SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK

Index No. 71543-23
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK,
AFFIRMATION OF TODD

- against - BLANCHE IN SUPPORT OF
PRESIDENT DONALD J.
DONALD J. TRUMP, TRUMP’S POST-TRIAL
PRESIDENTIAL IMMUNITY
Defendant. MOTION

Todd Blanche, a partner at the law firm Blanche Law PLLC, duly admitted to practice in
the courts of the State of New York, hereby affirms the following to be true under penalties of
perjury:

1. | represent President Donald J. Trump in this matter and submit this affirmation
and the accompanying memorandum of law in support of President Trump’s motion to dismiss the
Indictment and to vacate the jury’s verdicts based on the Presidential immunity doctrine articulated
last week by the Supreme Court of the United States and the Supremacy Clause.

2. This affirmation is submitted upon my personal knowledge or upon information
and belief, the source of which is my communications with prosecutors and with other counsel,
my review of documents in the case file, a review of the available discovery, and an independent
investigation into the facts of this case.

3. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a true and accurate copy of DANY’s February 22, 2024
motions in limine.

4. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a true and accurate copy of President Trump’s March 7,

2024 motion.



5. Attached as Exhibit 3 is a true and accurate copy of DANY’s March 13, 2024
opposition to President Trump’s March 7, 2024 motion.

6. Attached as Exhibit 4 is a true and accurate copy of the Court’s April 3, 2024
Decision and Order denying President Trump’s March 7, 2024 motion.

7. Attached as Exhibit 5 is a true and accurate copy of President Trump’s April 15,
2024 premotion letter.

8. Attached as Exhibit 6 is a true and accurate copy of DANY’s April 16, 2024
response to President Trump’s April 15, 2024 premotion letter.

9. Attached as Exhibit 7 is a true and accurate copy of DANY’s February 26, 2020
brief submitted to the United States Supreme Court in Trump v. Vance.

10.  Attached as GX 81 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 81.

11.  Attached as GXs 407-F through 407-1 are true and accurate copies of the documents
introduced into evidence at trial as Government Exhibits 407F through 4071.

12.  Attached as GX 181 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 181.

13.  Attached as GX 201 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 201.

14.  Attached as GX 319 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 319.

15.  Attached as GX 68 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into

evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 68.



16.  Attached as GX 260 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 260.

17.  Attached as GX 202 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 202.

18.  Attached as GX 217 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 217.

19.  Attached as GX 205 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 205.

20.  Attached as GX 207 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 207.

21.  Attached as GX 69 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 69.

22.  Attached as GX 35 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 35.

23.  Attached as GX 1 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 1.

24.  Attached as GX 246 is a true and accurate copy of the audio recording introduced
into evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 246.

25.  Attached as GX 248 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 248.

26.  Attached as GX 93 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into

evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 93.



WHEREFORE, for the reasons set forth in the accompanying memorandum of law, the
Court should dismiss the Indictment and vacate the jury’s verdicts based on the Presidential
immunity doctrine and the Supremacy Clause.

Dated: July 10, 2024
New York, New York

By: /s/ Todd Blanche

Todd Blanche

Blanche Law PLLC

99 Wall Street, Suite 4460
New York, NY 10005
212-716-1250
toddblanche@blanchelaw.com

Attorney for President Donald J. Trump
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK: PART 59

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
-against-
DONALD J. TRUMP,

Defendant.

Ind. No. 71543-23

NOTICE OF MOTIONS IN LIMINE

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the People will move this Court, located at 100 Centre

Street, New York, New York, on a date and time to be set by the Court, for an order:

(1) excluding expert testimony regarding federal campaign finance law;

(2) excluding evidence or argument that the Federal Election Commission
dismissed complaints that defendant committed campaign finance violations;

(3) excluding evidence or argument regarding any purported decision by the United
States Department of Justice not to charge defendant with campaign finance
violations;

(4) excluding evidence or argument regarding selective prosecution or government
misconduct;

(5) excluding evidence or argument regarding federal prosecutors’ purported views
of Michael Cohen'’s credibility;

(6) precluding argument regarding any alleged reliance on advice of counsel unless
and until defendant establishes a sufficient factual predicate for that defense;

(7) excluding evidence or argument regarding legal defenses the Court has already
rejected; and

(8) permitting the introduction of potential Molineux evidence;

and for such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper. A supporting

affirmation, memorandum of law, and exhibits are attached to this notice of motion.



DATED:

February 22, 2024

Respectfully submitted,

ALVIN L. BRAGG, JR.
District Attorney, New York County

By: /s/ Matthew Colangelo
Matthew Colangelo
Christopher Conroy
Susan Hoffinger
Becky Mangold
Joshua Steinglass

Assistant District Attorneys
New York County District Attorney’s Office
1 Hogan Place
New York, NY 10013
212-335-9000




SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK: PART 59

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK AFFIRMATION AND

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN
-against- SUPPORT OF MOTIONS IN LIMINE
DONALD J. TRUMP, Ind. No. 71543-23
Defendant.
AFFIRMATION

Matthew Colangelo, an attorney admitted to practice before the courts of this state, affirms
under penalty of perjury that:

I. I am an Assistant District Attorney in the New York County District Attorney’s
Office. I am assigned to the prosecution of the above-captioned case and am familiar with the facts
and circumstances underlying the case.

2. I submit this affirmation in support of the People’s motions in limine.

3. Defendant is charged with thirty-four counts of falsifying business records in the
first degree, PL § 175.10. These charges arise from defendant’s efforts to conceal an illegal scheme
to influence the 2016 presidential election. As part of this scheme, defendant requested that an
attorney who worked for his company pay $130,000 to an adult film actress shortly before the
election to prevent her from publicizing an alleged sexual encounter with defendant. Defendant
then reimbursed the attorney for the illegal payment through a series of monthly checks. Defendant
caused business records associated with the repayments to be falsified to disguise his and others’
criminal conduct.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of defendant’s Witness Disclosure

for Bradley A. Smith dated January 22, 2024.



5. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of United States v. Suarez, No.
5:13-cr-420 (N.D. Ohio June 24, 2014).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of the signed engagement letter
between Bradley A. Smith and Todd Blanche dated January 4, 2024, for People v. Trump, Ind. No.
71543-23.

7. Attached as Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of the Decision & Order in People
v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 1473/2021 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Jan. 5, 2022).

8. Attached as Exhibit 5 is a true and correct copy of the Hearing Transcript in People
v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 1473/2021 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Oct. 20, 2022).

0. Attached as Exhibit 6 is a true and correct copy of a document titled Expert Witness
Disclosure, Professor Bradley A. Smith, in United States v. Bankman-Fried, No. 22 Cr. 673
(LAK), ECF No. 276-5.

10. Attached as Exhibit 7 is a true and correct copy of the Hearing Transcript in People
v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 1473/2021 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Oct. 21, 2022).

11. Attached as Exhibit 8 is a true and correct copy of the Judgment of Conviction in
United States v. Cohen, No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 12, 2018).

12. Attached as Exhibit 9 is a true and correct copy of the Information in United States
v. Cohen, No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 21, 2018).

13. Attached as Exhibit 10 is a true and correct copy of the Hearing Transcript in United
States v. Cohen, No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 21, 2018).

14. Attached as Exhibit 11 is a true and correct copy of defendant’s social media posts

dated February 1, 2023, March 9, 2023, and March 27, 2023.



15. Attached as Exhibit 12 is a true and correct copy of a document titled Certification,
In the Matter of Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al., Federal Election Comm’n Matter
Under Review 7324, 7332, 7364, & 7366 (Mar. 11, 2021).

16. Attached as Exhibit 13 is a true and correct copy of the Letter from Lynn Y. Tran,
Assistant General Counsel, Federal Election Commission, to E. Stewart Crosland (June 1, 2021).

17. Attached as Exhibit 14 is a true and correct copy of a document titled Statement of
Reasons of Chair Shana M. Broussard & Commissioner Ellen L. Weintraub, In the Matter of
Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al., Federal Election Comm’n Matter Under Review 7324,
7332, 7364, & 7366 (July 1, 2021).

18. Attached as Exhibit 15 is a true and correct copy of a document titled Statement of
Reasons of Vice Chair Allen Dickerson et al., In the Matter of Donald J. Trump for President,
Inc., et al., Federal Election Comm’n Matter Under Review 7324, 7332, 7364, & 7366 (June 28,
2021).

19. Attached as Exhibit 16 is a true and correct copy of a document titled Certification,
In the Matter of Michael D. Cohen, et al., Federal Election Comm’n Matter Under Review 7313,
7319, & 7379 (Mar. 31, 2021).

20. Attached as Exhibit 17 is a true and correct copy of the Letter from Lynn Y. Tran,
Assistant General Counsel, Federal Election Commission, to E. Stewart Crosland (Mar. 31, 2021).

21. Attached as Exhibit 18 is a true and correct copy of a document titled Statement of
Reasons of Commissioners Sean J. Cooksey & James E. “Trey” Trainor IIl, In the Matter of
Michael Cohen, et al., Federal Election Comm’n Matter Under Review 7313, 7319, & 7379 (Apr.

26, 2021).



22. Attached as Exhibit 19 is a true and correct copy of the excerpted Hearing
Transcript in People by James v. Trump, No. 452564/2022 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Jan. 11, 2024).

23. Attached as Exhibit 20 is a true and correct copy of the excerpted Trial Transcript
in People by James v. Trump, No. 452564/2022 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Nov. 6, 2023).

24. Attached as Exhibit 21 is a true and correct copy of defendant’s social media post
dated October 7, 2016.

25. Attached as Exhibit 22 is a true and correct copy of Megan Twohey & Michael
Barbaro, Two Women Say Donald Trump Touched Them Inappropriately, N.Y. Times, Oct. 12,
2016.

26. Attached as Exhibit 23 is a true and correct copy of Natasha Stoynoft, Physically
Attacked by Donald Trump—A PEOPLE Writer’s Own Harrowing Story, People Magazine, Oct.
12, 2016.

27. Attached as Exhibit 24 is a true and correct copy of defendant’s social media posts
dated October 15, 2016, October 16, 2016, and October 17, 2016.

MEMORANDUM OF LAW

Courts deciding whether to preclude or admit evidence must determine whether the evidence
is relevant and, if so, whether it is admissible. People v. Primo, 96 N.Y.2d 351, 355 (2001). Evidence
is relevant if it has any tendency to make a fact more or less probable than it would be without the
evidence, and the fact is material to the determination of the action. People v. Lewis, 69 N.Y.2d 321,
325 (1987). Irrelevant evidence is not admissible. See id. The court may exclude relevant evidence
if its admission violates an exclusionary rule, People v. Alvino, 71 N.Y.2d 233, 241 (1987), or “if its
probative value is outweighed by the prospect of trial delay, undue prejudice to the opposing party,

confusing the issues or misleading the jury.” Primo, 96 N.Y.2d at 355.



The Court has authority to consider pretrial motions in /imine seeking evidentiary rulings

based on both “the inherent power of a trial court to admit or exclude evidence” and the court’s

“inherent authority to manage the course of trials.” People v. Michael M., 162 Misc. 2d 803, 806-07

(Sup. Ct. Kings Cnty. 1994) (citing cases). Pretrial evidentiary rulings avoid the risk of presenting

prejudicial, confusing, immaterial, or inadmissible evidence to the jury, see State v. Metz, 241

A.D.2d 192, 198 (1st Dep’t 1998), and minimize delay and disruption during trial, see Gallegos v.

Elite Model Mgmt. Corp., 195 Misc. 2d 223, 226-27 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. 2003).

For the reasons that follow, the People respectfully request that the Court grant the People’s

motions in limine to:

1.

preclude defendant’s proposed testimony from Bradley A. Smith regarding federal
campaign finance law;

preclude the presentation of argument or introduction of evidence that the Federal
Election Commission dismissed complaints alleging, or cleared defendant of,
federal campaign finance violations;

preclude the presentation of argument or introduction of evidence regarding any
purported decision by the United States Department of Justice not to charge
defendant with campaign finance violations;

preclude the presentation of argument or introduction of evidence regarding
defendant’s claims of selective prosecution or government misconduct;

preclude the presentation of argument or introduction of evidence regarding federal
prosecutors’ purported views of Michael Cohen’s credibility;

preclude argument regarding any alleged reliance on advice of counsel unless and

until defendant establishes a sufficient factual predicate for that defense;



7. preclude evidence or argument regarding legal defenses the Court has already

rejected; and

8. permit the introduction of potential Molineux evidence.
L Motion to exclude witness testimony or argument regarding federal election laws.
A. Introduction.

Defendant intends to proffer witness testimony at trial from Bradley A. Smith about
“industry norms, regulations, and practices” regarding “federal election laws,” including campaign
finance law. Ex. 1. The Court should exclude Mr. Smith’s testimony because conclusions of law
are not proper expert testimony; because his proposed testimony is irrelevant; and because the
proposed testimony would improperly mislead and confuse the jury. Two different federal courts
have precluded Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony on campaign finance law in separate criminal
prosecutions, and his testimony is just as improper here. See United States v. Bankman-Fried, No.
22-cr-673 (LAK), 2023 WL 6162865, at *3 (S.D.N.Y. Sept. 21, 2023); United States v. Suarez,
No. 5:13-cr-420, slip op. at 1-2 (N.D. Ohio June 24, 2014) (Ex. 2).

B. Background.

On January 22, 2024, defendant disclosed his intent to call Bradley A. Smith, a law
professor and former member of the Federal Election Commission, as a witness at trial. See Ex. 1.
Defendant styled this disclosure as a “Witness Disclosure (Background / Non-Expert Testimony),”
and stated that Mr. Smith may be called as a witness “to testify about background information
regarding federal election laws.” /d.

Defendant’s disclosure states that “Mr. Smith’s knowledge, skill, experience, training, and
education are well beyond the ordinary lay person regarding federal election law, campaign

finance law, and voting rights issues,” but asserts that “Mr. Smith is not being called as an ‘expert’



because the defense will not ask him to give an opinion but instead will call him to testify about
industry norms, regulations, and practices.” Id.

The signed engagement letter between Mr. Smith and defense counsel for this matter
describes the “Scope of Engagement” as follows:

Blanche Law is engaging me to provide, as requested, expert consultation
in connection with litigation in the above-referenced matter, to provide
required written reports to the court, and to provide expert testimony as
necessary in both pre-trial and trial stages. If requested or approved by
Blanche Law, I may also engage in commentary with media organizations
covering the matter as part of this engagement. My services are requested
for commentary on laws and regulations pertaining to campaign finance law
and common campaign practices, and in particular to federal campaign
finance law pursuant the [sic] Federal Election Campaign Act, 52 U.S.C.
§ 30301 [sic] et seq., and regulations issued thereunder, and to historical
background on enforcement. The work may, as necessary, include
additional research.

Ex. 3 at 1. Defendant is paying Mr. Smith $1,200 per hour for this engagement.! Id.

C. Argument.

1. Defendant’s disclosure is properly considered a proffer of expert
witness testimony, not lay witness testimony.

As an initial matter, the Court should treat Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony as expert
testimony, not lay testimony.
Defendant has proffered Mr. Smith’s testimony on four broad topics:

e “That federal campaign finance laws provide (1) that a candidate cannot use campaign
funds for personal expenses, (2) that if an expense does not ‘arise out’ of a campaign, it
cannot be paid for using campaign funds, even if the expense would have an impact on the
campaign, and (3) that an expenditure made by a candidate, or by a third-party on his
behalf, must be reported as a campaign contribution only if it is a campaign contribution
but not if it is a personal expenditure,” Ex. 1 at 2;

! Defendant’s retention of a witness to “engage in commentary with media organizations covering
the matter” at a rate of $1,200 per hour, Ex. 3 at 1, raises separate concerns about potential efforts
by defendant to taint the jury pool or otherwise prejudice these proceedings.



e “That at the time that Mr. Cohen made the payment to Stormy Daniels, there had never
been a case in which someone was convicted of violating federal campaign finance laws
by making a ‘hush payment’ to an alleged girlfriend or former lover (either directly or
through a third party) using non-campaign funds, and that there had never been any finding
by the Federal Election Commission that such conduct violates federal campaign finance
law,” id.;

e “That the federal prosecution of former U.S. Senator and vice-presidential nominee John
Edwards is the one public case in which a ‘hush payment’ theory has been alleged. Further,
that in that case, the federal charges—including those based on purported federal campaign
finance law violations—were either rejected by the jury or dismissed by the government.”
Id.; and

e “That the Edwards prosecution was heavily criticized and resulted in a wide consensus,

among the public, media, and legal scholars, that the conduct alleged did not violate federal
campaign finance laws.” /1d.

On its face, this proposed testimony relates exclusively to the interpretation and application of
federal campaign finance law, rather than any factual issues relevant to this case. The proposed
topics call for opinion testimony by a specialist; Mr. Smith is not a percipient witness as to any
event or conduct at issue in this prosecution.

Defendant’s witness disclosure asserts that “Mr. Smith is not being called as an ‘expert’
because the defense will not ask him to give an opinion but instead will call him to testify about
industry norms, regulations, and practices.” Ex. 1. But testimony about campaign finance law from
a law professor whom defendant himself describes as having “knowledge, skill, experience,
training, and education” in that specialized field “well beyond the ordinary lay person,” Ex. 1, is
the very definition of expert opinion testimony. See Guide to N.Y. Evid. rule 7.01(1)(a), Opinion
of Expert Witness. That defendant describes Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony as relating to
“industry norms, regulations, and practices” does not change this conclusion, because of course
the relevant norms, regulations, and practices he is describing are all governed by federal law and
regulations. And in any event, testimony regarding “industry norms” in any specialized field is

generally treated as expert opinion testimony under New York law. See, e.g., Prince, Richardson



on Evidence § 7-307 (noting that “standards within an industry” is the subject matter of expert
testimony) (citing, e.g., Lugo v. LIN Toys, 75 N.Y.2d 850, 852 (1990)); see also Regan v. Eight
Twenty Fifth Corp., 287 N.Y. 179, 182 (1941); French v. Ehrenfeld, 180 A.D.2d 895, 896 (3d
Dep’t 1992); Bailey v. Baker’s Air Force Gas Corp., 50 A.D.2d 129, 132 (3d Dep’t 1975); Berman
v. HJ. Enters., Inc., 13 A.D.2d 199, 201 (1st Dep’t 1961).

Indeed, the engagement letter between Mr. Smith and defense counsel in this case shows
that he was retained at a $1,200-per-hour rate “as an expert consultant and witness” to provide
“expert testimony as necessary in both pre-trial and trial stages” of this prosecution. Ex. 3. Where
defendant retained a law professor and agreed to pay him $1,200 an hour to serve “as an expert
consultant and witness” by providing “expert testimony” about his interpretation of campaign
finance law (Ex. 3), on the basis of “knowledge, skill, experience, training, and education” that are
“well beyond the ordinary lay person” (Ex. 1), the Court should reject defendant’s claim that the
witness is “not being called as an ‘expert.””? Id.

2. Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony should be excluded in full because
expert testimony as to a legal conclusion is impermissible.

The Court should preclude Mr. Smith’s proffered testimony because defendant seeks to
call him to testify about conclusions of law, and testimony regarding conclusions of law is
impermissible. Just a few months ago, Judge Kaplan in the Southern District of New York
precluded Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony for the defendant regarding the application of federal

campaign finance law to the government’s prosecution of Sam Bankman-Fried on the ground that,

2 For the reasons described below, Mr. Smith’s improper testimony should be excluded in full. If
his testimony is not precluded entirely, however, the Court should still conclude that he is an expert
witness and should direct defendant to comply immediately and fully with all discovery obligations
under CPL § 245.20(1)(f). Defendant should not be permitted to evade or delay reciprocal
discovery by retaining a law professor “as an expert consultant and witness,” Ex. 3, but then
claiming that “he is not being called as an ‘expert.”” Ex. 1.



among other reasons, “Mr. Smith’s testimony is improper because he seeks to instruct the jury on
issues of law.” Bankman-Fried, 2023 WL 6162865, at *3. This Court should do the same.

Expert testimony is permitted where the Court determines that scientific, technical,
medical, or other specialized knowledge is necessary to “help the finder of fact to understand the
evidence or determine a fact in issue.” Guide to N.Y. Evid. rule 7.01(1)(b), Opinion of Expert
Witness; see People v. Inoa, 25 N.Y.3d 466, 472 (2015); People v. Cronin, 60 N.Y.2d 430, 432-
33 (1983). But “[e]xpert opinion as to a legal conclusion is impermissible.” Colon v. Rent-A-
Center, Inc., 276 A.D.2d 58, 61 (1st Dep’t 2000) (citing Marx & Co., Inc. v. Diners’ Club Inc.,
550 F.2d 505, 508-12 (2d Cir. 1977)); see also Russo v. Feder, Kaszovitz, Isaacson, Weber, Skala
& Bass, LLP, 301 A.D.2d 63, 68-69 (1st Dep’t 2002) (“An expert may not be utilized to offer
opinion as to the legal standards which he believes should have governed a party’s conduct.”);
People v. Kirsh, 176 A.D.2d 652, 653 (1st Dep’t 1991) (trial court properly denied defendant’s
application to call an expert who would have offered opinion as to a legal defense), leave denied,
79 N.Y.2d 949 (1992); People v. Johnson, 76 A.D.2d 983, 984 (3d Dep’t 1980) (same). Indeed,
“[t]he rule prohibiting experts from providing their legal opinions or conclusions is ‘so well-
established that it is often deemed a basic premise or assumption of evidence law—a kind of
axiomatic principle.’” In re Initial Pub. Offering Sec. Litig., 174 F. Supp. 2d 61, 64 (S.D.N.Y.
2001) (quoting Tomas Baker, The Impropriety of Expert Witness Testimony on the Law, 40 U.
Kan. L. Rev. 325, 352 (1992)).

Expert testimony as to a legal conclusion is properly excluded because it does not “help
the finder of fact to . . . determine a fact in issue,” Guide to N.Y. Evid. rule 7.01(1)(b), and instead
improperly infringes on the Court’s role. “Each courtroom comes equipped with a ‘legal expert,’

called a judge, and it is his or her province alone to instruct the jury on the relevant legal standards.”

10



Burkhart v. Wash. Metro. Area Transit Auth., 112 F.3d 1207, 1213 (D.C. Cir. 1997) (trial court
erred in admitting expert testimony that “consisted of impermissible legal conclusions rather than
permissible factual opinions”). Courts routinely and properly exclude testimony that purports to
explain the law to the jury. See United States v. Stewart, 433 F.3d 273, 311-12 (2d Cir. 2006) (trial
court properly excluded defense expert testimony regarding legal principles because “[c]learly, an
opinion that purports to explain the law to the jury trespasses on the trial judge’s exclusive
territory”); Kirsh, 176 A.D.2d at 653 (“Any instructions . . . as to a legal defense lay within the
responsibility of the court”); Johnson, 76 A.D.2d at 984 (trial court properly excluded defense
expert because “the proposed expert testimony involved interpretation and application of the
Social Services Law and pertinent regulations and such was within the sole province of the court™).

