without first obtaining expert analysis of the specific contested 13 

findings. 14 

72. The absence of expert medical rebuttal in the July 7 memo—or in any DOJ 15 

response during the months since Dr. Baden's June 6, 2025 Rogan interview made his 16 

analysis globally prominent—proves conspiracy by elimination. 17 

73. DOJ cannot produce legitimate medical expert refutation of Baden's findings 18 

because Baden's biomechanical analysis is correct, proving the July 7 memo's suicide 19 

conclusion and "exhaustive review" claim constitute coordinated institutional fraud 20 

rather than good faith investigation reaching contrary expert opinion. 21 
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III.  FORMAL LOGICAL ANALYSIS: PATEL'S CLAIMS VS.  EVIDENTIARY 1 

REQUIREMENTS 2 

 

A.  Patel's Suicide Conclusion Claim 3 

74. Patel's assertion can be formalized as follows: 4 

S: Epstein died by suicide ¬M: Epstein was not murdered E: DOJ 5 
conducted exhaustive review C: Investigation is complete and conclusive 6 

 
75. For S to be proven conclusively, Patel must prove all of the following four 7 

elements together: 8 

S → (¬A ∧ ¬B ∧ ¬C ∧ D) 9 
 

Where: ¬A: Access to cell was impossible (no entry occurred) ¬B: Bribery 10 
did not occur (guards not compromised) ¬C: Contrary expert evidence has 11 
been refuted D: All evidence supports suicide exclusively 12 

 
76. Patel's actual proof consisted of: 13 

Patel proved: P₁ ∧ ¬P₂ ∧ ¬P₃ ∧ ¬P₄ 14 
 

Where: P₁: Personal belief based on correctional facility experience ¬P₂: 15 
Did NOT investigate guard bribery ¬P₃: Did NOT examine contrary 16 
autopsy evidence (Baden) ¬P₄: Did NOT account for guards being 17 
asleep/inattentive 18 

 
77. Therefore: 19 

(¬A ∧ ¬B ∧ ¬C ∧ D) = UNPROVEN 20 
 
78. The logical gap is clear: 21 

Required: (¬A ∧ ¬B ∧ ¬C ∧ D) Provided: (P₁ ∧ ¬P₂ ∧ ¬P₃ ∧ ¬P₄) 22 
 

Since: P₁ ≠ (¬A ∧ ¬B ∧ ¬C ∧ D) Conclusion: S is UNPROVEN 23 
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B.  Exhaustive Review Claim 1 

79. Patel's assertion regarding exhaustive review is: 2 

E: DOJ conducted exhaustive review C: Investigation is complete 3 
 

E ∧ C → All relevant evidence examined and analyzed 4 
 
80. An investigation can only be called "exhaustive" if it includes all six of the 5 

following elements: 6 

E ↔ (E₁ ∧ E₂ ∧ E₃ ∧ E₄ ∧ E₅ ∧ E₆) 7 
 

Where: E₁: All contrary expert opinions examined E₂: All surveillance 8 
evidence reviewed from inception E₃: All personnel (guards) investigated 9 
E₄: All alternative hypotheses tested E₅: Expert rebuttal produced for 10 
contrary findings E₆: Intelligence connections investigated 11 

 
81. Patel's actual performance shows: 12 

¬E₁: Baden autopsy never examined (admitted) ¬E₂: Video only "recently" 13 
became aware (admitted) ¬E₃: No guard financial investigation conducted 14 
¬E₄: Alternative hypothesis (murder) dismissed without investigation ¬E₅: 15 
No expert medical rebuttal produced (4+ months post-Baden exposure) 16 
¬E₆: Intelligence connections strategically omitted (DOJ memo) 17 

 
82. Therefore: 18 

(E₁ ∧ E₂ ∧ E₃ ∧ E₄ ∧ E₅ ∧ E₆) = FALSE 19 
 

Since: E ↔ (E₁ ∧ E₂ ∧ E₃ ∧ E₄ ∧ E₅ ∧ E₆) And: (E₁ ∧ E₂ ∧ E₃ ∧ E₄ ∧ E₅ ∧ 20 
E₆) = FALSE 21 

 
Therefore: E = FALSE (Exhaustive review did not occur) 22 

 
 