This Court had occasion to apply this principle very recently in connection with the
proffered testimony of a defense expert in the Trump Corporation prosecution, during which the
Court repeatedly noted that “this Court will not permit this trial to become a referendum on the
Internal Revenue Code or a master class on taxation. The evidence at trial will be limited to what
is relevant and necessary for the finders of fact to perform their duties — and nothing more.”
Decision & Order 3, People v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 1473/2021 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty.
Jan. 5, 2022) (Ex. 4); see also Hearing Tr. 33, People v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No.
1473/2021 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Oct. 20, 2022) (“[A]s I said a long time ago, this trial is not going
to turn into a master class on taxation, and I’m certainly not going to permit the jury to become
confused by irrelevant issues.”) (Ex. 5).

As noted in Part I.C.1 above, each of the four topics of Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony
relates exclusively to the interpretation and application of federal campaign finance law. Ex. 1.

Testimony purporting to explain how campaign finance law applies to the election interference

11



scheme at issue in this prosecution would run afoul of the axiomatic principle that “[e]xpert
opinion as to a legal conclusion is impermissible.”* Colon, 276 A.D.2d at 61. Indeed, as noted
above, a federal court very recently precluded Mr. Smith from testifying for the defense in a
criminal trial—on topics much like those he proposes to testify about here—on the ground that his
proffered testimony improperly sought to instruct the jury on the law.* See Bankman-Fried, 2023
WL 6162865, at *3. Mr. Smith’s effort to instruct the jury on campaign finance law should get no
more purchase in this case than it did before Judge Kaplan in the Southern District of New York.
The Court should preclude Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony here on the ground that it is improper
legal instruction. See id.; Russo, 301 A.D.2d at 68-69; Colon, 276 A.D.2d at 61; Kirsh, 176 A.D.2d
at 653; Johnson, 76 A.D.2d at 984.

3. Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony should be excluded in full because it is
irrelevant.

Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony should be excluded on the entirely separate ground that it
is irrelevant. Indeed, Mr. Smith was prohibited from testifying in a different federal criminal
prosecution where the trial court held that Mr. Smith’s views regarding federal campaign finance
law were irrelevant to the defendants’ own state of mind in that case. See United States v. Suarez,
No. 5:13-cr-420, slip op. at 1-2 (N.D. Ohio June 24, 2014) (Ex. 2). Mr. Smith’s testimony is just

as irrelevant here.

3 To the extent the Court treats Mr. Smith as a lay witness and not an expert witness, his testimony
should still be excluded. The same reasons that bar expert testimony about legal matters also extend
to lay testimony, including that it is the trial judge’s exclusive role to instruct the jury on the law.

4 Mr. Smith’s expert witness disclosure in the Bankman-Fried prosecution is appended as Ex. 6
for comparison to his disclosure here. As in this case, Mr. Smith sought to testify regarding Federal
Election Commission “rules and decisions governing the application and interpretation” of specific
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act, Ex. 6 at 2; as well as purportedly “[c]Jommon,
established, and well-known practices” for certain kinds of campaign contributions, Ex. 6 at 3.

12



Defendant is charged with thirty-four felonies for falsifying business records with the intent
to commit, aid, or conceal the commission of another crime, in violation of Penal Law § 175.10.
As pertinent here, the People may allege at trial that among the crimes defendant intended to
commit, aid, or conceal are violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act (“FECA”). On that
issue, the relevant question for the finder of fact is what defendant intended when he falsely
described the reimbursements to Cohen for the Stormy Daniels payoffs as payments for legal
services pursuant to a retainer agreement; and whether his intent in doing so included concealing
Cohen’s criminal violation of federal campaign finance law in connection with that payoff. Mr.
Smith does not purport to have any direct evidence of defendant’s state of mind. His proposed
testimony about what unspecified others might have thought about the facts of a different case is
thus irrelevant to the jury’s factual findings regarding defendant’s fraudulent intent here.

Mr. Smith’s own proposed—and excluded—testimony in yet another criminal case again
provides support for the exclusion of his testimony here. In United States v. Suarez, the defendant
sought to introduce expert testimony from Mr. Smith to testify that “federal campaign laws are
confusing to individuals who lack formal training,” that “people often misunderstand the campaign
laws,” and that “it is reasonable for individuals to believe that the law allows ‘straw man’
donations.” Suarez, slip op. at 1-2 (Ex. 2). The court held that “the expert testimony offered by
Smith is inadmissible because it is not relevant.” As the court explained:

[W]hether the laws are commonly misunderstood does not weigh on
whether defendants in this case intended to violate the campaign finance
laws. What other individuals who may have contacted Smith knew or

thought simply has no bearing on what defendants knew or thought.
Because the evidence is not relevant, it will not be admitted.

Id. at 3. The exact same reasoning applies here. Mr. Smith proposes to testify that some among
“the public, media, and legal scholars” thought the conduct alleged in the United States v. Edwards

prosecution did not violate federal campaign finance laws; and the import of Mr. Smith’s proposed
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testimony on the other topics in his disclosure is that federal campaign finance law does not clearly
criminalize some personal expenditures on other facts. Ex. 1. But the only relevant question in this
case is whether—after Cohen made an illegal campaign contribution to defendant by paying
$130,000 to Stormy Daniels to silence her on the eve of a presidential election—defendant
intended to conceal that crime by falsely describing his reimbursements to Cohen as payments for
legal services pursuant to a retainer. Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony about industry norms, or
about what other people might have thought the law would criminalize on other facts, “does not
weigh on whether defendant[] in this case intended to violate [or conceal violations of] the
campaign finance laws.”> Suarez, slip op. at 3 (Ex. 2).

This Court reached the same conclusion as to the defense’s proffered expert in the Trump
Corporation prosecution, holding that the defendants were prohibited from offering expert
testimony regarding what “any of the high managerial agents intended” because “He’s an expert.
He was not there. He did not speak to them. He cannot read their minds. He does not know what
their intent was.” See Hearing Tr. 14, People v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 1473/2021 (Sup.
Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Oct. 21, 2022) (Ex. 7). The same reasoning applies here, and the Court should
exclude Mr. Smith’s testimony in full as irrelevant.

4. Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony about whether the Stormy Daniels

payoff violated federal campaign finance law should be excluded
because it would mislead and confuse the jury.

If the Court does not exclude Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony in full for the reasons

identified above, the Court should exclude his proposed testimony regarding whether the conduct

> And to the extent Mr. Smith did plan to testify regarding his speculative views of defendant’s
potential intent based on what Mr. Smith thinks others thought of the Edwards prosecution, that
too would be wholly inadmissible and improper; it is settled law that an expert may not testify as
to a defendant’s intent. See People v. Kincey, 168 A.D.2d 231,232 (1st Dep’t 1990) (“It was highly
improper and prejudicial to allow [an expert] to testify concerning the defendant’s intent”).
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involved in Cohen’s payoff to Stormy Daniels “violates federal campaign finance law”—the
second topic in Mr. Smith’s witness disclosure, see Ex. I—because it would mislead and confuse
the jury.

Michael Cohen pleaded guilty to and was convicted of two criminal counts of violating
FECA in connection with the Karen McDougal and Stormy Daniels payoffs. See Judgment of
Conviction, United States v. Cohen, No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 12, 2018) (the “Cohen
Judgment”) (Ex. 8). In connection with the Daniels payment in particular, Cohen was charged with
and pleaded guilty to the offense of making an excessive campaign contribution in violation of 52
U.S.C. §§ 30116(a)(1)(A) and 30116(a)(7). See Information | 24-44, United States v. Cohen, No.
18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 21, 2018) (Ex. 9); Hearing Tr. 23-24, 27-28, United States v. Cohen,
No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 21, 2018) (the “Cohen Hearing Tr.””) (Ex. 10). The federal district
court had an independent obligation to “assure itself . . . that the conduct to which the defendant
admits is in fact an offense under the statutory provision under which he is pleading guilty.” United
States v. Culbertson, 670 F.3d 183, 191 (2d Cir. 2012). Mindful of that obligation, the district court
accepted Cohen’s guilty plea and adjudged Cohen guilty: “[B]ecause I find your plea is entered
knowingly and voluntarily and is supported by an independent basis in fact containing each of the
essential elements of the crimes, I accept your guilty plea and adjudge you guilty of the eight
offenses to which you have just pleaded as charged in the information.” Cohen Hearing Tr. 28 (Ex.
10); see also Cohen Judgment (Ex. 8).

Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony—that “at the time Mr. Cohen made the payment to Stormy
Daniels, there had never been a case in which someone was convicted of violating federal
campaign finance laws by making a ‘hush payment’ to an alleged girlfriend or former lover (either

indirectly or through a third party) using non-campaign funds,” Ex. 1—appears intended to suggest

15



to the jury that the Daniels payoff was not a crime. But it was, in fact, a crime: a federal judge
concluded that the conduct to which Cohen admitted “is in fact an offense” under FECA.
Culbertson, 670 F.3d 183, 191 (2d Cir. 2012); and Cohen went to prison for it. See Cohen
Judgment (Ex. 8). Expert testimony purporting to show that such conduct did not “violate[] federal
campaign finance law” would therefore mislead the jury and should be excluded. See, e.g., People
v. Corby, 6 N.Y.3d 231, 234 (2005); People v. Davis, 43 N.Y.2d 17, 27 (1977).

5. Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony about the United States v. Edwards
prosecution should be excluded because it would mislead and confuse
the jury.

Finally, and if the Court does not exclude Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony in full for the
reasons identified above, the Court should exclude the witness’s proposed testimony regarding the
United States v. Edwards prosecution—the third and fourth topics in Mr. Smith’s witness
disclosure, see Ex. 1—because it would mislead and confuse the jury.

The United States indicted former Senator and presidential candidate John Edwards in
2011 on four counts of acceptance and receipt of illegal campaign contributions in violation of
FECA, 52 U.S.C. §§ 30116(a)(1)(A), 30116(f), 30109(d)(1)(A)(i). The indictment alleged that
while running for President in 2007 and 2008, Edwards was engaged in an extramarital affair with
a woman that resulted in her pregnancy. He allegedly sought to conceal the affair and pregnancy
from the public out of concern that public disclosure would undermine his campaign. Edwards and
a campaign staffer solicited money from several friends and campaign donors of Edwards, which
was then sent to the woman to cover living expenses and medical care for the purpose of keeping
her from disclosing the affair and pregnancy during the campaign. The government alleged that

those donations were illegal contributions, and that Edwards was aware they were illegal

contributions and intentionally violated the law by accepting and failing to disclose them. See
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generally Government’s Resp. to Def.’s Mot. to Dismiss 2-6, United States v. Edwards, No. 1:11-
cr-161-1 (M.D.N.C. Sept. 26, 2011), ECF No. 59.

Edwards moved to dismiss the indictment on the ground that he was motivated by non-
campaign-related, purely personal reasons to conceal the relationship, and that payments to
conceal an affair for personal reasons do not become unlawfully campaign-related just because
disclosure of the affair might also have the effect of damaging his candidacy for office. The
government argued that under FECA and the Federal Election Commission’s implementing
regulations, third-party payments of expenses for a candidate’s personal use are campaign
contributions—and thus subject to FECA’s donation limits and disclosure requirements—*“unless
the payment would have been made irrespective of the candidacy.” Id. at 10 (quoting 11 C.F.R.
§ 113.1(2)(6)).

The district court denied the motion to dismiss without prejudice to it being raised after the
close of the government’s evidence at trial. See Hearing Tr. 4-5, United States v. Edwards, No.
I:11-cr-161-1 (M.D.N.C. Oct. 27, 2011), ECF No. 108. The defense moved again after the close
of the government’s case, and the court again denied the motion. See Trial Tr. 97, United States v.
Edwards, No. 1:11-cr-161-1 (M.D.N.C. May 11, 2012), ECF No. 303. The court ultimately
provided the following jury instructions (in relevant part): “The government does not have to prove
that the sole or only purpose of the money was to influence the election. People rarely act with a
single purpose in mind. . . . If you find beyond a reasonable doubt that one of her purposes was to
influence an election, then that would be sufficient.” See Final Jury Instructions 8-9, United States
v. Edwards, No. 1:11-cr-161-1 (M.D.N.C. May 18, 2012), ECF No. 288. The jury then acquitted

Edwards on the charges.
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Thus, in the Edwards prosecution, the government’s case was lost not on the legal
sufficiency of the allegations but on the jury’s factual findings at trial. And that jury verdict of
acquittal has no legal import here. Apart from double jeopardy protection for the specific defendant
in a given case, a jury acquittal does not establish legal precedent—it may reflect mistake,
compromise, or lenity, see United States v. Powell, 469 U.S. 57, 65 (1984); and is in any event not
a holding as to the law. The only conceivably relevant legal determinations from the Edwards case
are the denials of the defendant’s motions to dismiss and the trial court’s jury instruction quoted
above—all of which support the People here, and which Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony
conspicuously fails to address.

Here, the People intend to present evidence at trial showing that the Stormy Daniels payoff
(and the other underlying federal campaign finance violations) were not purely personal; and that
instead, at least one of the purposes of the entire hush money scheme was to influence the 2016
presidential election. Because testimony from Mr. Smith explaining that former Senator Edwards
was acquitted at trial does not illuminate whether the payoff scheme here was intended in part to
influence defendant’s candidacy for the 2016 election, its admission could only mislead and
confuse the jury. See Corby, 6 N.Y.3d at 234-35; Primo, 96 N.Y.2d at 356-57. The jury’s factual
findings about former Senator Edwards’s motives following the presentation of evidence in that
trial do not bear on defendant’s motives here. And as noted, Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony makes
clear that he has nothing to say on the factual issue that was the dispositive factor in Edwards—
namely, what was defendant’s intent when he falsified the reimbursements to Cohen. Mr. Smith’s
testimony regarding the outcome of the Edwards trial should thus be excluded as misleading and

confusing.
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IL. Motion to exclude evidence or argument regarding the Federal Election
Commission’s dismissal of complaints against defendant.

A. Introduction.

The Federal Election Commission (“FEC”) received a number of administrative
complaints against defendant in connection with the hush money payoffs at issue in this
prosecution and dismissed those complaints without investigation after the Commissioners
deadlocked on tie votes regarding whether or not to proceed. Defendant has asserted in public
statements and may seek to argue at trial that this prosecution is unwarranted because of those
dismissals. See Ex. 11.° The Court should exclude any evidence or argument at trial regarding
dismissal of the FEC complaints against defendant because those dismissals are not relevant to the
determination of any legal question or fact in issue in this prosecution, and because evidence or
argument regarding those dismissals would confuse and mislead the jury.

B. Background.

The FEC received and considered multiple complaints that defendant and others violated

FECA in connection with the payoff scheme involving Daniels, McDougal, and Sajudin.’” See 11

® E.g., Ex. 11 at 1 (claiming that “[t]he FEC dopped the ‘Horseface’ Daniels Fake Witch Hunt,
because they found no evidence of problems.”); Ex. 11 at 3 (claiming that “[e]very Prosecutor,
and the FEC, who looked at it, took a pass.”).

" The FEC’s compliance procedures are codified at 11 C.F.R. part 111. Under those procedures,
“[a]ny person who believes that a violation of” FECA has occurred “may file a complaint in writing
with the General Counsel” of the FEC. 11 C.F.R. § 111.4(a). The General Counsel reviews those
complaints and makes a recommendation to the Commission “whether or not it should find reason
to believe that a respondent has committed or is about to commit a violation of statutes or
regulations over which the Commission has jurisdiction.” 11 C.F.R. §111.7(a). The
Commissioners then vote on what is called a “reason to believe” finding, with an affirmative vote
of four (out of six) Commissioners required to proceed to open an investigation. /d. § 111.9(a). If
four Commissioners vote in favor of a reason-to-believe finding, an investigation is conducted and
subsequent steps in the compliance process follow (including, if warranted, a “probable cause to
believe” recommendation and finding, conciliation attempts, and civil litigation). See id.
§§ 111.9(a), 111.10, 111.16—.19. Absent four votes at the reason-to-believe stage, no investigation
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C.F.R. §§ 111.3(a), 111.4(a). As to defendant’s culpability in connection with the McDougal and
Sajudin payoffs, the six members of the FEC split three-three on whether there was reason to
believe that defendant knowingly and willfully accepted prohibited contributions, and because the
votes of four out of six members are required for a reason-to-believe finding, see 11 C.F.R.
§§ 111.9(a), 111.10(a), the Commission closed the complaints before any investigation was
conducted.® The three Commissioners who voted to dismiss did so not on the merits but instead as
a matter of prosecutorial discretion, explaining that “[i]n choosing how to allocate the
Commission’s limited enforcement resources, we opted against pursuing the long odds of a
successful enforcement in these matters” against Trump, and “instead voted to dismiss as an
exercise of prosecutorial discretion.” Statement of Reasons of Vice Chair Allen Dickerson et al.,
In the Matter of Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al., Federal Election Comm’n Matter
Under Review 7324, 7332, 7364, & 7366 (June 28, 2021) (Ex. 15).

The FEC resolved the complaints regarding defendant’s involvement in the Daniels payoff
in the same way. The FEC again stalemated (this time on a two-two vote among the four
participating Commissioners) on the question whether there was reason to believe that defendant
knowingly and willfully accepted excessive contributions from Cohen. See Certification, In the
Matter of Michael D. Cohen, et al., Federal Election Comm’n Matter Under Review 7313, 7319,

& 7379 (Mar. 31, 2021) (Ex. 16); Letter from Lynn Y. Tran, Assistant General Counsel, Federal

is conducted, and the FEC then generally “terminates its proceedings” and closes the matter. See
id. § 111.9.

8 See Certification, In the Matter of Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al., Federal Election
Comm’n Matter Under Review 7324, 7332, 7364, & 7366 (Mar. 11, 2021) (Ex. 12); Letter from
Lynn Y. Tran, Assistant General Counsel, Federal Election Commission, to E. Stewart Crosland
(June 1, 2021) (Ex. 13); Statement of Reasons of Chair Shana M. Broussard & Commissioner
Ellen L. Weintraub, In the Matter of Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al., Federal Election
Comm’n Matter Under Review 7324, 7332, 7364, & 7366 (July 1, 2021) (Ex. 14).
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Election Commission, to E. Stewart Crosland (Mar. 31, 2021) (Ex. 17); 11 C.F.R. § 111.9(a). The
two Commissioners who voted to dismiss did so not on the merits but “as an exercise of
prosecutorial discretion” because (1) the FEC faced an “extensive enforcement backlog”; (2) “a
federal judge was sufficiently satisfied” that Cohen had explained the factual basis for his guilty
plea to FECA violations “count by count, during his allocution; and (3) Cohen had already “been
punished by the government of the United States.” Statement of Reasons of Commissioners Sean
J. Cooksey & James E. “Trey” Trainor 111, In the Matter of Michael Cohen, et al., Federal Election
Comm’n Matter Under Review 7313, 7319, & 7379 (Apr. 26, 2021) (Ex. 18). Accordingly, the
two Commissioners concluded that “pursuing these matters further was not the best use of agency
resources.” Id. The Commission then closed the complaints without investigation.

C. Argument.

The Court should exclude evidence or argument regarding the FEC’s dismissal of these
complaints for three reasons. First, because the FEC dismissed the complaints against defendant
at the reason-to-believe stage without any investigation after the Commissioners stalemated on tie
votes regarding whether to proceed, defendant’s public claims that the FEC “found no evidence of
problems,” Ex. 11, is based on demonstrably false and misleading premises about how the FEC
conducts its enforcement matters. Argument or evidence purporting to show (falsely) that the FEC
cleared defendant of FECA culpability would improperly confuse and mislead the jury and should
be excluded. See Corby, 6 N.Y.3d at 234; Davis, 43 N.Y.2d at 27.

Second, the fact of the FEC dismissals should be excluded because it is irrelevant. The
FEC’s dismissal of administrative complaints against defendant without investigation does not
make any fact regarding defendant’s intent to defraud—or any other element of the charged
offenses—more or less probable, particularly where the Commissioners who voted to dismiss did

so not on the merits but as an exercise of prosecutorial discretion. See Lewis, 69 N.Y.2d at 325.
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Evidence or argument regarding the FEC’s dismissals should therefore be excluded as irrelevant.
See People v. Greene, 16 A.D.3d 350, 350 (1st Dep’t 2005); People v. Griffin, 173 A.D.2d 120,
124-25 (4th Dep’t 1991), aff’d, 80 N.Y.2d 723 (1993).

Finally, even if the FEC dismissals did reflect some determination by that agency regarding
whether defendant violated FECA—which they do not—the dismissals should be excluded for the
separate reason that whether defendant himself committed another crime is not material to the
jury’s determination of defendant’s intent to defraud, as this Court has repeatedly recognized in
this case. See Decision & Order on Def.’s Omnibus Motions 12 (Feb. 15, 2024) (the “Trump
Omnibus Decision”); Decision & Order on Mot. to Quash Def.’s Subpoena 10 (Dec. 18, 2023).
Courts have upheld convictions under Penal Law § 175.10 even when the defendant was acquitted
of the crimes that he intended to commit or conceal, so long as the evidence showed that,
notwithstanding the acquittal, defendant falsified business records with the requisite general intent.
See, e.g., People v. Holley, 198 A.D.3d 1351, 1351-52 (4th Dep’t 2021); People v. Houghtaling,
79 A.D.3d 1155, 1157-58 (3d Dep’t 2010); People v. McCumiskey, 12 A.D.3d 1145, 1145-46 (4th
Dep’t 2004). And there is no requirement that a defendant intend to conceal the commission of is
own crime; instead, “a person can commit First Degree Falsifying Business Records by falsifying
records with the intent to cover up a crime committed by somebody else.” People v. Dove, 15
Misc. 3d 1134(A), at *6 n.6 (Sup. Ct. Bronx Cnty. 2007) (citing People v. Smithtown Gen. Hosp.,
93 Misc. 2d 736, 736 (Sup. Ct. Suffolk Cnty. 1978)). The FEC dismissals of administrative
complaints against defendant are thus not material to whether defendant acted with the requisite
intent to conceal the commission of another crime. Evidence or argument regarding the FEC

dismissals should be excluded.
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III. Motion to exclude evidence or argument regarding any purported decision by the
United States Department of Justice not to charge defendant with campaign finance
violations.

A. Introduction.

Defendant has asserted in public statements and may seek to argue at trial that this
prosecution is unwarranted because the United States Department of Justice did not indict him for
federal campaign finance violations. See Ex. 11. The Court should exclude any evidence or
argument regarding any purported decision by the Justice Department not to charge defendant with
violating federal campaign finance law because it is irrelevant and would mislead the jury.

B. Argument.

Defendant has frequently claimed that the Justice Department previously examined his
conduct and “found that I did nothing wrong.” Ex. 11. That defendant was not indicted by the federal
government in connection with the election interference scheme at issue here is probative of
literally nothing relevant to this prosecution.