C.  Physical Impossibility Claim 23 

83. Patel's assertion of physical impossibility is: 24 

I: Murder is physically impossible I → ¬M (impossibility proves not-25 
murder) 26 
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84. To prove physical impossibility, Patel must prove all four of the following 1 

elements: 2 

I ↔ (I₁ ∧ I₂ ∧ I₃ ∧ I₄) 3 
 

Where: I₁: Access cannot be gained through any means I₂: Guards cannot 4 
be bribed with available resources I₃: Surveillance cannot be compromised 5 
I₄: All access points secured against billionaire/intelligence resources 6 

 
85. Patel's actual analysis shows: 7 

Patel claimed: I₁ (access impossible based on facility design) 8 
 

Patel omitted: ¬I₂: Did not investigate whether guards were bribed ¬I₃: 9 
Admitted unaware guards were asleep ¬I₄: Did not account for $2.3M 10 
payments to Israeli PM proving available resources 11 

 
86. Available resources and guard vulnerability analysis: 12 

Available Resources: R = (billions in personal wealth) ∧ (foreign 13 
intelligence access) Guard Vulnerability: V = (guards asleep) ∧ (public 14 
record salaries) ∧ (controls access) R ∧ V → I₂ is FALSE (bribery is 15 
possible, not impossible) 16 

 
87. Therefore: 17 

(I₁ ∧ I₂ ∧ I₃ ∧ I₄) = FALSE 18 
 

I requires proving (I₁ ∧ I₂ ∧ I₃ ∧ I₄) Patel proved only: I₁ I₁ alone is 19 
insufficient when ¬I₂ ∧ ¬I₃ ∧ ¬I₄ 20 

 
Therefore: I = FALSE (Physical impossibility NOT proven) 21 

 
 

D.  War Of Experts Dismissal 22 

88. Patel's assertion regarding expert disagreement is: 23 

W: Baden represents "war of experts" scenario W → Expert disagreement 24 
negates need for investigation 25 

 
89. To validly dismiss an expert opinion, Patel must complete all three of the following 26 

steps: 27 
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Valid_Dismissal ↔ (D₁ ∧ D₂ ∧ D₃) 1 
 

Where: D₁: Contrary expert opinion examined in detail D₂: Own expert 2 
analysis obtained addressing specific claims D₃: Methodology comparison 3 
demonstrates superior analysis 4 

 
90. A true "war of experts" requires: 5 

Expert_A (Sampson) vs. Expert_B (Baden) Both examined → 6 
Comparative analysis → Justified conclusion 7 

 
91. Patel's actual process shows: 8 

Admitted: ¬D₁ (never examined Baden findings) Result: ¬D₂ (impossible 9 
to obtain rebuttal without examining original) Result: ¬D₃ (impossible to 10 
compare methodologies) 11 

 
92. Patel's sequence was: 12 

93.  Admits ignorance: ¬D₁ 94.  Hears summary on podcast 95.  13 
Immediately dismisses without analysis 96.  Claims "war of experts" 14 
justifies dismissal 15 

 
97. The logical error is: 16 

Logical error: W does not imply dismissal without analysis Correct logic: 17 
W → (D₁ ∧ D₂ ∧ D₃) → Justified_Selection Patel provided: ¬D₁ → 18 
Unjustified_Dismissal 19 

 
98. Therefore: 20 

Valid_Dismissal requires (D₁ ∧ D₂ ∧ D₃) Patel provided (¬D₁ ∧ ¬D₂ ∧ 21 
¬D₃) 22 

 
Therefore: Valid_Dismissal = FALSE (Prejudiced dismissal, not expert 23 
analysis) 24 

 
 

E.  Competence Vs.  Conspiracy Proof By Elimination 25 

99. Patel's failures must be explained by one of two options: 26 

Option A: Incompetence (didn't know requirements) Option B: 27 
Conspiracy (knows requirements, intentionally avoiding) 28 
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¬(A ∧ B) (cannot be both) A ∨ B (must be one) 1 
 
100. Testing Option A (Incompetence): 2 

Incompetence hypothesis: K = Patel lacks knowledge of investigative 3 
requirements K → (k₁ ∧ k₂ ∧ k₃) 4 

 
Where: k₁: Doesn't know expert rebuttal required k₂: Doesn't know guard 5 
investigation required k₃: Doesn't know contrary evidence must be 6 
examined 7 