Defendant was the sitting President during the entire period that the federal government
investigated the campaign finance violations to which Cohen pleaded guilty.” The Department of
Justice “has long understood that a President is absolutely immune from arrest, indictment, and
criminal prosecution while he remains in office.” Brief for the United States as Amicus Curiae
Supporting Petitioner at 11, Trump v. Vance, 140 S. Ct. 2412 (2020) (No. 19-635). Thus, even
assuming defendant was the target of a federal criminal investigation related to the campaign

finance violations to which Cohen pleaded guilty, he could not have been indicted under the Justice

? Cohen pleaded guilty to federal campaign finance violations in August 2018, see Cohen Hearing
Tr. 23-24, 27-28 (Ex. 10); and the federal government concluded its investigation into whether
other individuals may be criminally liable for that conduct in July 2019. See Government’s Letter
1 n.1, United States v. Cohen, No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. July 18, 2019).
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Department’s longstanding approach. Cf. CREW v. U.S. Dep 't of Justice, 45 F.4th 963, 968 (D.C.
Cir. 2022) (noting that “[i]n light of the sitting President’s immunity from criminal prosecution,
[Special Counsel] Mueller declined to determine whether President Trump’s potentially
obstructive conduct” in connection with the investigation into Russian interference in the 2016
presidential election “constituted a crime”).

Argument or evidence that defendant was not charged with campaign finance violations by
the Justice Department would thus improperly confuse and mislead the jury and should be
excluded. See Corby, 6 N.Y.3d at 234; Davis, 43 N.Y.2d at 27; see also, e.g., United States ex rel.
Feldman v. van Gorp, No. 03 Civ. 8135 (WHP), 2010 WL 2911606, at *2-3 (S.D.N.Y. July 8,
2010) (granting motion in limine to exclude evidence of the Justice Department’s decision not to
intervene in False Claims Act case as irrelevant, because “the government may have a host of
reasons for not pursuing a claim” (quoting United States ex rel. Atkins v. McInteer, 470 F.3d 1350,
1360 n.17 (11th Cir. 2006))).

Such argument and evidence would also be irrelevant for the same reasons identified in
Part II.C above: whether defendant himself violated FECA is not material to the jury’s
determination of defendant’s intent to defraud. 7rump Omnibus Decision 12; see also People v.
Taveras, 12 N.Y.3d 21, 27 (2009); People v. Thompson, 124 A.D.3d 448, 449 (1st Dep’t 2015);
Houghtaling, 79 A.D.3d at 1157-58; McCumiskey, 12 A.D.3d at 1145.

IV. Motion to exclude evidence or argument regarding selective prosecution or
government misconduct.

A. Introduction.

Defendant may seek to argue at trial that he has been singled out for prosecution based on
impermissible considerations, and—relatedly—that the charges in the indictment are novel or

unprecedented. Selective prosecution is not a valid trial defense, and the Court properly rejected
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defendant’s pretrial motion to dismiss on this basis. 7rump Omnibus Decision 20-22. Because the
presentation of evidence or argument purporting to show selective prosecution would risk
confusing and misleading the jury and is not probative of defendant’s guilt or innocence, the Court
should exclude any evidence or argument regarding defendant’s claim of selective prosecution,
including argument that the prosecution is politically motivated or that the charges are novel or
unusual.

B. Argument.

Defendant has repeatedly stated in court filings and public statements that this prosecution
is based on impermissible motives and that he is being singled out for improper reasons. Defendant
has also asserted in court filings and public statements that the charges in the indictment are
“novel” or “unprecedented.” E.g., Def.’s Omnibus Mem. 29, 31. The Court should preclude
defendant from presenting argument and introducing evidence of purported selective prosecution
at trial because selective prosecution is not a valid trial defense, and because any selective
prosecution argument at trial would serve no purpose other than to advance an improper jury
nullification defense.

1. Selective prosecution is not a valid trial defense.

The Court of Appeals has emphasized that a defendant’s claim of selective prosecution is
not a valid trial defense and is instead a constitutional claim for dismissal that should be addressed
before trial. “[I]n our State, the claim of unequal protection is treated not as an affirmative defense
to criminal prosecution or the imposition of a regulatory sanction but rather as a motion to dismiss
or quash the official action.” Matter of 303 W. 42nd St. Corp. v. Klein, 46 N.Y.2d 686, 693 (1979)
(citing People v. Goodman, 31 N.Y.2d 262, 268-69 (1972); People v. Utica Daw’s Drug Co., 16
A.D.2d 12, 15-18 (4th Dep’t 1962)). That is because “[a] claim of discriminatory enforcement

does not reach the issue of the guilt or innocence of the defendant.” Goodman, 31 N.Y.2d at 269;
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see also Utica Daw’s Drug Co., 16 A.D.2d at 15-16. Thus, “the claim of discriminatory
enforcement should not be considered as an affirmative defense to the criminal charge, to be
determined together with the issue of guilt by the trier of fact, but, rather, should be addressed to
the court before trial as a motion to dismiss the prosecution upon constitutional grounds.”
Goodman, 31 N.Y.2d at 268-69.

Here, defendant moved to dismiss the indictment on the ground that he was singled out for
prosecution for impermissible reasons, and sought discovery and an evidentiary hearing on that
claim. The People opposed, and the Court denied defendant’s motion. See Trump Omnibus
Decision 20-22. The presentation of any argument or evidence regarding defendant’s claims of
selective prosecution at trial would be irrelevant to any fact the jury needs to decide, and would
instead confuse and mislead the jury and needlessly prolong the trial. Indeed, the Court of Appeals
has expressly recognized—in directing that claims of discriminatory enforcement “should be
addressed to the court by a pretrial motion to dismiss”—that permitting the introduction at trial of
argument or evidence on selective prosecution risks “delay or confusion at trial.” Goodman, 31
N.Y.2d at 269; see People v. Decker, 218 A.D.3d 1026, 1042 (3d Dep’t 2023) (trial court properly
precluded defendant from “exploring a collateral issue concerning any potential bias of the
[Sheriff’s Department], as the probative value of such evidence was outweighed by the danger that
it could confuse or mislead the jury into deciding the case on issues beyond the evidence
presented”).

2. Argument regarding selective prosecution would improperly advance
a jury nullification defense.

Second, argument or evidence purporting to show selective prosecution should be excluded
because it would serve no purpose other than to advance an improper jury nullification defense.

As noted above, the Court of Appeals has long held that selective prosecution “does not reach the
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issue of the guilt or innocence of the defendant,” Goodman, 31 N.Y.2d at 269; and this Court
already considered and rejected defendant’s request for dismissal on the basis of claimed
constitutional violations. See Trump Omnibus Decision 20-22. Presenting argument or evidence
purporting to show that defendant was unfairly singled out for prosecution for political or other
improper reasons would thus serve no purpose other than to urge the jury to acquit even if the facts
establish each element of the charged offenses. But jury nullification “is not a legally sanctioned
function of the jury.” People v. Goetz, 73 N.Y.2d 751, 752 (1998).

The Court should thus preclude defendant from mounting “a ‘political’ defense . .. and
invit[ing] jury nullification by questioning the Government’s motives.” United States v. Rosado,
728 F.2d 89, 93 (2d Cir. 1984) (claims by the defendants that they were victims of political
persecution were “matters far beyond the scope of legitimate issues in a criminal trial”); see United
States v. Regan, 103 F.3d 1072, 1081 (2d Cir. 1997) (affirming district court’s decision to preclude
defendant from “introducing evidence at trial that the grand jury investigation was illegitimate,”
because “requir[ing] juries in perjury cases to evaluate the government’s motives for bringing
particular investigations . . . would add a new element to the crime”); see also Decker, 218 A.D.3d
at 1042.

3. The Court should make clear that any holding that precludes argument

regarding selective prosecution includes all versions of this claim that
defendant has advanced in his frequent public comments on this case.

The Court should specify that any holding that precludes defendant from presenting
argument and evidence of selective prosecution includes, but is not limited to, the following claims
that defendant has advanced in his frequent public comments on this case.

1. Argument or evidence purporting to show that the indictment is novel, unusual, or
unprecedented should be precluded because it would be irrelevant and would “improperly invite[]

the jury to make legal determinations,” which are “the exclusive province of the court.” United
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States v. Stewart, No. 03-cr-717 (MGC), 2004 WL 113506, at *1-2 (S.D.N.Y. Jan. 26, 2004)
(granting motion in limine to preclude defendants from arguing that one of the counts in the
indictment was “novel” or was “an unusual or unprecedented application of the securities laws”);
see United States v. Navarro, 651 F. Supp. 3d 212, 242 (D.D.C. 2023) (granting the government’s
motion in limine to exclude argument that the charges in that case were “infrequent” or
“unprecedented,” because those arguments “simply repackage Defendant’s selective prosecution
defense” and “are not relevant to any element of the charged offenses or any valid defense”™); see
also Hearing Tr. 38-39, People v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 1473/2021 (Sup. Ct. N.Y.
Cnty. Oct. 20, 2022) (granting the People’s motion in /imine and holding that “the defendants are
precluded from remarking during jury selection and in their opening statements that the charges
are novel, unusual, or unprecedented”) (Ex. 5).

2. Argument or evidence regarding former Special Assistant District Attorney Mark
Pomerantz’s purported views on this prosecution, as related in his book titled People vs. Donald
Trump: An Inside Account, should be precluded because the selective prosecution claims defendant
has cited that book to support were properly rejected in the Court’s omnibus ruling, see Trump
Omnibus Decision 21-22; and because any hearsay statements in that book are irrelevant to
defendant’s guilt or innocence in any event.

3. Argument or evidence regarding defendant’s claims regarding the length of the People’s
investigation, his allegation of unconstitutional preindictment delay, and the related claim that this

prosecution was somehow timed to interfere with defendant’s presidential campaign,'® should be

10 See, e.g., Hearing Tr. 12 (Feb. 15, 2024) (Defense counsel: “[I]t is completely election
interference to say, you are going to sit in this courtroom, in Manhattan, when there is no reason
for it.”); Former President Trump on Hush Money Case, C-SPAN (Feb. 15, 2024), https://www.c-
span.org/video/?533626-1/president-trump-hush-money-case (Defendant: “It’s an election
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precluded because those assertions “simply repackage Defendant’s selective prosecution defense,”
Navarro, 651 F. Supp. 3d at 242; and could “confuse or mislead the jury into deciding the case on
issues beyond the evidence presented.” Decker, 218 A.D.3d at 1042; see also Trump Omnibus
Decision 3-6 (rejecting defendant’s motion to dismiss based on the claim of unconstitutional pre-
indictment delay).

4. Argument or evidence referencing the purported motivations or personal and
professional backgrounds of the District Attorney or counsel for the People in this case should be
precluded because it does not support an affirmative defense to prosecution; does not reach the
issue of defendant’s guilt or innocence; risks confusing and misleading the jury; and improperly
invites jury nullification. See, e.g., Goodman, 31 N.Y.2d at 269; Decker, 218 A.D.3d at 1042;
Rosado, 728 F.2d at 93. Evidence and argument regarding “the motivation and conduct” of counsel
“are categorically irrelevant”; and “even if evidence of them had any slight relevance, it would be
substantially outweighed by the capacity of such evidence and lawyer arguments to confuse the
jury and create unfair prejudice.” Hart v. RCI Hospitality Holdings, Inc., 90 F. Supp. 3d 250, 271
(S.D.N.Y. 2015) (granting motion in limine); see also United States v. Xiong, 262 F.3d 672, 675
(7th Cir. 2001) (personal attacks on a party’s counsel are “reprehensible” and “detract from the
dignity of judicial proceedings”).

5. Argument, questions, or evidence regarding potential punishment or other consequences

of these proceedings!! should be prohibited in front of the jury because it has no tendency to prove

interference case. Nobody’s ever seen anything like it in this country, it’s a disgrace. ... They
want to keep me nice and busy so I can’t campaign so hard.”).

1 See, e.g., Trial Tr. 3628:3-6, People by James v. Trump, No. 452564/2022 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty.
Nov. 6, 2023) (Defendant: “And it is a shame what is going on. And we sit here all day, and it is

election interference because you want to keep me in this courthouse all day long, and let’s keep
going.”) (Ex. 20).
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any material fact. See Lewis, 69 N.Y.2d at 325; see also Shannon v. United States, 512 U.S. 573,
579 (1994) (“Information regarding the consequences of a verdict is . . . irrelevant to the jury’s
task.”); Navarro, 651 F. Supp. 3d at 242. Similarly, arguments or evidence that the charges in this
case are not serious or should be considered misdemeanors, as defendant has frequently asserted
in court filings and public statements, should likewise be precluded. Presenting argument or
eliciting evidence regarding the claimed seriousness of the offense or the effect of these
proceedings on defendant’s outside commitments is also improper because it invites nullification
and otherwise confuses the issues before the jury. See Navarro, 651 F. Supp. 3d at 242 (citing
United States v. Wade, 962 F.3d 1004, 1012 (7th Cir. 2020)); People v. Douglas, 178 Misc. 2d
918, 926-28 (Sup. Ct. Bronx Cnty. 1998).

6. Argument or evidence regarding alleged bias or purported motivations of the Court and
court staff should be precluded. Defendant prolifically attacks judges and court staff in his public
comments, 2 and impugned the motives of the court on repeated occasions in the courtroom during

court proceedings in the recent People by James v. Trump civil fraud trial.'?

Any such argument
here would be irrelevant and would improperly invite the jury to reach a verdict based on

something other than the evidence at trial. Rosado, 728 F.2d at 93.

12 See, e.g., People’s Mot. to Quash or for a Protective Order 3-4 (Nov. 9, 2023) (collecting
statements); People’s Mot. for a Protective Order 2-3, 7-12 (Apr. 24, 2023) (same).

13 See, e.g., Hearing Tr. 116, People by James v. Trump, No. 452564/2022 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty.
Jan. 11, 2024) (Defendant to the Court: “You have your own agenda, I can certainly understand
that. You can’t listen for more than one minute.”) (Ex. 19); Trial Tr. 3510:9-10, People by James
v. Trump, No. 452564/2022 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Nov. 6, 2023) (“This is a very unfair trial, very,
very.”) (Ex. 20); id. at 3558:5-3559:13 (“I think it’s fraudulent, the [court’s] decision. I think it’s
fraudulent. The fraud is on the Court, not on me. . .. And how do you do that? How do you rule
against somebody and call them a fraud, as the President of the United States, who did a great
job. ... It’s a terrible thing you did. You knew nothing about me. You believed this political hack
back there, and that’s unfortunate.”) (Ex. 20); id. at 3628:7-8 (“And we have a very hostile Judge,
extremely hostile Judge, and it is sad.”) (Ex. 20).
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V. Motion to exclude evidence or argument regarding the federal government’s
purported views of Michael Cohen’s credibility.

A. Introduction.

Defendant may argue or seek to introduce evidence of the Justice Department’s purported
views regarding Michael Cohen’s credibility, including claims that he has lied to or withheld
evidence from federal investigators or prosecutors in the past. Although Cohen and other witnesses
may be subject to appropriate cross-examination on topics that properly go to their believability—
subject to the Court’s case-by-case assessment that such cross-examination is not irrelevant,
prejudicial, or confusing—a witness may not be impeached based on the federal government’s
claimed hearsay opinions regarding credibility or prior bad acts. The Court should thus exclude
argument or evidence regarding the Justice Department’s purported views of Cohen’s credibility.

B. Argument.

In multiple filings before this Court, defendant has cited Justice Department filings in
Cohen’s federal criminal case as evidence that Cohen lied to, made material false statements, or
declined to provide full information to federal investigators or prosecutors. See Def.’s Mem. Opp.
People’s Mot. to Quash 10 (Nov. 30, 2023) (citing the Justice Department’s 2019 opposition to
Cohen’s motion to reduce his sentence); Def.’s Mot. to Reargue 4-5 (Jan. 17, 2024) (citing the
Justice Department’s 2023 opposition to Cohen’s motion for termination of supervised release).
And in cross-examining Cohen during the People by James v. Trump civil fraud trial several
months ago, counsel for Trump offered into evidence the federal government’s 2018 sentencing
memo from the United States v. Cohen prosecution (without objection by the Attorney General),
and cross-examined Cohen on assertions by the federal government in that memo (again without
objection). See Trial Tr. 2284-87, People by James v. Trump, No. 452564/2022 (Sup. Ct. N.Y.

Cnty. Oct. 24, 2023). Because those observations by federal prosecutors are inadmissible hearsay
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and improper opinion evidence regarding credibility, the Court should exclude at this trial
argument or evidence purporting to describe the federal government’s views of Cohen’s
credibility.

Hearsay is any out-of-court statement offered for its truth. People v. Buie, 86 N.Y.2d 501,
505 (1995). Memoranda or pleadings from court files offered for their truth are routinely excluded
as inadmissible hearsay. See, e.g., 2641 Concourse Co. v. City Univ. of New York, 147 A.D.2d 379,
379 (1st Dep’t 1989), aff’g on op. below, 135 Misc. 2d 464, 465-66 (N.Y. Ct. Cl. 1987); Liberto v.
Worcester Mut. Ins. Co., 87 A.D.2d 477,478-79 (2d Dep’t 1982); People v. Brann, 69 Misc. 3d 201,
207 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. 2020). Evidence or argument based on the federal government’s legal
memoranda purporting to establish as true that Cohen lied to investigators or prosecutors should
thus be excluded as inadmissible hearsay.

Evidence or argument regarding federal prosecutors’ views of Cohen should separately be
excluded because it would be improper opinion evidence. Opinion evidence is inadmissible as a
general rule. See Prince, Richardson on Evidence § 7-101. Although there are exceptions to this
general exclusion, see Guide to N.Y. Evid. rule 7.03(1) (Opinion of Lay Witness), opinion
testimony regarding a witness’s credibility is not among those exceptions because “[c]redibility is,
as the cases have repeated and insisted from the dawn of the common law, a matter solely for the
jury.” People v. Williams, 6 N.Y.2d 18, 26 (1959).

Finally, the admission of evidence during cross-examination that purports to reflect federal
prosecutors’ views of Cohen’s credibility as indicated in federal court filings would be an improper
use of extrinsic evidence to challenge Cohen’s credibility. “The general rule is that a party may

not introduce extrinsic evidence on a collateral matter solely to impeach credibility.” Alvino, 71
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N.Y.2d at 248. The purposes of this rule are “judicial economy, to prevent needless multiplication
of issues in a case, and to insure that the jury is not confused with irrelevant evidence.” /d.

VI.  Motion to preclude argument regarding any alleged reliance on advice of counsel
unless and until defendant establishes a sufficient factual predicate at trial.

A. Introduction.

The People ask the Court to preclude improper argument, including in opening statements,
regarding any alleged reliance on advice of counsel unless and until defendant establishes a
sufficient factual predicate for the advice-of-counsel defense at trial.

B. Argument.

First, defendant has not shown the proper predicate for an advice-of-counsel defense. In
order for any defendant to employ that defense, there must be “sufficient facts in the record” to
establish that the defendant “honestly and in good faith sought the advice of counsel,” “fully and
honestly laid all the facts before his counsel,” and “in good faith and honestly followed counsel’s
advice.” United States v. Scully, 877 F.3d 464, 476 (2d Cir. 2017) (quoting United States v.
Colasuonno, 697 F.3d 164, 181 (2d Cir. 2012)). There is no evidence that would support any of
these facts. Defendant has identified Alan Garten, the Trump Organization’s Chief Legal Officer,
as a potential trial witness, but has not disclosed any statements from Mr. Garten pursuant to CPL
§ 245.20(4) or any other documents or records pursuant to CPL § 245.20(1)(0); and there is no
other evidence that would support an advice-of-counsel defense.'*

Second, New York law is clear that defendant’s “own testimony establishing reliance on

counsel’s advice [is] a prerequisite to . . . the proposed defense of advice of counsel.” People v.

4 The Court has directed defendant “to provide notice and disclosure of his intent to rely on the
defense of advice-of-counsel by March 11, 2024, and to produce all discoverable statements and
communications within his possession or control by the same date.” Decision & Order Regarding
Advice-of-Counsel Defense 6 (Feb. 7, 2024).
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Lurie, 249 A.D.2d 119, 124 (1st Dep’t 1998), leave denied, 92 N.Y.2d 900 (1998), habeas denied
sub nom. Lurie v. Wittner, 228 F.3d 113, 132-34 (2d Cir. 2000). Because defendant has no
obligation to testify at trial—and because there is no way to confirm whether he will do so before
he takes the stand—any argument that asserts reliance on an advice-of-counsel defense would be
improper before defendant has met the necessary prerequisite through his own testimony.
Because there is currently no factual predicate to assert the advice-of-counsel defense, the
Court should preclude any argument at trial suggesting otherwise—including in defendant’s
opening statement—until sufficient facts are established. See United States v. Lacey, No. CR-18-
00422, 2023 WL 4746562, at *6-7 (D. Ariz. July 24, 2023) (holding that if evidence to support an
advice-of-counsel defense has not been “disclosed or produced prior to opening statements,
Defendants are precluded from making such early pronouncements,” because “[t]Jo permit
Defendants to tell the jury” that they relied on the advice of counsel absent a sufficient factual
predicate “would present irrelevant evidence, could be factually misleading, would result in jury
confusion, and would prejudice the Government”); United States v. Charlemagne, No. 8:15-cr-
462, 2016 WL 11678620, at *2-3 (M.D. Fla. Sept. 2, 2016) (granting government’s motion in
limine to preclude reference to reliance on advice of counsel in opening statement, “without
prejudice to Defendant’s right to assert a good faith reliance on counsel defense if and when a
proper predicate is laid and the attorney-client privilege is expressly waived by Defendant™);
United States v. King, No. 3:06-cr-212, 2006 WL 3490805, at *8 (M.D. Fla. Dec. 1, 2006)
(describing oral order granting government’s motion in limine and ruling that “until Defendant

could lay the proper predicate, Defendant could not argue that he relied on an attorney’s advice™).
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VII. Motion to exclude evidence or argument regarding legal defenses the Court has
already rejected.

The Court should exclude evidence or argument regarding legal defenses the Court has
already rejected.

The Court’s ruling on defendant’s omnibus motions rejected various legal defenses,
holding (among other things) that the People did not unconstitutionally delay bringing charges,
see Trump Omnibus Decision 3-6; that a federal offense is a valid object crime for charges of first-
degree falsifying business records, id. at 13-14; that New York Election Law § 17-152 applies to
the charged conduct and is not preempted, id. at 15-16; that this prosecution was not motivated by
an improper purpose, id. at 20-22; that the charges are timely under the statute of limitations, id.
at 22-23; and that there are no violations of grand jury secrecy that affected the integrity of these
proceedings, id. at 27-28.

Any argument or evidence that contradicts any of the Court’s prior orders in this case
should be excluded because questions of law are for the Court to decide. See United States v.
Gorham, 523 F.2d 1088, 1098 (D.C. Cir. 1975) (it is “the duty of the court to expound the law and
that of the jury to apply the law as thus declared to the facts as ascertained by them” (quoting Sparf
v. United States, 156 U.S. 51, 106 (1895))); Kirsh, 176 A.D.2d at 653. And the introduction of
evidence or argument regarding issues foreclosed by the Court’s prior decisions would confuse the
issues, mislead the jury, waste time, and cause undue delay.

VIII. Motion to introduce potential Molineux evidence.

The People respectfully request a pretrial ruling regarding the admissibility of three
categories of potential Molineux evidence. See People v. Ventimiglia, 52 N.Y.2d 350, 362 (1981);

People v. Molineux, 168 N.Y. 264 (1901).
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First, the Court should permit the introduction of evidence regarding defendant’s prior bad
acts that relate to or were committed in the course of the underlying conspiracy to promote his
election. This evidence is not Molineux evidence at all but is instead part of the res gestae of
defendant’s criminal conduct. To the extent the Court analyzes it under the Molineux doctrine, it is
clearly admissible because it is highly relevant to material, non-propensity issues regarding
defendant’s intent to defraud.

Second, the Court should permit the introduction of evidence regarding (a) the Access
Hollywood Tape, and (b) public allegations of sexual assault that followed the release of the Access
Hollywood Tape in the fall of 2016. This evidence is probative of defendant’s motive and intent, and
provides necessary background and context to explain defendant’s conduct to the jury.

Third, the Court should permit the introduction of evidence regarding defendant’s prior bad
acts that involve efforts to dissuade witnesses from cooperating with law enforcement—including
through pressure campaigns, public harassment, and retaliation—because such evidence shows
defendant’s consciousness of guilt and corroborates his intent.

A. Legal standard.

Under the Molineux rule, “evidence of uncharged crimes is inadmissible where its only
relevance is to show defendant’s bad character or criminal propensity,” because of the concern that
the jury will convict defendant based on his criminal predisposition rather than his involvement in
the charged misconduct. People v. Agina, 18 N.Y.3d 600, 603 (2012) (emphasis added). By contrast,
“when the evidence of the other crimes is relevant to an issue other than the defendant’s criminal
tendency,” the jury may properly consider such evidence to help flesh out its understanding of the
charges against the defendant. People v. Beam, 57 N.Y.2d 241, 250 (1982). Thus, evidence of a
defendant’s uncharged crimes or other bad acts is admissible if (1) it is “relevant to some material

issue in the case,” and (2) “the trial court determines in its discretion that the probative value of the
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evidence outweighs the risk of undue prejudice to the defendant.” People v. Frumusa, 29 N.Y.3d
364, 369 (2017) (internal quotation marks omitted).

Evidence of a defendant’s prior bad acts is generally relevant to a material issue when the
evidence is probative of a defendant’s “motive, intent, absence of mistake, identity, and common
scheme or plan.” Molineux, 168 N.Y. at 292-94. The categories that the Court of Appeals identified
in Molineux are “merely illustrative,” and “[t]here is no closed category of relevancy.” Prince,
Richardson on Evidence § 4-501 (citing cases). Accordingly, courts have also held that the People
may introduce evidence of uncharged conduct to, for example, “complete a witness’s narrative to
assist the jury in their comprehension of the crime,” People v. Mendez, 165 A.D.2d 751, 752 (1st
Dep’t 1990), or where the evidence is “inextricably interwoven with the narrative of events and was
necessary background to explain to the jury the relationship” between the parties. People v. Santiago,
295 A.D.2d 214, 215 (1st Dep’t 2002).

“Weighing the evidence’s probative value against its potential prejudice to the defendant is
a matter of discretion for the trial court.” People v. Morris, 21 N.Y.3d 588, 595 (2013) (internal
quotation marks omitted). To be sure, “almost all relevant, probative evidence” of prior bad acts
“will be, in a sense, prejudicial,” because “[e]vidence which helps establish a defendant’s guilt can
always be considered evidence that ‘prejudices’ him or her.” People v. Brewer, 28 N.Y.3d 271,
277 (2016); see also People v. Colavito, 87 N.Y.2d 423, 429 (1996). “But the probative value of
a piece of evidence is not automatically outweighed by prejudice merely because the evidence is
compelling.” Brewer, 28 N.Y.3d at 277. Instead, what makes Molineux testimony permissible “is
that the damage resulted from something other than [the evidence’s] tendency to prove

propensity.” Id.
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B. The Court should permit the introduction of evidence regarding defendant’s
prior bad acts that relate to or were committed in the course of the underlying
conspiracy to promote his election.

The People allege that defendant falsified business records as part of a criminal scheme to

conceal damaging information from the voting public in advance of the 2016 presidential election.

Trump Omnibus Decision 1-3, 6. To establish the intent-to-defraud element of the charged offenses

under Penal Law § 175.10, the People will introduce evidence at trial regarding defendant’s

agreement with others to influence the 2016 presidential election by identifying and purchasing

negative information about him to suppress its publication and benefit his electoral prospects, as

well as evidence regarding the steps that were taken to carry out that unlawful agreement.

In particular, and as described in the People’s prior filings in this case, the People will

present evidence regarding:

defendant’s August 2015 meeting at Trump Tower with David Pecker and Michael Cohen,
where they agreed that Pecker would help with defendant’s presidential campaign by
identifying and suppressing negative information about defendant, and by publishing
positive stories about defendant and negative stories about defendant’s competitors for the
election, see, e.g., Trump Omnibus Decision 1-2; People’s Omnibus Opp. 3; People’s
Statement of Facts 99 7-9;

the purchase of information from Dino Sajudin regarding an alleged out-of-wedlock child
Trump had fathered with one of his housekeepers, see People’s Omnibus Opp. 3-4, §;
People’s Statement of Facts 9 10-11, 22-23;

the purchase of information regarding an alleged extramarital relationship between Karen
McDougal and defendant, see Trump Omnibus Decision 2; People’s Omnibus Opp. 4-6, §;
People’s Statement of Facts 9 12-15, 22-23;

the purchase of information regarding an alleged sexual encounter between Stormy Daniels
and defendant, see Trump Omnibus Decision 2-3; People’s Omnibus Opp. 1, 6-8; People’s
Statement of Facts 9 3, 16-21; and

AMTI’s publication of negative information about defendant’s competitors for the election,

as well as the publication of positive stories regarding defendant, see People’s Omnibus
Opp. 3; People’s Statement of Facts 4 9.
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As described below, this evidence is part of the res gestae of defendant’s criminal conduct and is not
properly considered Molineux evidence for that reason. For the avoidance of any doubt, however,
the Court may also hold that even if this evidence does constitute evidence of prior uncharged crimes
or bad acts under Molineux, it is admissible because it is inextricably interwoven with the narrative
of events and is probative of defendant’s intent, and because any prejudicial impact is outweighed
by its probative value.

1. Evidence regarding the formation and execution of defendant’s

conspiracy with others to influence the 2016 presidential election is not
Molineux because it is part of the res gestae of his criminal conduct.

Evidence regarding the Trump Tower agreement and the steps taken to implement that
agreement is direct evidence of an element of the offense: namely, defendant’s intent to defraud.
First-degree falsifying business records requires that defendant’s intent to defraud include “an
intent to commit another crime or to aid or conceal the commission thereof.” PL § 175.10. The
People allege that defendant intended to commit or conceal election law crimes, including
violations of Election Law § 17-152 and FECA. See Trump Omnibus Decision 12-16. The People
must establish only that defendant intended to commit or conceal another crime. /d. at 12.

As the Court has already recognized, the evidence described above—including evidence
of the August 2015 Trump Tower agreement; the payoffs to Sajudin, McDougal, and Daniels that
were made because of the Trump Tower agreement; and AMI’s publication of flattering stories
about defendant paired with denigrating stories about his opponents—supports a finding that
defendant intended to commit or conceal criminal conduct. See id. at 11-16. Thus, evidence
regarding the agreement to promote defendant’s election, as well as evidence of the steps taken to
execute that agreement, is not Molineux evidence at all but is instead part of the res gestae of

defendant’s criminal conduct.
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The Court of Appeals has explained that “the common thread in all Molineux cases is that
the evidence sought to be admitted concerns a separate crime or bad act committed by the
defendant. Frumusa, 29 N.Y.3d at 369-70. But “[w]here, as here, the evidence at issue is relevant
to the very same crime for which the defendant is on trial, there is no danger that the jury will draw
an improper inference of propensity because no separate crime or bad act committed by the
defendant has been placed before the jury.” Id. at 370. Evidence regarding the formation and
execution of defendant’s conspiracy with others to influence the 2016 presidential election is part
of the res gestae of his criminal conduct and is admissible without regard to the Molineux doctrine.
See, e.g., People v. Alfaro, 19 N.Y.3d 1075, 1076 (2012) (affirming decision below that evidence
was properly admitted where “the items were part of the ‘res gestae’ of the entire criminal
transaction”); People v. Delacruz, 199 A.D.3d 614, 614 (1st Dep’t 2021) (video of defendant
displaying a gun and threatening the victim “did not constitute Molineux evidence” because it was
instead “direct proof of defendant’s specific criminal intent”); People v. Robinson, 200 A.D.2d
693, 694 (2d Dep’t 1994) (affirming trial court’s admission of facts that were ‘“essential
components of the res gestae™).

2. In the alternative, evidence regarding defendant’s conspiracy with
others to influence the presidential election is centrally relevant to

material issues in the case, and its probative value far outweighs any
prejudicial effect.

To the extent the Court concludes that evidence regarding the formation and execution of
defendant’s conspiracy with others to influence the 2016 presidential election may be Molineux
evidence, the Court should conclude that it is relevant to a material, non-propensity issue, and that
the probative value of the evidence far outweighs the risk of undue prejudice. See Frumusa, 29

N.Y.3d at 370 (encouraging the People to bring possible evidentiary issues to the attention of the
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court and defendant before trial, including where the Molineux doctrine may not need to be
applied).

First, evidence of defendant’s steps to conspire with others to help his candidacy by
purchasing and suppressing damaging information is “inextricably interwoven with the narrative of
events and [is] necessary background to explain to the jury” the criminal conduct defendant intended
to commit or conceal. Santiago, 295 A.D.2d at 215. Defendant is charged with falsely stating in the
business records of New York enterprises that his 2017 payments to Cohen were for legal services
rendered pursuant to a retainer agreement, when in fact those payments were instead
reimbursements for one part—the Stormy Daniels payoff—of the conspiracy to assist defendant’s
presidential campaign. Evidence regarding the Trump Tower agreement and the subsequent steps
to execute the plan that was hatched at that meeting—which included the Daniels payoff—thus
provides necessary background to explain the criminal conduct defendant intended to conceal
when he falsified the business records at issue in this prosecution.!> See id.; see also, e.g., People
v. Vails, 43 N.Y.2d 364, 367-69 (1977) (Molineux evidence is relevant where it shows “a
concurrence of common features such that the acts proved can naturally be explained as caused by a
general plan of which each act is but a part”); People v. DeJesus, 127 A.D.3d 589, 590 (1st Dep’t
2015); People v. Finkelstein, 121 A.D.3d 615, 615-16 (1st Dep’t 2014). Indeed, the Court’s

opinion on defendant’s omnibus motions described this evidence “by way of background” when

15 Relatedly, the People will also present evidence that the $420,000 reimbursement amount to
Cohen was made up in part of a $50,000 request for reimbursement for expenses he claimed he
incurred. See Trump Omnibus Decision 3; People’s Omnibus Opp. 8; People’s Statement of Facts
9 25. The People will elicit testimony that the $50,000 expense claim related to Cohen’s payments
to a tech firm, RedFinch Solutions, to rig an online poll ranking business leaders in defendant’s
favor. Because the RedFinch expense is a component of the total reimbursement amount for the
payments at issue in this criminal prosecution, it is admissible for the same reasons described
above: it is part of the res gestae of defendant’s criminal conduct; and if the Court instead considers
it Molineux, it is inextricably interwoven with the narrative of events.
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introducing and describing the charged offenses. Trump Omnibus Decision 1-3; see also People
v. Till, 87 N.Y.2d 835, 837 (1995) (evidence of prior bad acts admissible to provide necessary
background information).

Second, and relatedly, this evidence is necessary to “complete the narrative” concerning
the charged crimes. Till, 87 N.Y.2d at 837; see also People v. Gines, 36 N.Y.2d 932, 932-33
(1975). Evidence of the Trump Tower agreement and the steps the participants took to execute
that agreement is all part of a single narrative that explains the illegal conduct defendant sought to
conceal when he falsely described the payments to Cohen as payments for legal services instead
of truthfully describing them as reimbursements for the Stormy Daniels payoft. See, e.g., Alfaro,
19 N.Y.3d at 1075 (holding that items were properly admitted where, “[e]ven assuming that the
subject items constituted prior uncharged crimes evidence under Molineux,” they “completed the
narrative of this particular criminal transaction”); People v. Flambert, 160 A.D.3d 605, 606 (1st
Dep’t 2018) (evidence admissible where it tends to “place the events in question in a believable
context”). Indeed, each of the transactions that was pursued as a result of the Trump Tower
agreement is so central to the conspiracy to influence the election that the conspiracy cannot be
accurately understood without reference to each of the other transactions—to omit any of the
episodes would be to present an incomplete and nonsensical narrative of the events that form the
basis for the charged conduct. This evidence is thus admissible because it is necessary to “flesh out
the narrative so there are no gaps in the story line provided to the jury.” People v. Leonard, 29
N.Y.3d 1, 4 (2017); People v. Green, 35 N.Y.2d 437, 442 (1974) (“[S]ome cases are sufficiently
complex that the jury would wander helpless, as in a maze, were the decisive occurrences not

placed in some broader, expository context.”).
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Third, this evidence is highly probative of defendant’s intent. In cases where the
defendant’s mental state cannot be “inferred from the commission of the act” alone, the Molineux
doctrine is especially flexible in permitting the introduction of evidence that tends to show that the
defendant acted with the requisite state of mind. A/vino, 71 N.Y.2d at 242-43 (citing cases). Cases
involving fraudulent intent are paradigmatic cases where Molineux evidence has often been allowed,
“because a fraudulent intent rarely can be established by direct evidence.” Matter of Brandon, 55
N.Y.2d 206, 211 (1982); see also People v. Rodriguez, 17 N.Y.3d 486, 489 (2011). Here, evidence
that defendant agreed with others to execute an illegal scheme to identify and purchase negative
information about him in order to suppress its publication and benefit his electoral prospects is
highly probative of defendant’s mental state when he later falsified business records to cover up
that scheme. See People v. Leeson, 12 N.Y.3d 823, 827 (2009) (Molineux evidence was relevant
to defendant’s state of mind when it “placed the charged conduct in context” (quoting People v.
Dorm, 12 N.Y.3d 16, 19 (2009))); People v. Ingram, 71 N.Y.2d 474, 480 (evidence is admissible
under the Molineux intent exception where it “makes the innocent explanation improbable”); see
also Trump Omnibus Decision 18-19 (evidence that defendant intended to pay money “to prevent
the publication of information that could have adversely affected his presidential aspirations” was
material to defendant’s intent to defraud).

Finally, evidence regarding the specific allegations defendant sought to suppress through
the Sajudin, McDougal, and Daniels payoffs is relevant to defendant’s motive. In each instance,
the allegations that defendant sought to suppress—that he had an out-of-wedlock child; that he had
an extramarital sexual relationship; that he had an extramarital sexual encounter with an adult film
actress—are allegations that defendant knew could damage his candidacy. See Trump Omnibus

Decision 1; People’s Omnibus Opp. 3-8; People Statement of Facts 9 10-23. Evidence regarding
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the nature of these allegations is critical evidence that supports defendant’s motive in making false
entries in the relevant business records in order to prevent disclosure of both the payoff scheme
and the underlying information. See, e.g., People v. Frankline, 27 N.Y.3d 1113, 1115 (2016)
(evidence of a prior assault admissible to show motive for a subsequent assault); 7il/, 87 N.Y.2d
at 837 (evidence of uncharged robbery was properly admitted where it “established a motive for
defendant’s attempt to kill or assault the off-duty police officer to avoid capture and punishment”);
People v. Johnson, 137 A.D.3d 811, 812 (2d Dep’t 2016) (Molineux testimony was properly
admitted where “it was relevant to and probative of defendant’s motive to commit the charged
crimes”).

The probative value of this evidence far outweighs any risk of “undue,” People v. Cass, 18
N.Y.3d 553, 560 (2012), or “unfair,” Frankline, 27 N.Y.3d at 1115, prejudice to defendant. As
explained above, evidence that defendant conspired with others to unlawfully influence the 2016
presidential election could not be more probative: it bears directly on material issues involving
defendant’s state of mind when he later falsified business records to conceal that conspiracy, and
separately provides necessary background to explain crucial context and complete the narrative
regarding the charged crimes.

By contrast, the risk of undue prejudice to defendant is low. This evidence is centrally
relevant to the jury’s understanding of the charged offenses. “When evidence of uncharged crimes
is relevant to some issue other than the defendant’s criminal disposition,” it is only when the
evidence “is actually of slight value when compared to the possible prejudice to the accused” that
it can be said its admission is an abuse of the trial court’s discretion. People v. Allweiss, 48 N.Y.2d
40, 47 (1979); see also Frumusa, 29 N.Y.3d at 373 (evidence “was not unduly prejudicial” where,

among other factors, “it was relevant to defendant’s larcenous intent”); Cass, 18 N.Y.3d at 563
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(evidence not unduly prejudicial where it had “a direct bearing” on the question of defendant’s
intent). And because the evidence is directly relevant to specific issues in the case, there is little
risk the jury will overestimate its significance. See Allweiss, 48 N.Y.2d at 46.

The Court should therefore hold that evidence of defendant’s prior acts is admissible where
it relates to or was committed in the course of the underlying conspiracy to promote his election.

C. The Court should permit the introduction of evidence regarding the Access

Hollywood Tape and subsequent public allegations by women that defendant
sexually assaulted them.

The Court should also permit the introduction of evidence regarding (1) the Access
Hollywood Tape; and (2) certain public allegations of sexual assault that followed the release of the
Access Hollywood Tape in the fall of 2016. Each of these categories of evidence is probative of
defendant’s motive and intent, and provides necessary background information for the jury that
places the charged offenses in context.

1. The Access Hollywood Tape.

On October 7, 2016, about one month before the 2016 presidential election, the
Washington Post published a video recorded in 2005 that depicted defendant saying to the host of
Access Hollywood: “You know I’m automatically attracted to beautiful — I just start kissing them.
It’s like a magnet. Just kiss. I don’t even wait. And when you’re a star, they let you do it. You can
do anything. . . . Grab ’em by the pussy. You can do anything.” Carroll v. Trump, 660 F. Supp. 3d
196, 200-01 (S.D.N.Y. 2023) (quoting the Access Hollywood Tape). In response, defendant issued
public statements describing the tape as “locker room banter,” Ex. 21, and drawing a distinction

between words (which he admitted saying) and conduct (which he denied).

16 Both the Access Hollywood Tape and defendant’s statements explaining his remarks on that
tape (by distinguishing between words and conduct) are contained in video exhibits which the
People will submit to the Court if the Court would like to review them in adjudicating this motion.
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The Access Hollywood Tape is centrally relevant to critical issues in the case, and its
probative value outweighs any risk of undue prejudice. The evidence at trial will show that after
the release of the Access Hollywood Tape one month before the presidential election, defendant
and his campaign staff were deeply concerned that the tape would harm his viability as a candidate
and reduce his standing with female voters in particular. The release of the tape—and the
accompanying concerns about its possible impact on the election—are thus directly related to the
Stormy Daniels payoff, which was executed just a few weeks later. See People’s Omnibus Opp.
6-7, 55; People’s Statement of Facts 9 16-21. The Access Hollywood Tape is such a central
component of defendant’s conspiracy to influence the election that it is “inextricably interwoven
with the narrative of events and [is] necessary background to explain to the jury” why the Daniels
payoff was made when it was. Santiago, 295 A.D.2d at 215; see also Vails, 43 N.Y.3d at 367-69;
Green, 35 N.Y.2d at 442. Omitting the Access Hollywood Tape would leave counterfactual and
artificial “gaps in the story line presented to the jury,” Leonard, 29 N.Y.3d at 4; the tape is necessary
to “complete[] the narrative of this particular criminal transaction,” Alfaro, 19 N.Y.3d at 1075, and
“place the events in question in a believable context,” Flambert, 160 A.D.3d at 606.

The Access Hollywood Tape is also relevant to defendant’s intent and motive at the time
he and his confederates executed the Daniels payoff and when he later sought to conceal it. See
Trump Omnibus Decision 18-19. Evidence regarding the tape and its impact on the campaign
supports the conclusion that defendant wanted to avoid further damaging disclosures immediately
before the election, which makes other, “innocent explanation[s]” for the payoff and coverup
“improbable.” Ingram, 71 N.Y.2d at 480. The tape is highly relevant to defendant’s motive for the
same reason—it supports the conclusion that he suppressed the Daniels story and then concealed

the payoff because he believed additional disclosures about an alleged sexual encounter with an
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adult film actress, following immediately on the heels of the Access Hollywood Tape, would cost
him votes. Frankline, 27 N.Y.3d at 1115; Ti/l, 87 N.Y.2d at 837. Indeed, the release of the Access
Hollywood Tape was so monumental to the campaign that the first draft of the non-disclosure
agreement with Stormy Daniels was penned within four days. The motivation to complete the
Daniels non-disclosure agreement cannot be understood without reference to the desperation
facing defendant and his campaign in the wake of the tape’s release.

The probative value of the Access Hollywood Tape outweighs any risk of undue prejudice.
The Access Hollywood Tape and its impact on the campaign could not be more relevant to the
Daniels payoff and subsequent coverup. As the Court of Appeals has explained, “[i]f the evidence
has substantial probative value and is directly relevant to the purpose—other than to show criminal
propensity—for which it is offered, the probative value of the evidence outweighs the danger of
prejudice and the court may admit the evidence.” Cass, 18 N.Y.3d at 560. And the prejudicial
impact is low because the evidence is directly relevant to defendant’s intent. See id. at 563; see
also Frumusa, 29 N.Y.3d at 373. Indeed, a federal court recently held in a defamation case against
Trump that the Access Hollywood Tape was admissible under Rule 404(b) of the Federal Rules of
Evidence (the federal-law provision for “Other Crimes, Wrongs, or Acts”) because it was relevant
to the defendant’s intent, and was not unduly prejudicial because “[t]here would be nothing
inherently ‘unfair’ in receiving evidence that is uniquely probative” of defendant’s state of mind.
Carroll v. Trump, No. 20-cv-7311 (LAK), 2024 WL 97359, at *9-11 (S.D.N.Y. Jan. 9, 2024).

2. Public allegations of sexual assault that followed the release of the Access
Hollywood Tape in the fall of 2016.

About five days after the Access Hollywood Tape was published, and following
defendant’s public explanation that the tape reflected only banter, not behavior, several women

alleged in news reports that defendant had sexually assaulted them in the past. See Megan Twohey
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& Michael Barbaro, Two Women Say Donald Trump Touched Them Inappropriately, N.Y. Times,
Oct. 12, 2016 (Ex. 22); Natasha Stoynoft, Physically Attacked by Donald Trump—A PEOPLE
Writer’s Own Harrowing Story, People Magazine, Oct. 12, 2016 (Ex. 23). In public comments at
campaign rallies and on social media, defendant denied the allegations of sexual assault and
asserted that the allegations were being made to harm—and were harming—his standing with
voters in general and women voters in particular.!” Ex. 24.