 
101. Evidence against incompetence: 8 

Evidence against K: R₁: Patel has thousands of subordinate experts 9 
available R₂: Patel has prosecutorial/investigative experience R₃: 4+ 10 
months elapsed since Baden exposure on Rogan R₄: Institutional resources 11 
exceed individual capacity by orders of magnitude 12 

 
R₁ ∧ R₂ ∧ R₃ ∧ R₄ → ¬K 13 

 
102. Institutional expertise analysis: 14 

Even if k₁ ∧ k₂ ∧ k₃ (Patel personally ignorant) Institutional_K = 15 
subordinate experts would provide guidance 16 

 
Institutional_K ∧ (R₃: 4 months) → Expertise_Applied No expert rebuttal 17 
produced → ¬Expertise_Applied ¬Expertise_Applied despite 18 
Institutional_K → ¬A (Not incompetence) 19 

 
103. Testing Option B (Conspiracy): 20 

Conspiracy hypothesis: C = Patel intentionally avoids investigation C ↔ 21 
(c₁ ∧ c₂ ∧ c₃) 22 

 
Where: c₁: Cannot produce expert rebuttal (Baden correct) c₂: Cannot 23 
investigate guards (would expose bribery) c₃: Cannot investigate 24 
intelligence (foreign influence protection) 25 

 
104. Evidence supporting conspiracy: 26 

Evidence supporting C: E₁: Admits ignorance then immediately dismisses 27 
(prejudiced conclusion) E₂: Deflects to Bill Barr while claiming 28 
exhaustive review E₃: Only "recently" aware of 2019 evidence in 2025 E₄: 29 
Frames victims as conspirators ("what they did to Prince Andrew") E₅: 30 
Strategic omission pattern matches Bondi's Lutnick refusal E₆: Google AI 31 
fabricates investigation claims never made 32 

Case 1:25-cv-02735-ACR     Document 13-24     Filed 01/19/26     Page 24 of 29



25 

 
(E₁ ∧ E₂ ∧ E₃ ∧ E₄ ∧ E₅ ∧ E₆) → C 1 

 
105. Proof by elimination: 2 

Must be: A ∨ B Proven: ¬A (incompetence eliminated by institutional 3 
resources + time) 4 

 
By disjunctive syllogism: (A ∨ B) ∧ ¬A → B 5 

 
Therefore: B (Conspiracy proven by elimination) 6 

 
 

F.  What Patel Must Prove To Close Case 7 

106. For objective conclusion that investigation is complete and conclusive: 8 

Complete_Investigation ↔ (C₁ ∧ C₂ ∧ C₃ ∧ C₄ ∧ C₅ ∧ C₆ ∧ C₇) 9 
 
107. Element C₁ requires expert medical rebuttal of Baden's biomechanical analysis 10 

including: 11 

C₁: Expert medical rebuttal of Baden's biomechanical analysis - Requires: 12 
Hyoid fracture pattern explanation - Requires: Ligature mark positioning 13 
analysis - Requires: Force biomechanics distinguishing hanging from 14 
strangulation - Must demonstrate: Why 50-year expert conclusion is 15 
wrong 16 

 
108. Element C₂ requires guard investigation completion including: 17 

C₂: Guard investigation completion - Requires: Financial records analysis 18 
for all guards on duty - Requires: Interview transcripts documenting guard 19 
compromise investigation - Requires: Explanation why guards asleep 20 
during high-profile death - Requires: Bribery possibility elimination given 21 
billionaire resources 22 

 
109. Element C₃ requires surveillance analysis completion including: 23 

C₃: Surveillance analysis completion - Requires: Chain of custody 24 
documentation for all video - Requires: Technical analysis why cameras 25 
malfunctioned - Requires: Explanation how "wrong cell" video saved - 26 
Requires: Independent verification video not altered 27 

 
110. Element C₄ requires intelligence connection investigation including: 28 
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C₄: Intelligence connection investigation - Requires: FARA analysis for 1 
$2.3M payments to Israeli PM - Requires: Counterintelligence assessment 2 
per 50 U.S.C. § 3001 - Requires: Export control investigation 3 
(Carbyne/Unit 8200) - Requires: Money laundering investigation ($1.1B 4 
transfers) 5 