As with the Access Hollywood Tape, evidence of these allegations and defendant’s public
response provides critical context for the charges the jury will consider, and is manifestly relevant
to defendant’s intent and motive in paying to silence Stormy Daniels and then concealing the
payoff. As noted above, defendant’s public comments in reaction to the allegations published on
October 12, 2016 in the New York Times and People Magazine show his awareness and concern
that the allegations risked his candidacy by hurting his standing with female voters. E.g., Ex. 24 at
I (“Nothing ever happened with any of these women. Totally made up nonsense to steal the
election. Nobody has more respect for women than me!”); id. at 2 (“Polls close, but can you believe
I lost large numbers of women voters based on made up events THAT NEVER HAPPENED.
Media rigging election!”); id. at 3 (“Can’t believe these totally phony stories, 100% made up by
women (many already proven false) and pushed big time by press, have impact!”). Thus, this
evidence not only provides important context and background, but also explains defendant’s intent
and motive in arranging the Stormy Daniels hush payment and subsequent coverup, because

further disclosures of alleged sexual misconduct—and especially the disclosure of an alleged

17 Defendant’s comments at campaign rallies are contained in excerpted video exhibits which the
People will submit to the Court if the Court would like to review them in adjudicating this motion.
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sexual liaison with an adult film actress just weeks before Election Day—seriously risked his
electoral prospects.

The risk of undue prejudice is low. First, this evidence would not be admitted to show that
defendant in fact sexually assaulted the women who accused him of doing so; there is thus no
propensity issue at play. See Agina, 18 N.Y.3d at 603 (Molineux evidence inadmissible “where its
only relevance is to show defendant’s bad character or criminal propensity” (emphasis added)). And
appropriate limiting instructions would make clear to the jury that this evidence should be
considered only for the fact that the allegations were made, not as evidence of defendant’s
character or as proof that the allegations are true. See People v. Hernandez, 103 A.D.3d 433, 434
(1st Dep’t 2013) (prejudicial effect of Molineux evidence was minimized by the court’s limiting
instructions); see also People v. Morris, 21 N.Y.3d 588, 598 (2013) (jurors are presumed to follow
a trial court’s limiting instructions). Second, the People propose to admit evidence of only three
accusations of sexual assault (the accusations that were reported in the New York Times and
People Magazine articles published on October 12, 2016). There are public reports that more than
dozen women accused defendant of sexual assault in the weeks following the release of the Access
Hollywood Tape;!® evidence of just a select few instances of those allegations—which defendant
specifically referenced on the campaign trail in acknowledging the effect on his campaign—is not
cumulative. Cf. People v. Rodriguez, 193 A.D.3d 554, 556 (Ist Dep’t 2021) (introducing a
“significant quantum of evidence” is more likely to cause undue prejudice). Third, the risk of unfair
prejudice is low where the allegations reported in the New York Times and People Magazine

articles are not “any more sensational or disturbing” than other evidence that will be before the

18 See, e.g., Lindsay Kimble, Everything You Need to Know About the Sexual Assault Allegations
Against Donald Trump Before Election Day, People Magazine, Nov. 1, 2016,
https://people.com/politics/ every-sexual-assault-accusation-against-donald-trump/.
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jury. United States v. Roldan-Zapata, 916 F.2d 795, 804 (2d Cir. 1990); see United States v. Siegel,

717 F.2d 9, 16-17 (2d Cir. 1983).

D. The Court should permit the introduction of evidence regarding defendant’s
efforts to dissuade witnesses from cooperating with law enforcement,
including through pressure campaigns, public harassment, and retaliation.

The Court should also permit the introduction of evidence regarding defendant’s attempts

to dissuade witnesses from cooperating with law enforcement because such evidence shows

defendant’s consciousness of guilt and corroborates his intent. This evidence falls into four

categories:

First, after the FBI executed a search warrant on Cohen’s residences, office, and electronic
devices in April 2018, defendant and others engaged in a public and private pressure
campaign to ensure that Cohen did not cooperate with the federal investigation into
campaign finance violations related to the McDougal and Daniels payoffs. See People’s
Statement of Facts 99 35-40. The People will introduce evidence of this pressure campaign
and will elicit testimony regarding how these statements affected a witness.

Second, defendant has singled out two of the People’s witnesses—Michael Cohen and
Stormy Daniels—with harassing comments on social media and in other public statements.
The People will introduce evidence of these statements, and will elicit testimony from
witnesses regarding the threats and harassment they received after defendant targeted them
with these and other public attacks.

Third, in April 2023, eight days after he was arraigned in this case, defendant sued Cohen
in federal court in Florida seeking $500 million in damages based on allegations that Cohen
“spread falsehoods” about defendant. The People will elicit witness testimony regarding
that lawsuit and its effect on the witness.

Fourth, the People will introduce evidence of past comments by defendant endorsing
aggressive attacks on one’s perceived opponents. For example, in one book, defendant
wrote: “When somebody hurts you, just go after them as viciously and as violently as you
can.”'? In another book, defendant wrote: “When you are wronged, go after those people
because it is a good feeling and because other people will see you doing it.”*°

1 Donald J. Trump, Trump: How to Get Rich 138 (2004).
20 Donald J. Trump, Think Big: Make it Happen in Business and in Life 192 (2007).
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This evidence is relevant to material, non-propensity issues in the case. Evidence of the
pressure campaign against Cohen is probative of both defendant’s effort to deter Cohen from
cooperating with law enforcement, and of defendant’s steps to intimidate Cohen and retaliate against
him once he began doing so. See, e.g., Report on the Investigation into Russian Interference in the
2016 Presidential Election, Vol. Il of II, at 154-56 (Mar. 2019) (“The evidence concerning this
sequence of events could support an inference that the President used inducements in the form of
positive messages in an effort to get Cohen not to cooperate, and then turned to attacks and
intimidation to deter the provision of information or undermine Cohen’s credibility once Cohen
began cooperating.”), https://www.justice.gov/storage/report volume2.pdf. The Court of Appeals
has long recognized that efforts to coerce or harass witnesses can show consciousness of guilt. See
People v. Bennett, 79 N.Y.2d 464, 469-70 (1992); People v. Shilitano, 218 N.Y. 161, 179 (1916)
(evidence of “an effort to coerce witnesses and suppress evidence against the defendant”
admissible to prove consciousness of guilt). And evidence of post-crime conduct that reflects a
defendant’s consciousness of guilt—including efforts at coercion, threats, or intimidation of
witnesses—is admissible under the Molineux doctrine for that reason. See, e.g., People v. Parilla,
211 A.D.3d 1609, 1610 (4th Dep’t 2022) (efforts to bribe witness showed consciousness of guilt
and were admissible under Molineux); People v. Cotton, 184 A.D.3d 1145, 1146 (4th Dep’t 2020)
(evidence of tampering or witness intimidation admissible under Molineux to show consciousness
of guilt).

The same is true of the evidence that defendant has targeted Cohen and Daniels on social
media and in other public statements with persistent, harassing, and denigrating comments. See
Cotton, 184 A.D.3d at 1146; People v. Pitt, 170 A.D.3d 1282, 1284 (3d Dep’t 2019) (threatening

post-crime comments showed consciousness of guilt and were admissible under Molineux); People
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v. Leitzsey, 173 A.D.2d 488, 488-89 (2d Dep’t 1991) (same). And evidence that defendant sued
Cohen just days after defendant’s arraignment in this matter—and sought enormous money
damages for claimed injuries based in part on Cohen’s testimony before the grand jury—Ilikewise
is relevant to material issues in this case because it supports consciousness of guilt and therefore
corroborates defendant’s intent in connection with the charged conduct. See, e.g., People v. Lumaj,
298 A.D.2d 335, 335 (1st Dep’t 2002) (evidence of efforts to deter a witness from testifying was
“clearly admissible as it demonstrated defendant’s consciousness of guilt”); People v. De Vivo,
282 A.D.2d 770, 772 (3d Dep’t 2001) (evidence of threats, retaliation, and efforts to get witnesses
to change their testimony “is highly probative and was properly admitted as it was indicative of
defendant’s consciousness of guilt”) (citing cases). The final category of evidence—defendant’s
prior statements that perceived opponents should be attacked ““as viciously and as violently” as
possible—is material and relevant for a non-propensity purpose because it provides context for
witness testimony the People will elicit regarding the effect defendant’s public attacks and
harassment had on them.?! See Flambert, 160 A.D.3d at 606.

Given the direct connection between this consciousness-of-guilt evidence and defendant’s
intent, its probative value outweighs the danger of any unfair prejudice. See Lumaj, 298 A.D.2d at
335; Cotton, 184 A.D.3d at 1146; see generally Cass, 18 N.Y.3d at 560. An appropriate limiting

instruction that the jury is to consider this evidence only for consciousness of guilt and

2l The evidence mentioned in this paragraph—defendant’s public harassment of Cohen and
Daniels; his $500 million lawsuit against Cohen; and his prior written statements endorsing
retaliation against opponents—Iikely is not Molineux at all, and its admission at trial should be
assessed just like any other evidence. See People v. Hamilton, 73 A.D.3d 408, 409 (1st Dep’t
2010). The People include this evidence here for the avoidance of any doubt and to the extent the
Court believes the Molineux doctrine does apply. See Frumusa, 29 N.Y.3d at 370.

52



corroboration of defendant’s intent—not to show defendant’s bad character or criminal

propensity—will further reduce any risk of undue prejudice. See Parilla, 211 A.D.3d at 1610.
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INTRODUCTION

President Donald J. Trump respectfully submits this motion (1) for an adjournment of the
trial pending review of the scope of the presidential immunity doctrine in Trump v. United States,
which the Supreme Court agreed to hear on February 28, 2024, and is scheduled to be argued
before the Court on April 25, 2024; and (2) to preclude evidence of President Trump’s official acts
at trial based on presidential immunity.

The Court must preclude the People from offering evidence at trial of President Trump’s
official acts as the Commander in Chief, which the People have not yet specified as the existing
trial date approaches. However, in motions in /imine recently filed on February 22, 2024, the
People argued that they should be permitted to offer evidence at trial concerning a fictitious so-
called “pressure campaign” by President Trump in 2018 relating to Michael Cohen. People’s MILs
at 50. Although the People did not describe the evidence they intend to offer in detail, it appears
that the evidence includes public statements by President Trump and posts to his official Twitter
account, as well as testimony from unspecified witnesses. See id. The People’s recent proffer
implicates presidential immunity because President Trump was President of the United States at
the time of those actions in 2018. He made at least some of the 2018 statements at issue—and
potentially all of them, though it is hard to be sure in light of the People’s vague in limine
description—in his official capacity as the nation’s Chief Executive. Moreover, while it is clear
that the People intend to offer documents and testimony relating to the period in 2017 when
President Trump was in office, they have not provided sufficiently specific notice of the nature
and extent of that evidence to allow President Trump or the Court to distinguish between personal

and official acts.



Such distinctions are necessary and complex, as illustrated by the D.C. Circuit’s recent
guidance in Blassingame v. Trump, where the panel emphasized that President Trump is entitled
to “every opportunity” to present this defense. 87 F.4th 1, 22 (D.C. Cir. 2023). This area of law
is evolving in real time. Specifically, on February 28, 2024, the Supreme Court granted certiorari
with respect to the following question: “Whether and if so to what extent does a former President
enjoy presidential immunity from criminal prosecution for conduct alleged to involve official acts
during his tenure in office.” Trump v. United States, 2024 WL 833184 (Feb. 28, 2024).

In addition, on March 4, 2024, a unanimous Supreme Court held that the Colorado Supreme
Court had erred by excluding President Trump from Colorado’s 2024 presidential primary ballot.
Trump v. Anderson, 2024 WL 899207, at *2 (Mar. 4, 2024). The Anderson Court reasoned, in
part, that states’ “power over governance . . . does not extend to federal . . . candidates.” Id. at *3
(emphasis in original). The Court’s emphasis on federalism principles further supports the timing
of this motion, and is relevant to the application of presidential immunity because “any effort . . .
to retaliate against a President for official acts” would be ‘“an unconstitutional attempt to
‘influence’ a superior sovereign ‘exempt’ from such obstacles.” Trump v. Vance, 140 S. Ct. 2412,
2428 (2020) (citing McCulloch v. Maryland, 4 Wheat. 316, 417 (1819)).

Therefore, President Trump respectfully submits that an adjournment of the trial is
appropriate to await further guidance from the Supreme Court, which should facilitate the
appropriate application of the presidential immunity doctrine in this case to the evidence the People
intend to offer at trial. Following the Supreme Court’s guidance, and consistent with the remand
in Blassingame, the Court should hold a hearing outside the presence of the jury to identify and

preclude documentary and testimonial official-acts evidence based on presidential immunity.



BACKGROUND

As far as we can gather from the description of the so-called “pressure campaign” in the

People’s motions in limine, there are several types of evidence that implicate the concept of official

acts for purposes of presidential immunity, and therefore must be precluded.

First, President Trump used his Twitter account, which was an official communications

channel during his Presidency, to communicate with the public regarding matters of public

concern. In 2018, such matters included Michael Cohen after the FBI executed search warrants

targeting him. For example:

On April 21, 2018, President Trump posted messages on his Twitter account that
included the following: “Michael is a businessman for his own account/lawyer who I
have always liked & respected. Most people will flip if the Government lets them out
of trouble, even if . . . it means lying or making up stories. Sorry, I don’t see Michael
doing that despite the horrible Witch Hunt and the dishonest media.” Ex. 1.

On May 3, 2018, President Trump posted messages on his Twitter account that included
the following: “Mr. Cohen, an attorney, received a monthly retainer, not from the
campaign and having nothing to do with the campaign, from which he entered into,
through reimbursement, a private contract between two parties, known as a non-
disclosure agreement, or NDA. These agreements are . . . very common among
celebrities and people of wealth. . . . Money from the campaign, or campaign
contributions, played no rol[e] in this transaction.” Ex. 2.

On August 22, 2018, President Trump posted a message on his Twitter account that
included the following: “I feel very badly for Paul Manafort and his wonderful family.
‘Justice’ took a 12 year old tax case, among other things, applied tremendous pressure
on him and, unlike Michael Cohen, he refused to ‘break’ — make up stories in order to
get a ‘deal.” Such respect for a brave man.” Ex. 3.

Second, President Trump made public statements on official premises and during media

appearances. For example:

On April 5, 2018, during statements to reporters on board Air Force One, President
Trump directed reporters to “ask Michael Cohen” regarding the public allegations and
added, “Michael is my attorney. And you’ll have to ask Michael Cohen.” Ex. 4.



e On April 26, 2018, during a telephone call aired on Fox & Friends, President Trump
explained that Cohen “has a percentage of my overall legal work — a tiny, tiny little
fraction. But Michael would represent me on some things. . . . [L]ike with this crazy
Stormy Daniels deal he represented me. And, you know, from what I see he did
absolutely nothing wrong. There were no campaign funds going into this.” Ex. 5.

e On August 23, 2018, during an interview on Fox & Friends, President Trump stated:
“If you look at President Obama, he had a massive campaign violation, but he had a
different Attorney General and they viewed it a lot differently, you know. We have
somebody that they seem to like to go after a lot of Republicans, but he settled his very
easily. In fact I put that out fairly recently. So Obama had it, other people have it,
almost everybody that runs for office has campaign violations, but what Michael Cohen
pled to weren’t even campaign related, they weren’t crimes.” Ex. 6.

Third, the People seem to want to offer documentary evidence that reflects official acts.

This category appears to include a form that President Trump submitted to the U.S. Office of
Government Ethics in 2018. Ex. 7.

Fourth, it appears that the People will seek to elicit testimony at trial relating to official

acts. For example, Hope Hicks is on the People’s witness list as of January 29, 2024. During
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DISCUSSION
I.  President Trump Is Immune From State Prosecution Based On Official Acts

For the reasons set forth below, President Trump is entitled to immunity from prosecution
based on evidence of official acts that he undertook during his first term in Office.!

A. The Executive Vesting Clause And Supremacy Clause Require Presidential
Immunity From State Prosecution For Official Acts

Under the Executive Vesting Clause of Article II, § 1, state courts and prosecutors lack
authority to sit in judgment over a President’s official acts. The Executive Vesting Clause provides
that “[t]he executive Power shall be vested in a President of the United States of America.” U.S.
CoNST. art. I, § 1, cl. 1. Just as the Executive Vesting Clause prevents an Article III court from

arrogating the “executive power” to itself based on the separation of powers,” state authorities

! The D.C. Circuit recently erred in finding that President Trump was not entitled to presidential
immunity in connection with the set of federal criminal charges pending in the District of
Columbia. See United States v. Trump, 91 F.4th 1173, 1200 (D.C. Cir. 2024). The D.C. Circuit’s
analysis is not persuasive for many of the reasons discussed below and, as noted, will be reviewed
by the Supreme Court pursuant to the February 28 grant of certiorari. Trump v. United States,
2024 WL 833184 (Feb. 28, 2024).

2 See, e.g., Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681, 719 (1997) (Breyer, J., concurring) (reasoning that there
is an “unbroken historical tradition . . . implicit in the separation of powers that a President may
not be ordered by the Judiciary to perform particular Executive acts” (cleaned up)); Chi. & S. Air
Lines v. Waterman S.S. Corp., 333 U.S. 103, 112 (1948) (reasoning that “whatever of this order
emanates from the President is not susceptible of review by the Judicial Department”); Mississippi
v. Johnson, 71 U.S. 475, 501 (1866) (“[T]his court has no jurisdiction of a bill to enjoin the
President in the performance of his official duties.”); In re Trump, 958 F.3d 274, 297-98 (4th Cir.
2020), cert. granted, judgment vacated sub nom. Trump v. D.C., 141 S. Ct. 1262 (2021)
(Wilkinson, J., dissenting) (“Since Mississippi, the federal courts have continued this practice
without exception and have not sustained a single injunction against the President in his official
capacity.” (italics in original)); Newdow v. Roberts, 603 F.3d 1002, 1013 (D.C. Cir. 2010) (“With
regard to the President, courts do not have jurisdiction to enjoin him, and have never submitted the
President to declaratory relief.”) (cleaned up). This is also the consistent litigation position of the
U.S. Department of Justice. See, e.g., Reply Brief for Pet’r at 4-6, In re Trump, No. 18-2486 (4th
Cir. Feb. 21, 2019) (invoking “the separation-of-powers principle that ‘courts have no jurisdiction
of a bill to enjoin the President in the performance of his official duties’”’) (quoting Mississippi, 71
U.S. at 501) (cleaned up); DOJ Mem. at 25, ECF No. 28, Missouri v. Biden, No. 21 Civ. 287 (E.D.
Mo. June 4, 2021) (same).



purporting to dictate how the President must exercise the executive power violate the Supremacy
Clause and federalism principles. See, e.g., Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681, 691 n.13 (1997)
(reasoning that “any direct control by a state court over the President, who has principal
responsibility to ensure that those laws are ‘faithfully executed,” Art. I, § 3, may implicate
concerns that are quite different from the interbranch separation-of-powers questions addressed
here,” such as under “the Supremacy Clause”); Mayo v. United States, 319 U.S. 441, 445 (1943)
(“[T]he activities of the Federal Government are free from regulation by any state.”); see also
United States v. McLeod, 385 F.2d 734, 751-52 (5th Cir. 1967) (“Both the Supremacy Clause and
the general principles of our federal system of government dictate that a state grand jury may not
investigate the operation of a federal agency. . . . [T]he investigation . . . is an interference with the
proper governmental function of the United States . . . [and] an invasion of the sovereign powers
of the United States of America.”).

In Marbury v. Madison, Chief Justice Marshall described the presidential immunity
doctrine as foundational and self-evident. “By the constitution of the United States, the President
is invested with certain important political powers, in the exercise of which he is to use his own
discretion, and is accountable only to his country in his political character, and to his own
conscience.” Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137, 165-66 (1803). When it comes to the President’s
official acts, “whatever opinion may be entertained of the manner in which executive discretion
may be used, still there exists, and can exist, no power to control that discretion.” Id. at 166.
“[N]othing can be more perfectly clear than that” the President’s discretionary “acts are only
politically examinable.” Id. “Questions . .. which are, by the constitution and laws, submitted to
the executive, can never be made in this court.” Id. at 170. The President’s official acts, therefore,

“can never be examinable by the courts.” Id. at 166 (emphasis added).



The Supremacy Clause prohibits state and local officials from using their powers to “defeat
the legitimate operations” of the national government. McCulloch v. Maryland, 17 U.S. 316, 427
(1819). States may not impede “the measures of a government created by others as well as
themselves, for the benefit of others in common with themselves.” Id. at 435. The McCulloch
court reasoned:

If we apply the principle for which the state of Maryland contends [regarding state

taxation], to the constitution, generally, we shall find it capable of changing totally the

character of that instrument. We shall find it capable of arresting all the measures of the

government, and of prostrating it at the foot of the states.
Id. at 432. The McCulloch Court rejected that possibility.

In 1833, citing Marbury, Justice Story wrote that “[i]n the exercise of his political powers
[the President] is to use his own discretion, and is accountable only to his country, and to his own
conscience. His decision, in relation to these powers, is subject to no control; and his discretion,
when exercised, is conclusive.” 3 J. STORY, COMMENTARIES ON THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED
STATES, ch. 37, § 1563 (1833), https://lonang.com/library/reference/story-commentaries-us-
constitution/sto-337. “It is incompatible with his constitutional position that [the President] be
compelled personally to defend his executive actions before a court.” Franklin v. Massachusetts,
505 U.S. 788, 827 (1992) (Scalia, J., concurring in part and concurring in the judgment); cf. Martin
v. Mott, 25 U.S. 19, 32-33 (1827) (Story, J.) (holding that, “[w]hen the President exercises an
authority confided to him by law,” his official conduct cannot “be passed upon by a jury” or “upon
the proofs submitted to a jury”); see also Johnson v. Maryland, 254 U.S. 51, 57 (1920) (reasoning
that “immunity of the instruments of the United States from state control in the performance of
their duties” prohibits prosecution of a post officer for violating a state license law); Ohio v.

Thomas, 173 U.S. 276, 284 (1899) (prohibiting state criminal prosecution of federal officer for

violating food regulations because “in the performance of that duty he was not subject to the



direction or control of the legislature of Ohio™); In re Tarble, 80 U.S. 397, 409 (1871) (reasoning
that it is “manifest that the powers of the National government could not be exercised with energy
and efficiency at all times, if its acts could be interfered with and controlled for any period by
officers or tribunals of another sovereignty”); McClung v. Silliman, 19 U.S. 598, 605 (1821)
(holding that state court cannot mandamus an officer of the United States because that officer’s
“conduct can only be controlled by the power that created him”).

B. The Impeachment Judgment Clause Confirms Presidential Immunity

Presidential immunity from criminal prosecution for official acts draws support directly
from the text of the Constitution, as the Impeachment Judgment Clause states that a President
cannot be criminally prosecuted unless he is first impeached and convicted by the U.S. Senate.

The Impeachment Judgment Clause provides that “Judgment in Cases of Impeachment
shall not extend further than to removal from Office . . . but the Party convicted shall nevertheless
be liable and subject to Indictment, Trial, Judgment and Punishment, according to Law.” U.S.
CONST. art. I, § 3, cl. 7 (emphasis added). Because the Constitution specifies that only “the Party
convicted” by trial in the Senate may be “liable and subject to Indictment, Trial, Judgment and
Punishment,” id., it plainly indicates that a President who is not convicted may not be subject to
criminal prosecution. SCALIA & GARNER, READING LAW: THE INTERPRETATION OF LEGAL TEXTS,
§ 10, at 107 (2012) (““When a car dealer promises a low financing rate to ‘purchasers with good
credit,’ it is entirely clear that the rate is not available to purchasers with spotty credit.”).

This was the understanding of the Founders. “James Wilson—who had participated in the
Philadelphia Convention at which the document was drafted—explained that . . . the President . .
. ‘1s amenable to [the laws] in his private character as a citizen, and in his public character by

impeachment.”” Jones, 520 U.S. at 696 (quoting 2 J. ELLIOT, DEBATES ON THE FEDERAL



CONSTITUTION 480 (2d ed. 1863)) (cleaned up). “With respect to acts taken in his ‘public
character’—that is, official acts—the President may be disciplined principally by impeachment,
not by private lawsuits for damages. But he is otherwise subject to the laws for his purely private
acts.” Id.; see also THE FEDERALIST No. 43 (J. Madison); THE FEDERALIST Nos. 65, 69, 77 (A.

Hamilton) (Alexander Hamilton explaining in three essays that criminal prosecution of a President

9% ¢ 29 ¢

can occur only “afterwards,” “after,” “subsequent” to, and as a “consequence” of impeachment
and conviction by the Senate).

As Justice Alito noted in Vance, “[t]he plain implication” of the Impeachment Judgment
Clause “is that criminal prosecution, like removal from the Presidency and disqualification from
other offices, is a consequence that can come about only after the Senate’s judgment, not during
or prior to the Senate trial.” 140 S. Ct. at 2444 (Alito, J., dissenting). “This was how Hamilton
explained the impeachment provisions in the Federalist Papers. He wrote that a President may ‘be
impeached, tried, and, upon conviction . . . would afterwards be liable to prosecution and
punishment in the ordinary course of law.”” Id. (quoting THE FEDERALIST No. 69, p. 416 (C.
Rossiter ed. 1961)); see also THE FEDERALIST No. 77, p. 464 (C. Rossiter ed. 1961) (A. Hamilton)
(arguing that a President is “at all times liable to impeachment, trial, [and] dismission from office,”
but any other punishment must come only “by subsequent prosecution in the common course of

law”); THE FEDERALIST NO. 65.

C. The President’s Unique Role Requires Immunity From Prosecution Based On
Official Acts

“The President occupies a unique position in the constitutional scheme.” Nixon v.
Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 731, 749 (1982). Under Article II, § 1 of the Constitution, the President is
“the chief constitutional officer of the Executive Branch, entrusted with supervisory and policy

responsibilities of utmost discretion and sensitivity.” Id. at 749-50. “Nor can the sheer prominence



of the President’s office be ignored.” Id. at 752-53. “In view of the visibility of his office and the
effect of his actions on countless people, the President would be an easily identifiable target for”
criminal prosecution in countless federal, state, and local jurisdictions across the country. Id. at
753. “Cognizance of this personal vulnerability frequently could distract a President from his
public duties, to the detriment of not only the President and his office but also the Nation that the
Presidency was designed to serve.” Id. This “unique status under the Constitution distinguishes
him from other executive officials.” Id. at 750. As a result of “the singular importance of the
President’s duties,” “diversion of his energies by concern with” criminal prosecution administered
by the judicial branch “would raise unique risks to the effective functioning of government.” /d.
at 751; see also Brett Kavanaugh, Separation of Powers During the Forty-Fourth Presidency and
Beyond, 93 MINN L. REV. 1454, 1461 (2009) (“[A] President who is concerned about an ongoing
criminal investigation is almost inevitably going to do a worse job as President”).

Without immunity from criminal prosecution based on official acts, the President’s
political opponents will seek to influence and control his or her decisions via de facto extortion or
blackmail with the threat, explicit or implicit, of indictment by a future, hostile Administration, for
acts that do not warrant any such prosecution. This threat will hang like a millstone around every
future President’s neck, distorting Presidential decisionmaking, undermining the President’s
independence, and clouding the President’s ability “to deal fearlessly and impartially with the
duties of his office.” Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 752 (cleaned up).

D. “The Presuppositions Of Our Political History” Support Presidential
Immunity From Prosecution For Official Acts

“[TThe presuppositions of our political history,” including “tradition[s] so well grounded
in history and reason,” help to define the scope of presidential immunity. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at

745. This history dates back to the founding and was upheld in Marbury v. Madison, as discussed
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above. There, Charles Lee, who served as Attorney General under Presidents Washington and
Adams, “declare[d] it to be [his] opinion, grounded on a comprehensive view of the subject, that
the President is not amenable to any court of judicature for the exercise of his high functions, but
is responsible only in the mode pointed out in the constitution,” i.e., by impeachment. Marbury,
5 U.S. at 149 (emphasis added).

Indeed, in 234 years from 1789 to 2023, no president was ever prosecuted for his official
acts. “Such a lack of historical precedent is generally a telling indication of a severe constitutional
problem with the asserted power.” Trump v. Anderson, 2024 WL 899207, at *5 (Mar. 4, 2024)
(cleaned up); see also Seila Law, LLC v. CFPB, 140 S. Ct. 2183, 2201 (2020) (“Perhaps the most
telling indication of [a] severe constitutional problem . . . is [a] lack of historical precedent to
support it.” (cleaned up)).

The unbroken tradition of not exercising the supposed formidable power of criminally
prosecuting a President for official acts—despite ample motive and opportunity to do so, over
centuries—implies that the power does not exist. See id.; see also, e.g., NFIB v. OSHA, 595 U.S.
109, 119 (2022) (per curiam); Free Enter. Fund v. Pub. Co. Accounting Oversight Bd., 561 U.S.
477,505 (2010)). “[T]he longstanding ‘practice of the government,” can inform our determination
of ‘what the law is.”” N.L.R.B. v. Noel Canning, 573 U.S. 513, 525 (2014) (first quoting
McCulloch, 17 U.S. at 401, and then quoting Marbury, 5 U.S. at 177). “That principle is neither
new nor controversial,” and this Court’s “cases have continually confirmed [this] view.” Id. (citing
Mistretta v. United States, 488 U.S. 361, 401 (1989), and eight other cases from 1803 to 1981).

American history abounds with examples of presidents who were accused by political
opponents of committing crimes through their official acts—yet none was ever prosecuted, until

last year. These include, among many others, John Quincy Adams’ alleged “corrupt bargain” in
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appointing Henry Clay as Secretary of State;’ President George W. Bush’s allegedly false claim
to Congress that Saddam Hussein possessed stockpiles of “weapons of mass destruction,” which
led to war in which thousands of Americans were killed;* and President Obama’s alleged
authorization of a drone strike that targeted and killed a U.S. citizen abroad (and his teenage son,
also a U.S. citizen).> They also include, among many other examples, President Clinton’s last-
minute pardon of fugitive financier Marc Rich,® President Clinton’s repeated use of airstrikes in
the Middle East in August and November 1998 in an alleged attempt to distract attention from the
Monica Lewinsky scandal,” President Biden’s egregious mismanagement of the United States’
border security, and President Biden’s alleged “material support for terrorism” through both the

funding of the UNRWA despite its documented history of direct support for terrorism, and release

3 See, e.g., Jessie Kratz, The 1824 Presidential Election and the “Corrupt Bargain”, NAT’L
ARCHIVES (Oct. 22, 2020), https://prologue.blogs.archives.gov/2020/10/22/the-1824-presidential-
election-and-the-corrupt-bargain.

4 See, e.g., Gary L. Gregg I, George W. Bush: Foreign Affairs, UVA MILLER CENTER,
https://millercenter.org/president/gwbush/foreign-affairs; Tim Arango, Ex-Prosecutor’s Book
Accuses Bush of Murder, N.Y. TIMES (July 7, 2008),
https://www.nytimes.com/2008/07/07/business/media/07bugliosi.html.

> See, e.g., Spencer Ackerman, US Cited Controversial Law in Decision to Kill American Citizen
by Drone, THE GUARDIAN (June 23, 2014), https://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/jun/23/us-
justification-drone-killing-american-citizen-awlaki.

® Andrew C. McCarthy, The Wages of Prosecuting Presidents for their Official Acts, NAT'L REV.
(Dec. 9, 2023), https://www.nationalreview.com/2023/12/the-wages-of-prosecuting-presidents-
over-their-official-acts.

7 See, e.g., World Media Troubled by Clinton’s Timing in Airstrikes, CNN (Dec. 18, 1998),
http://edition.cnn.com/WORLD/meast/9812/18/iraq.press/; Francis X. Clines and Steven Lee
Myers, Attack on Iraq; The Overview,; Impeachment Vote in House Delayed As Clinton Launches
Iraq Air Strike, Citing Military Need to Move Swiftly, N.Y. TIMES (Dec. 17, 1998),
https://www.nytimes.com/1998/12/17/world/attack-iraq-overview-impeachment-vote-house-
delayed-clinton-launches-irag-air.html.
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of billions of dollars to Iran’s terror-sponsoring regime.® Despite numerous examples of presidents
committing allegedly “criminal” behavior in their official acts throughout American history, none
was ever prosecuted in 234 years before 2023. The “presuppositions of our political history,”
Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 745, thus confirm that prosecutors and courts lack authority to prosecute
and place a President on trial for official acts.

E. Analogous Immunity Doctrines Support Presidential Immunity From
Prosecution Based On Official Acts

Analogous immunity doctrines strongly favor the conclusion that absolute presidential
immunity extends to immunity from criminal prosecution for official acts. See Vance, 140 S. Ct.
at 2426 (noting the Fitzgerald Court’s “careful analogy to the common law absolute immunity of
judges and prosecutors”).

In their common-law origins, immunity doctrines extended to both civil and criminal
liability: “The immunity of federal executive officials began as a means of protecting them in the
execution of their federal statutory duties from criminal or civil actions based on state law.” Butz

v. Economou, 438 U.S. 478, 489 (1978) (citation omitted). Common-law immunity doctrines

8 See, e.g., Jason Willick, The Eyebrow-Raising Line in the Trump Immunity Opinion, WASH. POST
(Feb. 7, 2024), https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2024/02/07/trump-immunity-decision-
disclaimer; Andrew C. McCarthy, Thoughts on Biden’s Funding of Terror-Sponsoring UNRWA
and D.C. Circuit’s Delay on Trump Immunity, NAT'L REVIEW (Jan. 31, 2024),
https://www.nationalreview.com/corner/thoughts-on-bidens-funding-of-terror-sponsoring-unrwa-
and-d-c-circuits-delay-on-trump-immunity (“When President Biden insisted on restarting funding
for UNRWA, to the tune of over $1 billion since 2021, there was abundant, well-known evidence,
going back decades, that UNRWA provides material support to terrorism. It was not just a
hypothetical possibility that Biden’s funding might end up facilitating Hamas’s operations. There
were notorious cases over the years of UNRWA terror support.”); The Editorial Board, Hamas
Was  Right  Under  Unrwa’s  Nose, ~ WALL ST. J.  (Feb. 11,  2024),
https://www.wsj.com/articles’/hamas-was-right-under-unrwas-nose-tunnels-gaza-israel-war-
f715d219?mod=opinion_lead pos2 (“Israel has provided evidence that 12 Unrwa employees took
part in the Oct. 7 massacre, and that 1,200 are affiliated with or members of Hamas and Islamic
Jihad.”).
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encompass the “privilege . . . to be free from arrest or civil process,” i.e., criminal and civil
proceedings alike. Tenney v. Brandhove, 341 U.S. 367,372 (1951).

Members of Congress are immune from criminal prosecution for acts within the scope of
their legislative duties. See United States v. Johnson, 383 U.S. 169, 179 (1966) (“The legislative
privilege, protecting against possible prosecution by an unfriendly executive and conviction by a
hostile judiciary, is one manifestation of the ‘practical security’ for ensuring the independence of
the legislature.”). Speech and debate immunity resembles presidential immunity because it serves
a unique role in preserving the separation of powers in our constitutional structure. See Tenney,
341 U.S. at 376. “[I]t is apparent from the history of the [Speech and Debate] clause that the
privilege was not born primarily of a desire to avoid private suits . . . , but rather to prevent
intimidation by the executive and accountability before a possibly hostile judiciary.” Johnson,
383 U.S. at 180-81 (emphasis added). Thus, Johnson held that criminal prosecution for official
acts—not civil liability—was the “chief fear” that led to the adoption of legislative immunity. /d.
at 182; see also Gravel v. United States, 408 U.S. 606, 624 (1972) (reasoning that acts “within the

99 ¢¢

sphere of legitimate legislative activity” “may not be made the basis for a civil or criminal
judgment against a Member”). Presidential immunity serves no less important a role in “our
scheme of government,” Tenney, 341 U.S. at 377, than legislative immunity.

Likewise, absolute judicial immunity protects state and federal judges from criminal
prosecution, as well as civil suits, based on their official judicial acts—excepting cases involving
judicial bribery and extortion, which have long been held not to constitute judicial acts. See
Spalding v. Vilas, 161 U.S. 483, 494 (1896) (“The doctrine which holds a judge exempt from a

civil suit or indictment for any act done or omitted to be done by him, sitting as judge, has a deep

root in the common law.” (cleaned up)); see also Alvarez v. Snyder, 264 A.D.2d 27, 34 (1st Dep’t
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2000) (“[Flew doctrines were more solidly established at common law than the immunity of judges
from liability for damages for acts committed within their judicial jurisdiction.” (cleaned up));
Weitzner v. New York City Dep’t of Soc. Servs., 212 A.D.2d 414, 414 (1st Dep’t 1995)
(“[TImmunity is absolute where the conduct is judicial or quasi-judicial in nature.”).

“This immunity applies even when the judge is accused of acting maliciously and
corruptly.” Pierson v. Ray, 386 U.S. 547, 554 (1967); see also Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 745-46;
Moskovits v. New York, 206 A.D.3d 535, 536 (1st Dep’t 2022) (“[T]he court correctly held the
claim is barred by the doctrine of judicial immunity, which extends to all [jJudges and encompasses
all judicial acts, even if such acts are in excess of their jurisdiction and are alleged to have been
done maliciously or corruptly.” (cleaned up)). In the few cases where prosecutors have brought
criminal charges against judges for their judicial acts, courts have rejected them. See, e.g., United
States v. Chaplin, 54 F. Supp. 926, 928 (S.D. Cal. 1944) (holding that judicial immunity barred
the criminal prosecution of a judge who was “acting in his judicial capacity and within his
jurisdiction in imposing sentence and probation upon a person charged with an offense in his court
to which the defendant has pleaded guilty”). Reviewing many authorities, Chaplin concluded that
absolute immunity shielded the judge from criminal prosecution as well as civil suit. /d. at 934
(holding that criminal prosecution of judges for judicial acts “would . . . destroy the independence
of the judiciary and mark the beginning of the end of an independent and fearless judiciary”); cf.
Salomon v. Mahoney, 271 A.D. 478, 479-80 (1st Dep’t 1946) (“The immunity of judges for
statements made and acts done in their judicial capacity is for sound reasons of public interest and
policy a fundamental principle of our jurisprudence on which rests the independence of the
administration of justice.”). The exact same reasoning applies to President Trump and all

Presidents.
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F. Public Policy Considerations Support Presidential Immunity From
Prosecution

In considering presidential immunity, the Supreme Court “has weighed concerns of public
policy, especially as illuminated by our history and the structure of our government.” Fitzgerald,
457 U.S. at 747-48 (citations omitted). Here, public policy overwhelmingly supports a finding of
immunity from prosecution based on evidence of official acts.

First, robust immunity is appropriate for officials who have “especially sensitive duties.”
Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 746. The President’s duties are “highly sensitive.” Id. at 756.

Second, immunity is most appropriate for officials from whom “bold and unhesitating
action” is required. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 745.° “[T]o submit all officials, the innocent as well
as the guilty, to the burden of a trial and to the inevitable danger of its outcome would dampen the
ardor of all but the most resolute, or the most irresponsible, in the unflinching discharge of their
duties,” and subject them “to the constant dread of retaliation.” Barr v. Matteo, 360 U.S. 564, 571-
72 (1959) (quoting Gregoire v. Biddle, 177 F.2d 579, 581 (2d Cir. 1949) (Hand, J.)); see also id.
at 571 (expressing concern that suits would “inhibit the fearless, vigorous, and effective
administration of policies of government”). In Vance, the Supreme Court noted this concern was

central to its adoption of absolute immunity for the President, holding that Fitzgerald “conclud[ed]

? Similarly, in the context of immunity under the Speech or Debate Clause, which includes criminal
immunity, “[t]here is little doubt that the instigation of criminal charges against critical or
disfavored legislators by the executive in a judicial forum was the chief fear prompting the long
struggle for parliamentary privilege in England and, in the context of the American system of
separation of powers, is the predominate thrust of the Speech or Debate Clause. In scrutinizing
this criminal prosecution, then, we look particularly to the prophylactic purposes of the clause.”
Johnson, 383 U.S. at 182. The Supreme Court has thus emphasized that criminal as well as civil
immunity is essential for a legislator to have the freedom to exercise bold and unhesitating action
in his or her legislative acts, which is itself essential to preserving the legislative “independence”
required by the separation of powers: “The legislative privilege, protecting against possible
prosecution by an unfriendly executive and conviction by a hostile judiciary, is one manifestation
of the ‘practical security’ for ensuring the independence of the legislature.” Id. at 179.
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that a President . . . must deal fearlessly and impartially with the duties of his office—not be made
unduly cautious in the discharge of [those] duties by the prospect of civil liability for official acts.”
140 S. Ct. at 2426 (cleaned up). The threat of criminal prosecution poses a greater risk of deterring
bold and unhesitating action than the threat of civil suit.

Third, “[f]requently acting under serious constraints of time and even information,” a
President inevitably makes many important decisions, and “[d]efending these decisions, often

2

years after they were made, could impose unique and intolerable burdens . . . .” Imbler v.
Pachtman, 424 U.S. 409, 425-26 (1976). The President’s “focus should not be blurred by even
the subconscious knowledge” of the risk of future prosecution. Id. at 427. And “[t]here is no
question that a criminal prosecution holds far greater potential for distracting a President and
diminishing his ability to carry out his responsibilities than does the average civil suit.” Vance,
140 S. Ct. at 2452 (Alito, J., dissenting). Far more than civil liability, the threat of criminal

(13

prosecution undermines the President’s “maximum ability to deal fearlessly and impartially with
the duties of his office.” Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 752 (citation and quotation marks omitted).
Fourth, another key purpose of immunity for senior officials is to “prevent them being
harassed by vexatious actions.” Spalding, 161 U.S. at 495 (quotation omitted); see also Vance,
140 S. Ct. at 2452 (Alito, J., dissenting) (expressing concern that the subpoena “threaten[ed] to
impair the functioning of the Presidency and provides no real protection against the use of the
subpoena power by the Nation’s 2,300+ local prosecutors”). The President, as the most high-
profile government official in the country, is most likely to draw politically motivated ire, and
most likely to be targeted for harassment by vexatious actions. See Cheney v. U.S. Dist. Ct. for

D.C., 542 U.S. 367, 369 (2004) (recognizing “the paramount necessity of protecting the Executive

Branch from vexatious litigation that might distract it from the energetic performance of its
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constitutional duties.”). The rationale of Vance, 140 S. Ct. at 2426, provides additional support
for a finding of official immunity—as Fitzgerald, Spalding, Butz, Imbler, and similar cases held.
Without immunity from criminal prosecution based on official acts, the presidency will cease to
function and that will erode the bedrock of our republic.

II. The Court Should Adjourn The Trial Until The Supreme Court Decides Trump v.
United States

While the concept of presidential immunity is firmly established, the doctrine’s scope
presents a “serious and unsettled question of law.” Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 743. Therefore, the
Court should adjourn the trial until the Supreme Court resolves Trump v. United States for several
reasons.

While adjournments are “ordinarily committed to the sound discretion of the trial court,”
“in particular situations, when the protection of fundamental rights has been involved in requests
for adjournments, that discretionary power has been more narrowly construed.” People v. Spears,
64 N.Y.2d 698, 699-700 (1984); see also People v. Foy, 32 N.Y.2d 473, 477 (1973) (recognizing
that “mere inconvenience is not sufficient ground for denying an adjournment when to do so would
abridge a basic right”). Because of the importance of the Presidency in the constitutional order,
as well as the Supremacy Clause and related federalism principles implicated here, the
adjournment is warranted to ensure proper adjudication of the presidential immunity defense and
to prevent improper evidence of official acts from being used in the unprecedented fashion
apparently contemplated by the People.

Waiting to try the case until after the Supreme Court addresses the question before it—
following oral argument just next month—will likely simplify the application of the defense to
evidentiary issues raised by the People’s motions in limine. See Mook v. Homesafe Am., Inc., 144

A.D.3d 1116, 1117 (2d Dep’t 2016) (“[A] prior determination in the criminal proceeding could
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have collateral estoppel effect in this action, thereby simplifying the issues.”). Specifically, as
discussed below, the scope of “official acts” for purposes of applying presidential immunity is a
developing area of the law that the Supreme Court is expected to address, at least to a certain
extent, in Trump v. United States. See Gen. Aniline & Film Corp. v. Bayer Co., 305 N.Y. 479, 485
(1953) (reasoning that “considerations of comity and orderly procedure” are relevant to stay
application); cf. Arizonans for Off. Eng. v. Arizona, 520 U.S. 43, 63 n.18 (1997) (explaining that
“in the interest of uniformity and to discourage forum shopping, the Arizona appeals court decided
to defer to the federal litigation, forgoing independent analysis,” including “stay[ing] proceedings
pending our decision in this case”); Aquino v. United States, 2020 WL 1847783, at *1 (S.D.N.Y.
Apr. 13, 2020) (noting that defendant’s “motion has been the subject of judicial stays pending
decisions of appellate courts”).

The adjournment would also “avoid[] the unnecessary risk of inconsistent adjudications as
to the defenses asserted” by President Trump in state and federal courts relating to the presidential
immunity doctrine. Goodridge v. Fernandez, 121 A.D.2d 942, 945 (1st Dep’t 1986); Belopolsky
v. Renew Data Corp., 41 A.D.3d 322, 322 (1st Dep’t 2007) (finding no abuse of discretion in stay,
“[u]pon due consideration of the goals of judicial economy, orderly procedure and the prevention
of inequitable results,” where “the determination of the prior action may dispose of or limit issues
which are involved in the subsequent action™); Schneider v. Lazard Freres & Co., 159 A.D.2d 291,
293-94 (1st Dep’t 1990) (“[W]e stay the New York action because the Delaware action raises
numerous possibilities for the application of collateral estoppel . . . .”).

Finally, the adjournment would mitigate the risk that an error in the application of this
complex federal-law issue could require the Court, the parties, the State, the City, and the County

to expend the resources necessary to re-try the case.
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III. The People Must Be Precluded From Offering Evidence Of President Trump’s
Official Acts

The Court should preclude the People from offering evidence at trial that Your Honor
determines, following a hearing outside the presence of the jury, constituted an “official act” during
President Trump’s first term in Office.

A. “Official Acts” Include Presidential Decisions On The “Outer Perimeter”

The presidential immunity doctrine is “capacious by design.” Blassingame, 87 F.4th at 12.
President Trump is entitled to immunity “for acts within the ‘outer perimeter’ of his official
responsibility.” Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 756 (quoting Barr, 360 U.S. at 575). This “outer
perimeter” includes presidential actions that “‘can reasonably be understood as the official actions
of an office-holder,” where it is “reasonable to think he was exercising his official responsibilities
as President.” Blassingame, 87 F.4th at 30. “The decisions from which [Fitzgerald] drew the
outer-perimeter test make evident that a President’s official responsibilities encompass more than
just those acts falling within the office’s express constitutional and statutory authority,” and also
include even “discretionary acts” within the “concept of duty” associated with the Presidency. /d.
at 13 (cleaned up).