 
111. Element C₅ requires alternative hypothesis testing including: 6 

C₅: Alternative hypothesis testing - Requires: Murder hypothesis 7 
investigated with equal rigor - Requires: Documentation why murder 8 
hypothesis eliminated - Requires: Access analysis accounting for guard 9 
compromise - Requires: Motive analysis for billionaire/intelligence 10 
resources 11 

 
112. Element C₆ requires prior investigation review including: 12 

C₆: Prior investigation review - Requires: Bill Barr investigation audit - 13 
Requires: Explanation why evidence not released in 2019 - Requires: 14 
Documentation of investigative gaps from prior officials - Requires: 15 
Current investigation addresses identified gaps 16 

 
113. Element C₇ requires Cabinet testimony integration including: 17 

C₇: Cabinet testimony integration - Requires: Lutnick interview regarding 18 
blackmail operation testimony - Requires: Integration of "greatest 19 
blackmailer" testimony with findings - Requires: Video recording 20 
operation analysis per Lutnick description - Requires: Explanation how 21 
blackmail operation compatible with suicide 22 

 
114. Current status shows all seven elements are false: 23 

Current Status: ¬C₁ ∧ ¬C₂ ∧ ¬C₃ ∧ ¬C₄ ∧ ¬C₅ ∧ ¬C₆ ∧ ¬C₇ 24 
 

Therefore: Complete_Investigation = FALSE 25 
 
 

G.  Logical Impossibility Of Current Claims 26 

115. Patel's simultaneous assertions create logical contradiction.  His public statements 27 

claim: 28 

Claim Set A (Public statements): A₁: Investigation is exhaustive A₂: 29 
Conclusion is definitive (suicide) A₃: Review is complete 30 
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116. Yet his admitted facts show: 1 

Claim Set B (Admitted facts): B₁: Only "recently" aware of core 2019 2 
evidence B₂: Never examined Baden autopsy B₃: Still reviewing video 3 
("we're almost done") B₄: Still "figuring out how to put it out" 4 

 
117. The logical analysis reveals the contradiction: 5 

If A₁ ∧ A₂ ∧ A₃ → Then (C₁ ∧ C₂ ∧ C₃ ∧ C₄ ∧ C₅ ∧ C₆ ∧ C₇) must be 6 
TRUE 7 

 
But: (B₁ ∧ B₂ ∧ B₃ ∧ B₄) → (C₁ ∧ C₂ ∧ C₃ ∧ C₄ ∧ C₅ ∧ C₆ ∧ C₇) is FALSE 8 

 
118. Therefore: 9 

Claim Set A contradicts Claim Set B 10 
 

Since B₁ ∧ B₂ ∧ B₃ ∧ B₄ are admitted facts: A₁ ∧ A₂ ∧ A₃ must be FALSE 11 
 

Conclusion: Claims of exhaustive/complete/conclusive investigation are 12 
logically impossible 13 

 
 

H.  Summary: Burden Of Proof 14 

119. The following table summarizes what Patel must prove to close the case 15 

objectively versus what he has actually provided: 16 

Required Proof Status Evidence 

Expert rebuttal of 
Baden 

✗ NOT PROVIDED 4+ months, zero rebuttal 

Guard bribery 
investigation 

✗ NOT CONDUCTED Admitted ignorance 
guards asleep 

Intelligence 
connections 

✗ OMITTED Strategic exclusion from 
review 

Surveillance chain of 
custody 

✗ INCOMPLETE Only "recently" aware of 
2019 video 

Alternative 
hypothesis testing 

✗ PREJUDICED Dismissed without 
investigation 

Prior investigation 
review 

✗ DEFLECTED "Ask Bill Barr" 
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Cabinet testimony 
integration 

✗ REFUSED Bondi won't investigate 
Lutnick 

 

120. The logical conclusion follows necessarily: 1 

Sufficient_Proof = (C₁ ∧ C₂ ∧ C₃ ∧ C₄ ∧ C₅ ∧ C₆ ∧ C₇) Current_Proof = 2 
(¬C₁ ∧ ¬C₂ ∧ ¬C₃ ∧ ¬C₄ ∧ ¬C₅ ∧ ¬C₆ ∧ ¬C₇) Sufficient_Proof = FALSE 3 

 
Therefore: Case is NOT closed, investigation is NOT complete, 4 
conclusion is NOT objective, claims are FRAUDULENT 5 

 
END OF MEMO K 
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