Put somewhat differently: an act lies within the outer perimeter of an official’s duties if it

is the kind of act not manifestly or palpably beyond [the official’s] authority, but rather

having more or less connection with the general matters committed by law to his control

or supervision.
Id. (cleaned up).

“[T]he President’s actions do not fall beyond the outer perimeter of official responsibility
merely because they are unlawful or taken for a forbidden purpose.” Blassingame, 87 F.4th at 14.
The Supreme Court has so held, repeatedly. See, e.g., Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 756 (rejecting a rule

that would permit “an inquiry into the President’s motives” as “highly intrusive”); Pierson v. Ray,

386 U.S. 547, 554 (1967) (reasoning that judicial “immunity applies even when the judge is
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accused of acting maliciously and corruptly”); Barr, 360 U.S. at 575 (“The claim of an unworthy
purpose does not destroy the privilege.”); Spalding, 161 U.S. at 498 (holding that immunity does
not turn on “any personal motive that might be alleged to have prompted his action™); Bradley v.
Fisher, 80 U.S. 335, 354 (1871) (holding that immunity “cannot be affected by any consideration
of the motives with which the acts are done™).

B. The Court Must Preclude Evidence Of Official Acts

President Trump is entitled to “every opportunity” to prevent official-acts evidence from
being used against him at trial, and the Court must preclude such evidence. Blassingame, 87 F.4th
at 22.

In assessing whether immunity applies, the Court must look to the “nature of the act itself.”
Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349, 362 (1978). “[T]here is not always a clear line between [the
President’s] personal and official affairs.” Trump v. Mazars USA, LLP, 591 U.S. 848, 868 (2020).
The issue is whether the action can “reasonably be understood” as official. Blassingame, 87 F.4th
at 21 (quoting Trump v. Hawaii, 585 U.S. 667, 705 (2018)). “[T]he inquiry does not consist of
trying to identify speech that would benefit a president politically.” Id. at 22 (cleaned up). “When
an appropriately objective, context-specific assessment yields no sufficiently clear answer in either
direction, the President, in our view, should be afforded immunity.” Blassingame, 87 F.4th at 21.

In the current procedural posture, Blassingame and other immunity authorities require the
Court to preclude the People from offering evidence at trial of President Trump’s official acts. For
example, in Johnson, the Supreme Court held that, in a case involving “a criminal statute of general
application,” the prosecutors could “not draw in question the legislative acts of the defendant
member of Congress or his motives for performing them” under the Speech or Debate Clause. 383
U.S. at 185. “[A]ll references to this aspect of the conspiracy” had to be “eliminated” so that the

case was “wholly purged of elements offensive to the Speech or Debate Clause.” /d.
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Under these appropriate standards, President Trump’s social media posts and public
statements—while acting as President and viewed in context—fell within the outer perimeter of
his Presidential duty, to which communicating with the public on matters of public concern was
central. See, e.g., Exs. 1-6; Hawaii, 585 U.S. at 701 (“The President of the United States possesses
an extraordinary power to speak to his fellow citizens . . . .”); see also Council on Am. Islamic
Rels. v. Ballenger, 444 F.3d 659, 665-666 (D.C. Cir. 2006) (“A Member's ability to do his job as
a legislator effectively is tied, as in this case, to the Member's relationship with the public and in
particular his constituents and colleagues in the Congress. In other words, there was a clear nexus
between the congressman answering a reporter’s question about the congressman’s personal life
and the congressman's ability to carry out his representative responsibilities effectively. To that
extent, service in the United States Congress is not a job like any other.” (cleaned up)); see also
Pleasant Grove City v. Summum, 555 U.S. 460, 467-68 (2009) (“A government entity has the right
to speak for itself. . . . . [I]t is entitled to say what it wishes, and to select the views that it wants to
express.” (cleaned up)); Barr, 360 U.S. at 574-75 (finding agency head immune from libel suit
where commenting on, inter alia, “his own integrity in his public capacity,” which “had been
directly and severely challenged in charges made on the floor of the Senate and given wide
publicity”); JEFFREY K. TULIS, THE RHETORICAL PRESIDENCY 4 (2017) (“Today it is taken for
granted that presidents have a duty constantly to defend themselves publicly . . . And for many,
this presidential ‘function’ is not one duty among many, but rather the heart of the presidency—
its essential task.”) (emphasis in original).

President Trump’s April 5, 2018 statement from Air Force One is a powerful example of
the manner in which the context of the statement—here, the location—bears on the analysis. See

Ex. 4; Blassingame, 87 F.4th at 22 (“[S]everal objective considerations strongly suggest that the
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speech was—and was treated by the President and executive branch as—part of an official event,
regardless of whether what was said or how it was conceived might have borne some subjective
connection to enhancing President Trump's re-election prospects.”).

With respect to President Trump’s social media posts, e.g., Exs. 1-3, the official-acts
conclusion is supported by the fact that his Twitter account was “one of the White House’s main
vehicles for conducting official business.” Knight First Amend. Inst. v. Trump, 928 F.3d 226, 232
(2d Cir. 2019), judgment vacated as moot, 141 S. Ct. 1220 (2021); see also Blassingame, 87 F.4th
at 21 (reasoning that “if an activity is organized and promoted by official White House channels,”
“it is more likely an official presidential undertaking”). Indeed, the Second Circuit held “that the
evidence of the official nature of the Account is overwhelming.” Knight First Amend. Inst., 928
F.3d at 234.

The Office of Government Ethics (“OGE”), “established by the Ethics in Government Act
of 1978, provides overall leadership and oversight of the executive branch ethics program, which
is designed to prevent and resolve conflicts of interest.”'® Because OGE regulates Executive
Branch personnel, President Trump’s communications with OGE during his first term were also
official acts and are therefore also inadmissible at trial. See, e.g., Ex. 7.

Finally, there is no constitutionally significant distinction to be drawn between documents
and testimony for purposes of presidential immunity. Thus, the Court must preclude the People
from eliciting testimony relating to official-acts communications by President Trump, such as
those disclosed in grand jury testimony by- and-. The same rule applies, to the extent

President Trump’s statements were official in nature, for other witnesses.

1 US. OFfFICE OF Gov’T EtHIcS, OGE AGENCY PROFILE 4  (2020),
https://www.oge.gov/web/OGE.nsf/0/0DCB095C47EB209D85258610005CA2D3/$FILE/2020%200GE
%_20Profile%20B0ook%20(Final).pdf.
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CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, the Court should (1) adjourn the trial pending Supreme Court
review of the scope of the presidential immunity doctrine in Trump v. United States, which is
scheduled to be argued before the Supreme Court on April 25, 2024; and (2) following an
evidentiary hearing outside the presence of the jury, preclude evidence of President Trump’s

official acts at trial based on presidential immunity.

Dated: March 7, 2024
New York, N.Y.
By: /s/ Todd Blanche
Susan R. Necheles Todd Blanche
Gedalia Stern Emil Bove
NechelesLaw LLP Stephen Weiss
1120 Sixth Avenue, 4th Floor Blanche Law PLLC
New York, NY 10036 99 Wall Street, Suite 4460
212-997-7400 New York, NY 10005
srn@necheleslaw.com 212-716-1260

toddblanche@blanchelaw.com

Attorneys for President Donald J. Trump
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EXHIBIT 3



SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK: PART 59

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK PEOPLE’S OPPOSITION TO
DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO
-against- EXCLUDE EVIDENCE AND FOR
AN ADJOURNMENT BASED ON
DONALD J. TRUMP, PRESIDENTIAL IMMUNITY
Defendant. Ind. No. 71543-23
INTRODUCTION

On March 7, 2024, defendant filed a motion seeking two forms of relief: (1) preclusion of
evidence of defendant’s “official acts at trial based on presidential immunity”; and (2) “an
adjournment of the trial pending review of the scope of the presidential immunity doctrine in
Trump v. United States,” which the Supreme Court has scheduled for argument on April 25, 2024.
Notably, unlike in the pending Supreme Court case, defendant is not seeking dismissal of the
criminal charges here on the basis of presidential immunity. Compare United States v. Trump, 91
F.4th 1173, 1180 (D.C. Cir. 2024) (“Former President Trump moved to dismiss the Indictment”),
with Mot. 1-2, 24. Indeed, he has never asserted such a defense in this criminal proceeding, and he
“expressly waived any argument premised on a theory of absolute presidential immunity” in his
unsuccessful effort to remove this action to federal court. New York v. Trump, No. 23-3773, 2023
WL 4614689, at *8 (S.D.N.Y. July 19, 2023), appeal dismissed sub nom. People v. Trump, No.
23-1085, 2023 WL 9380793 (2d Cir. Nov. 15, 2023). Instead, defendant invokes presidential
immunity here solely as a basis to preclude certain 2018 statements he made after the conduct
charged in the indictment, and then relies on such preclusion to seek an adjournment of the trial.

This Court should deny the motion in its entirety. As a threshold matter, defendant’s

immunity argument is untimely, and can be rejected at this stage on that basis alone. Defendant



has provided no valid reason for waiting until a mere two-and-a-half weeks before trial to raise
this immunity argument when he has long been aware of the defense of absolute presidential
immunity and evidence of the 2018 “pressure campaign” was expressly discussed nearly one year
ago both in the grand jury and in the statement of facts issued with the indictment in this case.
Defendant’s attempt to link this case to the pending Supreme Court appeal in Trump v. United
States is particularly egregious when, even setting aside that the immunity issue there is dissimilar,
the very existence of that appeal shows that defendant could have raised an immunity argument
months before the current motion.

In any event, defendant’s immunity argument is meritless. The 2018 statements on which
defendant bases his immunity claim are not the subject of the criminal charges here. Even assuming
that those statements constitute official conduct, there is no categorical bar to using evidence of
immunized conduct in a trial involving non-immunized conduct, as several courts have recognized.
Regardless, the 2018 statements do not constitute official acts. Multiple courts have now rejected
defendant’s sweeping claim that every statement he made as President is an official act enjoying
absolute immunity. Here, all of the statements that are the subject of defendant’s motion involved
defendant speaking in his personal capacity regarding his personal affairs.

Because defendant’s immunity argument is either untimely presented or meritless, this
Court should deny his motion in its entirety, including his request to adjourn the forthcoming trial.

ARGUMENT

A. The unexplained and belated nature of defendant’s motion warrants denial or,
alternatively, deferral on deciding defendant’s evidentiary objection.

The CPL makes clear that parties must abide by court-ordered deadlines for “all pre-trial
motions.” CPL 255.20(1). That requirement is critical “to avoid the proliferation experienced

under prior procedure in which a defendant could bombard the courts and Judges with dilatory



tactics continuing right up to the eve of trial.” People v. Lawrence, 64 N.Y.2d 200, 204-05 (1984).
Unless a party identifies a valid reason for delay, filings beyond a court’s deadlines “may be
summarily denied.” CPL 255.20(3).

Here, the Court may summarily deny defendant’s belated request to preclude evidence
because defendant has failed to identify any plausible excuse for waiting until two-and-a-half
weeks before trial to file this motion. Months ago, this Court set a September 29, 2023, deadline
for omnibus motions and a February 22, 2024, deadline for motions in limine. There is no
justification whatsoever for defendant to disregard these deadlines and wait until a mere two-and-
a-half weeks before jury selection to assert an argument about presidential immunity for the first
time. Defendant was sufficiently aware of the issue of presidential immunity to waive it in the
federal removal proceeding in this case on June 15, 2023, see Def.’s Mem. of Law Opp. Mot. for
Remand 21, People v. Trump, No. 23- 03773, Dkt. No. 34 (June 15, 2023), and to raise it as a
ground for dismissal in the D.C. prosecution on October 5, 2023, see Mot. to Dismiss Indictment
Based on Presidential Immunity, United States v. Trump, No. 23-cr-00257, Dkt. No. 74 (D.D.C.
Oct. 5, 2023). Moreover, the facts that defendant relies on now to support his current immunity
arguments were also made available to him months ago. The indictment identified specific records
from “the period in 2017 when President Trump was in office” (Mot. 1). And contrary to
defendant’s suggestion that the People’s recent motions in limine identified for the first time the
“‘pressure campaign’ by President Trump in 2018 relating to Michael Cohen” (Mot. 2), that

pressure campaign was described in the People’s statement of facts filed on April 4, 2023
(Statement of Facts 99 35-40); defendant’s 2018 social-media statements _
_ that defendant has possessed since May 23, 2023 (e.g.,



Tr. 749, 922-23, 939); and defendant literally cites to _ in describing
_ that he claims are subject to immunity (Mot. 4).

Defendant is also wrong to suggest that “the timing of this motion” is supported by recent
actions by the U.S. Supreme Court (Mot. 2). The recent decision about Colorado’s disqualification
of defendant from the Republican primary ballot in that State, Trump v. Anderson, No. 23-719,
2024 WL 899207 (U.S. Mar. 4, 2024), concerned an application of Section 3 of the Fourteenth
Amendment to defendant’s acts of insurrection on January 6, 2021; this case does not seek
disqualification, does not concern the Fourteenth Amendment, and concerns different acts of
election interference by defendant. And in United States v. Trump, No. 23-939, the Supreme Court
will consider whether defendant has absolute presidential immunity from criminal prosecution for
his official acts while in office; as will be discussed below, the charged conduct here does not
involve any official acts, and defendant has not asserted presidential immunity for the charged
conduct in any event. Defendant cannot justify an eve-of-trial motion, based on legal arguments
that could have been raised six months ago, based on U.S. Supreme Court cases that have nothing
to do with this prosecution aside from his involvement as a defendant.

In the alternative, this Court would also be well within its discretion to defer any
determination on the admissibility of this evidence until trial. Even assuming that there were a
valid reason for this late filing, the CPL provides only that this Court may resolve the motion “at
any-time before the end of the trial.” CPL 255.20(3). Nothing thus compels this Court to address
a late filing before trial.

It would make particular sense here to defer ruling on defendant’s evidentiary objections,
even assuming that this Court were inclined to overlook defendant’s disregard of the Court’s

deadlines. Defendant repeatedly complains that the People have not “describe[d] the evidence they



intend to offer in detail” (Mot. 1). That complaint is misplaced given the details provided in the
indictment, statement of facts, grand jury minutes, and subsequent briefing. But even assuming
that defendant’s complaint were valid, the solution is to proceed to trial, where the People can
present their case in chief and dispel defendant’s apparent confusion. Although this Court certainly
has the discretion to rule on evidentiary objections before trial, there is no obstacle to its “refusing
to do so in advance of the time when the question presents itself in regular course.” People v.
Ocasio, 47 N.Y.2d 55, 59 (1979). Thus, if this Court does not summarily deny defendant’s late-
filed motion, it could also simply defer any ruling until trial.

B. Defendant’s claim of presidential immunity is not a basis for precluding evidence that
is otherwise relevant and admissible.

Assuming that this Court decides to address defendant’s claims now, it should deny
defendant’s request to preclude evidence based on a theory of presidential immunity.

1. Defendant does not claim immunity based on the charged conduct, and
there would be no such immunity in any event.

As an initial matter, defendant does not appear to be raising any claim of absolute
presidential immunity based on the actual criminal charges here. The indictment charged 34 counts
of falsifying business records in the first degree based on false entries that defendant made or
caused in 2017. Defendant’s motion, however, makes no immunity argument at all regarding those
records. Instead, the motion focuses on a series of public communications by defendant in 2018,
and argues that these “social media posts and public statements” are official acts for which
defendant should be immune from prosecution (Mot. 22; see generally id. at 3-4, 20-23).
Defendant’s only reference to evidence from 2017 is his complaint that the People “have not
provided sufficiently specific notice” of the “documents and testimony relating to the period in

2017 to allow him “to distinguish between personal and official acts” (Mot. 1). But that complaint



cannot possibly refer to the 2017 conduct charged in the indictment, which precisely identifies the
documents supporting each count of falsifying business records in the first degree. !

Defendant’s current motion thus raises no presidential immunity argument regarding the
actual charges in the indictment. Such an interpretation would be consistent with defendant’s
general approach to the immunity defense throughout this litigation. As discussed, defendant
expressly waived presidential immunity in his federal removal proceeding, even though “one of
the most important reasons for removal is to have the validity of the defense of official immunity
tried in a federal court.” Willingham v. Morgan, 395 U.S. 402, 407 (1969). And defendant also
failed to raise an immunity defense in his omnibus motions in this proceeding, thus further waiving
any defense based on presidential immunity to the charges here. See Carroll v. Trump, 88 F.4th
418, 429-30 (2d Cir. 2023) (holding, in removed civil proceeding, that defendant waived defense
of presidential immunity by failing to raise it in “his answer to Plaintiff’s original complaint in
New York state court™).

In any event, any claim of presidential immunity based on the charged conduct would be
meritless. As an initial matter, there is a serious question about whether a former President can

claim absolute presidential immunity against criminal liability at all. The Supreme Court has made

!'In any event, defendant is wrong to say that there has not been adequate notice on this front. First,
the indictment and statement of facts provided more than adequate notice. Second, defendant
acknowledged as much by seeking to remove this proceeding to federal court on the ground that
the charged conduct related to acts performed under color of his former presidential office. See
Notice of Removal 99 25-30, New York v. Trump, No. 23-3773, Dkt. No. 1 (S.D.N.Y. May 4,
2023). Third, the federal removal proceeding involved extensive briefing and an evidentiary
hearing on the precise question—the distinction “between personal and official acts” (Mot. 1)—
that defendant claims to be mystified about here. See Trump, 2023 WL 4614689, at *7 (“The
evidence overwhelmingly suggests that the matter was a purely a personal item of the President....
Hush money paid to an adult film star is not related to a President’s official acts.”). Finally,
defendant should have requested more details in his several requests for a bill of particulars, yet
inexplicably failed to do so on this ground.



clear—in a case involving this defendant—that a sitting President is subject to both federal and
state criminal process, including “when the President is under investigation,” and specifically
observed that “state grand juries are free to investigate a sitting President with an eye toward
charging him after completion of his term,” as has occurred here. Vance, 140 S. Ct. at 2426-27
(emphasis added); see also Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 418 U.S. 683, 706 (1974). And although the
Department of Justice has long taken the position that a President cannot be criminally prosecuted
while in office, it has also emphasized that this temporary immunity “would not preclude such
prosecution once the President’s term is over.” U.S. Dep’t of Justice, Office of Legal Counsel, 4
Sitting President’s Amenability to Indictment and Criminal Prosecution, 24 Op. OLC 222, 255
(2000) (Ex. 18); see also U.S. Dep’t of Justice, Office of Legal Counsel, Amenability of the
President, Vice President and other Civil Officers to Federal Criminal Prosecution While in Office
32 (Sept. 24, 1973) (Ex. 19). There is thus no clear support for a former President claiming
immunity against criminal charges.

At most, however, any immunity would be limited to defendant’s actions that were
plausibly within his official responsibilities as President. The President possesses “absolute
immunity from damages liability predicated on his official acts,” which extends to “acts within the
‘outer perimeter’ of his official responsibility.” Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 749, 756. But there is “no
support for an immunity for unofficial conduct”—i.e., conduct “beyond the scope of any action
taken in an official capacity.” Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681, 694-95 (1997) (quoting Forrester v.
White, 484 U.S. 219, 229 (1988)).

Here, the charged conduct involves unofficial rather than official acts by defendant, as the
federal district court found in addressing the related question of whether defendant was acting

“under color of office” here. Specifically, the court found that “[t]he evidence overwhelmingly



suggests that the matter [i.e., the conduct charged here] was a purely a personal item of the
President—a cover-up of an embarrassing event. Hush money paid to an adult film star is not
related to a President’s official acts. It does not reflect in any way the color of the President’s
official duties.” Trump, 2023 WL 4614689, at *7. Moreover, in the federal proceeding, defendant
“conceded . .. that he hired Cohen to attend to his private matters,” and the court identified
multiple additional facts demonstrating that the conduct alleged here was unofficial: “Cohen’s
invoices and their associated records were maintained by the Trump Organization, a private
enterprise, in New York City, not in Washington, D.C. as official records of the President. Trump
paid Cohen from private funds, and the payments did not depend on any Presidential power for
their authorization.” /d.

At base, as the federal court correctly recognized, the falsified business records at issue
here were generated as part of a scheme to reimburse defendant’s personal lawyer for an entirely
unofficial expenditure that was made before defendant became President—namely, Michael
Cohen’s October 2016 payment of $130,000 to an adult film actress, in exchange for her signing
of a nondisclosure agreement regarding her sexual encounter with defendant. There is no colorable
argument that these actions constituted official conduct, and accordingly no basis for defendant to
assert absolute presidential immunity based on those actions. See Clinton, 520 U.S. at 696 (the
President “is otherwise subject to the laws for his purely private acts™).? Perhaps for this reason,

defendant does not raise such an immunity defense here.

2 Defendant’s extended discussion of presidential immunity based on “official acts” (Mot. 5-18)
is thus entirely beside the point. And his attempt to analogize this case to Trump v. United States
(Mot. 18-19) is also meritless, as the courts in that criminal case have assumed that the charged
conduct involved official acts. See Trump v. United States, No. 23-939, 2024 WL 833184, at *1
(U.S. Feb. 28, 2024); Trump, 91 F.4th at 1205 n.14.



2. No categorical rule precludes admission of evidence of official acts that is
relevant to criminal charges for non-immune conduct.

Because defendant has no argument based on presidential immunity for the charged
conduct, his only argument is based on presidential immunity for 2018 public statements he made
that he claims constitute “official acts” subject to presidential immunity (Mot. 20-23). But
defendant is not being criminally charged for those 2018 statements. Compare Trump, 91 F.4th at
1180-82, 1188 (rejecting defendant’s claim of presidential immunity from “the conduct alleged in
the Indictment”). Nor are the People seeking to subpoena this information from defendant, since
all the statements are already publicly available. Compare Trump v. Vance, 140 S. Ct. 2412, 2429
(2020) (rejecting claim of absolute presidential immunity from responding to state grand jury
subpoena). In other words, defendant is not raising presidential immunity for any of the purposes
that the defense typically serves: namely, immunity from criminal charges or criminal process.

Instead, defendant makes the peculiar argument that immunity can somehow preclude
introduction of evidence of official presidential acts in a criminal proceeding, even if that evidence
is otherwise relevant and admissible for criminal charges to which no immunity attaches (Mot.
20). Defendant cites no precedent supporting such a rule of preclusion, and several courts have
squarely held otherwise. See United States v. Wen, slip op. 2-3, No. 04-cr-241 (E.D. Wisc. Sept.
12, 2025) (attached as Ex. 1) (consular immunity “does not create an evidentiary privilege that
renders evidence of such conduct inadmissible at trial™), conviction aff’d, 477 F.3d 896, 897 (7th
Cir. 2007); United States v. Zhong, No. 16-614, 2018 WL 6186474, at *6 (E.D.N.Y. Nov. 26,
2018) (“Although Defendant is entitled to residual immunity from prosecution, the government
may admit evidence of Defendant’s acts while he was an accredited diplomat....”), rev’d on other
grounds, 26 F.4th 536 (2d Cir. 2022). Indeed, the Second Circuit, while reversing the conviction

in Zhong on other grounds, agreed with the district court that “there is no per se bar on the use of



immune behavior in completing the story—or proving a defendant’s knowledge, intent, or
planning—of charged non-immune conduct.”® Zhong, 26 F.4th at 553 n.9.

To be sure, prosecutors may not introduce evidence of immunized conduct in support of
criminal charges directly based on such conduct. The Supreme Court held as much in United States
v. Johnson, 383 U.S. 169 (1966) (cited at Mot. 21), concluding that a conspiracy charge could not
be predicated on conduct immunized by the federal Constitution’s Speech and Debate Clause,
although it could proceed on other non-immune evidence. See id. at 184-85. Here, by contrast, the
People are not pursuing criminal charges arising from defendant’s 2018 statements at all. Instead,
as the People have explained in their motions in limine (pp. 50-53), the evidence of defendant’s
2018 pressure campaign against Stormy Daniels and Michael Cohen will be introduced as
Molineux evidence to establish, among other things, defendant’s consciousness of guilt. New York
courts have held that such Molineux evidence is distinct from direct evidence of charged conduct.
See, e.g., People v. Snagg, 35 A.D.3d 1287, 1288 (4th Dep’t 2006) (distinguishing between
elements of conspiracy charge and separate Molineux evidence); People v. Morales, 309 A.D.2d
1065, 1066 (3d Dep’t 2003) (same). Because the 2018 conduct on which defendant bases his
immunity argument is thus not the subject of the criminal charges in the indictment, but instead
bears only on “defendant’s knowledge, intent, or planning . . . of charged non-immune conduct,”

Zhong, 26 F.4th at 553 n.9, there is no categorical rule foreclosing its admission.

3 The Second Circuit reversed the conviction in Zhong because it found that the bad-acts evidence
at issue did not satisfy the federal equivalent of the Molineux rule. Zhong, 26 F.4th at 551-53.
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3. Defendant’s 2018 conduct would not constitute official acts in any event.

Finally, even assuming that there were some rule precluding use of evidence of official acts
in a criminal prosecution not arising from such acts, that rule would not apply here because the
2018 actions described in defendant’s motion were not official acts.

Defendant’s basic claim is that all of his 2018 public statements were official acts because
he was “communicating with the public on matters of public concern” (Mot. 22). But the D.C.
Circuit has squarely rejected the argument that “al/ of a President’s speech on matters of public
concern, as a categorical rule, is an exercise of official presidential responsibility.” Blassingame
v. Trump, 87 F.4th 1, 15 (D.C. Cir. 2023). Moreover, “whether the President speaks (or engages
in conduct) on a matter of public concern bears no necessary correlation with whether he speaks
(or engages in conduct) in his official or personal capacity.” Id. at 16. Rather, the question is
whether, for each of the statements at issue here, defendant was “act[ing] in an unofficial, private
capacity,” or instead “carrying out the official duties of the presidency.” /d. at 4.

Applying that standard, the United States District Court for the Southern District of New
York recently held that defendant was not acting in an official capacity—and hence did not enjoy
absolute presidential immunity—when he made several statements in 2019 on Twitter, in remarks
to reporters, and in an interview regarding an individual who had accused him of sexual assault.
See Carroll v. Trump, No. 20-7311, 2023 WL 4393067, at *2-3, *9-11 (S.D.N.Y. July 5, 2023),
aff’d in part, appeal dismissed in part, 88 F.4th 418 (2d Cir. 2023). The district court found that
defendant could not invoke presidential immunity simply by making the general claim that the
President’s official duties include responding to personal attacks; instead, the court found that “the
content of [defendant’s] statements matter,” and concluded that defendant’s personal attacks on

his accuser lacked “any connection . . . to any official responsibility of the president.” /d. at *11.
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Here, too, the 2018 statements that defendant cursorily claims are official acts are in fact
“disconnected entirely from an official function.” Id. All of the statements concern a subject matter
that a federal court has already determined to be purely personal, rather than official. See Trump,
2023 WL 4614689, at *7. The content of the statements confirms that, even in 2018, defendant
was commenting on this personal matter in his personal capacity. For example, many of
defendant’s 2018 social media posts and interview statements comment on his relationship with
Michael Cohen—but, as defendant averred in the federal removal proceeding, defendant had at
that time hired Cohen as his “personal lawyer . . . to handle his personal affairs.” /d. at *3 (quoting
defendant’s notice of removal). And defendant has utterly failed to identify any specific official
duty or responsibility that defendant was fulfilling, or official authority that defendant was
invoking, in making gratuitous public statements in 2018 regarding his personal affairs or his
personal lawyer. Instead, defendant was making these statements “in an unofficial, private
capacity,” Blassingame, 87 F.4th at 16, thereby foreclosing any invocation of absolute presidential
immunity.

C. Adjournment of the trial is not warranted under any circumstance.

Because defendant’s immunity argument is untimely raised, inapposite to admissibility, or
simply meritless, there is no basis whatsoever to adjourn the forthcoming trial. But an adjournment
would not be warranted even if there were any merit to defendant’s current argument. As
discussed, defendant raises no immunity argument regarding the charged conduct; thus, unlike in
Trump v. United States, there is no threshold barrier to proceeding to trial. Moreover, evidentiary
objections are routinely raised and resolved mid-trial when the question of admissibility becomes
ripe. There is no danger in following that procedure here, when the evidence in question is not
privileged or unduly prejudicial. And, to the extent that there is any credibility to defendant’s

current complaint that the relevant facts are unclear (Mot. 1), factual development at trial may very

12



well clarify whether and to what extent defendant may have any viable claim of presidential

immunity. As the D.C. Circuit has observed, claims of official immunity are necessarily fact-bound

and may depend on the record developed at trial. See Blassingame, 87 F.4th at 5. There would thus

be no reason to adjourn the upcoming trial, even assuming defendant had timely presented a

colorable immunity argument as a basis for precluding evidence.

CONCLUSION

Defendant’s motion to exclude evidence and for an adjournment should be denied.

Dated: March 13, 2024

Steven C. Wu
Philip V. Tisne
Of Counsel

13

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Matthew Colangelo
Matthew Colangelo
Christopher Conroy

Susan Hoffinger

Becky Mangold

Joshua Steinglass

Assistant District Attorneys
New York County District Attorney’s Office
1 Hogan Place

New York, NY 10013
212-335-9000
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THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
Ind. No. 71543-23
-against-

DONALD J. TRUMP,

Defendant.

AFFIRMATION OF SERVICE

The undersigned affirms under penalty of perjury that on March 13, 2024, he served the
foregoing Opposition to Defendant’s Motion to Exclude Evidence and for an Adjournment Based
on Presidential Immunity on counsel for defendant (Todd Blanche, Susan Necheles, Emil Bove,
Gedalia Stern, and Stephen Weiss) by email with consent.

Dated: March 13, 2024 Respectfully submitted,
/s/ Matthew Colangelo

Matthew Colangelo
Assistant District Attorney
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK: PART 59

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK DECISION AND ORDER
ON DEFENDANT’S MOTION
- against - TO EXCLUDE EVIDENCE
AND FOR AN
DONALD ). TRUMP, ADJOURNMENT ON THE
GROUNDS OF
Defendant. PRESIDENTIAL IMMUNITY

Ind. No. 71543/2023

HON. JUAN M. MERCHAN A.].S.C.:

On April 4, 2023, the Defendant was arraigned before this Court on an indictment charging
him with 34 counts of Falsifying Business Records in the First Degree, in violation of Penal Law §
175.10.

On May 4, 2023, the Defendant filed a notice of removal to federal court. People v. Trump, SD
NY No. 23-CV-03773 (AKH), ECF No. 1. In opposing the People’s motion to remand the case back
to New York County Supreme Court, Defendant, while arguing that he “...has more than adequately
demonstrated a federal defense entitling him to Supremacy Clause immunity,” made clear in that same
section that he was fully aware of the defense of presidential immunity. /d. at ECF No. 34 at pgs. 21-
23.

On October 5, 2023, Defendant moved to dismiss the indictment in United States v. Trump, US
Dist Ct, DDC No. 23-CR-257 (ITSC), where he 1s charged with four criminal counts stemming from
actions he allegedly engaged in to interfere with the 2020 presidential election. United States v. Trump,
US Dist Ct, DDC 23 CR 257, (I'SC) ECF No. 74. In his motion, he argued among other things, that
the federal charges should be dismissed on the grounds of presidential immunity, that the “scope of
criminal immunity includes all actions that fall within the ‘outer perimeter’ of the President’s official
duties,” and that “making public statements, including tweets, about matters of national concern is an
official action that lies at the heart of Presidential duties.” Id. at pgs. 21, 28. The motion was dented
by Judge Tanya S. Chutkan on December 1, 2023. Id. at ECF No. 171. Defendant appealed on
December 7, 2023. On February 6, 2024, after further briefing by the parties, the United States Court

of Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit, upheld Judge Chutkan’s decision. United States v. Trump, 91




F4th 1173 [DC Cir 2024]. On February 28, 2024, the Supreme Court granted certzorari in the matter of
Trump v. United States, --Sct-- 2024 WL 833184 [2024], Defendant’s Memo at pg. 2.

On February 22, 2024, Defendant filed his motions zz /imine in the instant matter. Attached to
the motions was the Affirmation of Todd Blanche, (hereinafter “Blanche MIL. Affirmation”), which
contained numerous exhibits. Exhibit 5 contained statements purportedly made by Defendant, which
the People intend to introduce at trial. Defendant sought to preclude the “94 statements allegedly
made by President Trump in various forms of media...” Motions i linune (hereinafter “Defendant’s
MIL”). Defendant’s MIL at pgs. 40-43. On February 22, 2024, the People also filed their motions i
limine (hereinafter “People’s MIL”), wherein the People argued that this Court should “permit the
introduction of evidence regarding the defendant’s attempts to dissuade witnesses from cooperating
with law enforcement because such evidence shows defendant’s consciousness of guilt and
corroborates his intent.” People’s MIL at pg. 50. The People specifically noted that “defendant has
targeted Cohen and Daniels on social media and in other public statements with persistent, harassing,
and denigrating comments.” Id. at pg. 51.

On February 29, 2024, Defendant responded to the People’s motions zz lmine (hereinafter
“Defendant’s MIL Opposition”). In his response, Defendant argued that the People “must pre-clear”
the evidence of a purported pressure campaign against witnesses with the Court prior to its
introduction at trial. Defendant’s MIL Opposition at pg. 29. Specifically, Defendant argued that the
“People need to identify the witness(es) in question, the substance of the proffered testimony, and
any related exhibits they seek to offer. [d.

On March 7, 2024, Defendant filed the instant motion to exclude evidence and for an
adjournment based on presidential immunity (hereinafter “Defendant’s Memo”). At the time
Defendant’s Memo was filed, trial was set to commence on March 25, 2024. On March 13, 2024, the

People filed their motion in opposition (hereinafter “People’s Opposition.”).

CONTENTIONS OF THE PARTIES
Defendant seeks (1) “an adjournment of the trial pending review of the scope of the
presidential immunity doctrine in Trump v. United States” and (2) preclusion of “evidence of President
Trump’s official acts at trial based on presential immunity.” Defendant argues that he 1s (1) immune
from state prosecution based on official acts, (2) the instant matter should be adjourned in light of the
recent action by the Supreme Court of the United States of America granting certzorari, and (3) that the

People should be precluded from offering evidence of President Trump’s official acts. Specifically, the




Defendant argues that he is entitled to immunity “for acts within the ‘outer perimeter’ of his official
responsibility.” Defendant’s Motion at pg. 20, citing to Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 457 US 371 (1982).

The People cite to Criminal Procedure Law (“CPL”) § 255.20(3) and argue that Defendant’s
motion must be denied as untimely. They further argue that Defendant’s claim of presidential
immunity 1s “not a basis for precluding evidence that is otherwise relevant and admissible.” People’s
Opposition at pg. 5. The People also argue that the Defendant provides no authority to support his
claim that immunity can “preclude the introduction of evidence of official presidential acts in a
criminal proceeding, even if that evidence is otherwise relevant and admissible for charges to which
no immunity attaches.” id. at 9. Finally, the People note that although Defendant argues that
presidential immunity applies to potential Moknenx evidence, he does nof argue that the defense applies

to the charged conduct at the heart of the instant Indictment. /d.

DiscussioN

For the following reasens, Defendant’s motion 1s DENIED as untimely.

“Iixcept as otherwise expressly provided by law, whether the defendant 1s represented by
counsel or elects to proceed pro se, all pre-trial motions shall be served or filed within forty-five davs
after arraignment and before commencement of trial, or within such additional time as the court may
fix upon application of the defendant made prior to the entry of judgment.” CPL § 255.20(1). The
court must entertain and decide on its merits an appropriate pre-trial motion based upon “grounds of
which the defendant could not, with due diligence, have previously been aware, or which, for other
good cause, could not reasonably have been raised” within the period specified by CPL § 255.20(1).
CPL § 255.20(3). A court may summarily deny a motion that 1s filed late. William C. Donnino, Practice
Commentary, McKinney’s Cons Laws of NY, CPL § 255.20

A court’s decision on the issue of timeliness is discretionary. See People v. Marte, 197 AD3d 411
[1st Dept 2021]. In reviewing the excuses proffered by the Defendant for the timing of his motion,
this Court finds that they are inadequate and not convincing. Id. at 414. Defendant appears to justify
the timing of the filing-on the basis of two events: (1) the filing of the People’s motions 2 limine on
February 22, 2024, which indicated their intent to offer at trial evidence that Defendant engaged 1n an
alleged “pressure campaign” against certain witnesses and (2) the February 28, 2024, decision by the
United States Supreme Court to grant Defendant certiorari in Trump v. United States, --Sct-- 2024 WL
833184 [2024], where the issue of presidential immunity will presumably be decided. Defendant’s

Memo at pgs. 1-2.




Those two reasons, even when considered in tandem, as Defendant does, fail to explain why
Defendant waited long past the statutory period allotted by CPL § 255.20. The Defendant had ample
notice that the People were in possession of, and intended to use, the various statements allegedly
made by Defendant on social media, in public, and in various interviews. He was also well aware that
the defense of presidential immunity, even if unsuccessful, might be available to him. For example,
and as discussed more fully below, Defendant fully briefed the issue of presidential immunity in his
motion to dismiss the matter of United States v. Trump, US Dist Ct, DDC 23 CR 257, (I'SC) (hereinafter
“Federal Insurrection Matter”) on October 5, 2023. He also demonstrated awareness that the defense
was available to him when he attempted to remove the instant matter to federal court on May 4, 2023,
in Pegple v. Trump, SD NY No. 23-CV-03773 (AKH). Nonetheless, Defendant chose not to raise the
defense of presidential immunity until well past the 45-day period provided by statute. He also did not
raise it in his omnibus motion, in his motions 2z /imine or in his response to the People’s motions i
limine. Defendant’s decision 1s unjustifiable and renders this motion untimely. FFurther, and as an aside,
the fact that the Defendant waited until a mere 17 days prior to the scheduled trial date of March 25,
2024, to file the motion, raises real questions about the sincerity and actual purpose of the motion.
After all, Defendant had already briefed the same issue in federal court and he was in possession of,
and aware that, the People intended to offer the relevant evidence at trial that entire time. The
circumstances, viewed as a whole, test this Court’s credulity.

Turning specifically to Defendant’s availability of the defense of presidential immunity. The
procedural history of the instant matter, together with the procedural history of the Federal
Insurrection Matter, leave no doubt that Defendant was aware that the defense, even if unsuccessful,
was available to him well before March 7, 2024, when this motion was filed. On October 5, 2023, the
Defendant moved to dismiss his Federal Insurrection Matter on the grounds of presidential immunity.
United States v. Trump, 2023 W1. 8359833, 23¢r257, TSC ECF No. 74. In his motion papers therein, he
specifically argued that that his actions as president were on the “outer perimeter,” that is, “the law
provides absolute immunity ‘for acts within the ‘outer perimeter’ of [the President’s| official
responsibility.” Id. at pg. 1, citing to Nixon v. Vitzgerald, 457 US 731, 756 [1982]. The “outer perimeter”
of Presidential duties, the Defendant argued, “encircles a vast swath of territory, because the scope of
the President’s duty and authority in our constitutional system is uniquely and extraordinarily broad.”
Id. at pg. 22. He also took the position that ““...making public statements on matters of public concern
especially where they relate to a core federal function such as the administration of a federal election

— unquestionably falls within the scope of the President’s official dutes.” I4. at pg. 28. Those
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arguments are substantially similar to arguments he presents now — five months later. See Defendant’s
Memo at pgs. 3, 20, 22. Defendant’s awareness of the availability of the defense is further
demonstrated in arguments he has made in this very proceeding. For example, when he attempted to
remove this case to federal court, Defendant argued that he “is immune from state prosecution for
actions taken as a result of his role as president.” Pegple v. Trump, 23¢v03773 (AKH) at ECF No. 34 at
pg- 21. Nonetheless, Defendant strategically waited until March 7, 2024, to raise the defense.
Torning next to Defendant’s knowledge of the People’s intention to introduce evidence of his
alleged “pressure campaign” against certain witnesses. This Court finds that Defendant was indeed
aware and had notice of the People’s intent, well before he filed this motion, and he has failed to
demonstrate good cause for the late filing. He has also failed to persuade this Court that it should
consider the motion in the interest of justice. Pegple v. Roberts, 76 Misc3d 448 [Sup Ct, NY County
2022}. The People note in their opposition, that the alleged “pressure campaign” was expressly
referred to and discussed in the statement of facts which accompanied the Indictment in this matter,
as well as in the grand jury minutes, all of which were provided to Defendant in and around April and
May 2023. People’s Opposttion at pg. 3. That Defendant had notice of the statements cannot possibly
be disputed. For example, in the instant motion, Defendant references three tweets that the People
intend to introduce at trial as Mo/inenx evidence. See Defendant’s Memo at pg. 3. However, the three
tweets (among other statements) were referenced in Defendant’s ewn exhibit attached to his motions
in limine. Exhibit 5 of Blanche MIL Affirmation. Indeed, Defendant argued in his motions 7 Lnine,
that the very same statements should be “precluded ... until [the People have] established their
relevance and admissibility outside the presence of the jury.” Defendant’s Memo in Support of his
Motions in Limine at pgs. 40-43. Rather than make the argument, as Defendant does now, that the
admissions should be precluded on the grounds of presidential immunity, Defendant argued then that

the statements should be precluded on relevance and evidentiary grounds.

CONCLUSION
This Court finds that Defendant had myriad opportunities to raise the claim of presidential
immunity well before March 7, 2024. Defendant could have done so in s omnibus motions on
September 29, 2023, which were filed a mere six days before he briefed the same issue 1n his Federal

Insurrection Matter and- several months affer he brought his motion for removal to federal court on




May 4, 2023. Further, the Defendant could have expanded his argunent on this topic in his motions
in limine or 1n his opposition to the People’s motions u limine — but he did not.

Lastly, having addressed the issue of timeliness and turning to Defendant’s motion for
preclusion of the People’s evidence of the alleged “pressure campaign,” the Court reminds Defendant
that it already ruled on this issue mn its Decision and Order on Defendant’s Motions w2 [zmine at pgs.
7-8

Defendant’s motion 1s DENIED in its entirety as untimely. The Court declines to consider
whether the doctrine of presidential immunity precludes the introduction of evidence of purported
official presidential acts in a criminal proceeding’.

The foregoing constitutes the Decision and Order of this Court.

April 3, 2024
New York, New York

_ Juan M. I\l%’ch:u/
m 0 3 2024 Acting Justice of the Supreme Court

Judge of the Court of Claims

MO J. MERCHAN

' As the People have noted in their Memo, the Defendant does not agpear to raise a claim of presidential immunity
as to the underlying facts that make out the charges of Falsifying Business Records in the Firs: Degree. Therefore,
his argument here is not the same as his argument in the Federal Insurrection Matter where the issue of “absoiute
immunity from federal criminal liability” was presented in the context of the underiying ciiminal conduct that
serves as the basis for that indictment.
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PARTS9 APR 1 § 204

Blanche
Law
PLLC

April 15, 2024

TODD BLANCHE
ToddBlanche@blanchelaw com
(212) 716-1250

Via Email
Honorable Juan M. Merchan
Acting Justice - Supreme Court, Criminal Term

Re: P v. Trump, Ind 7

Dear Justice Merchan:

We respectfully submit this pre-motion letter, as discussed prior to jury selection on April 15, 2024, regarding our
evidentiary objection to DANY offering evidence of President Trump’s official acts during the trial. We respectfully
incorporate by reference our March 7, 2024 motion on presidential immunity (the “Motion”), and ask that this letter and the
Motion be treated as our full submission on these issues unless further briefing would assist the Court.

For the reasons stated in the Motion, President Trump is entitled to immunity from prosecution for his official acts.
See Mot. at 5-17. In Blassingame v. Trump, 87 F.4th 1 (D.C. Cir. 2023), the D.C. Circuit instructed a trial court in a civil case
to perform the “task” of “distinguish[ing] between official acts and private acts.” Id. at20. “The potential difficulty of meting
out that distinction in some situations, then, cannot justify simply giving up on the enterprise altogether.” /d. Similarly, when
interpreting the analogous doctrine of legislative immunity, the Supreme Court characterized proof of an official act—a
congressman’s speech—as “inadmissible evidence” at a trial that also involved proof of non-official acts. Uhnited States v.
Johnson, 383 U.S. 169, 177 (1966). The “bulk of the evidence” in Johnson did not present a “substantial question” regarding
exclusion because the other proofrelated to private activities such as “financial transactions with the other co-conspirators.”
Id. at 172. However, evidence of the congressional speech presented a “constitutional problem” and should have been
precluded at trial. /d. In United States v. Brewster, the Supreme Court characterized Johnson as “as a unanimous holding that
a Member of Congress may be prosecuted under a criminal statute provided that the Government’s case does not rely on
legislative acts or the motivation for legislative acts.” 408 U.S. 501, 512 (1972) (emphasis added).

The logic of Johnson and Brewster, applied under analogous circumstances in connection with the presidential

immunity doctrine in Blassingame, requires preclusion of official-acts evidence at President Trump’s trial. See Mot. at 20-23.
Specifically, the Court should preclude (1) the “Executive Branch Personnel Public Financial Disclosure Report” that President
Trump submitted to the Office of Government Ethics on May 15, 2018, marked People’s Exhibit 81; (2) the 2018 social media
posts to the Twitter account that President Trump used during his time in the White House, marked People’s Exhibits 407-G —
407-1; and (3) witness testimony regarding President Trump’s official acts during his first term in Office, such as anticipated
testimony from former White House staff regarding their communications with President Trump during his first term. For
example, in Blassingame, the D.C. Circuit explained that “if an activity is organized and promoted by official White House
channels and government officials and funded with public resources, it is more likely an official presidential undertaking.”
Trump, 87 F .4th at 21. The Twitter account at issue in People’s Exhibits 407-G — 407-1 was “one of the White House’s main
vehicles for conducting official business.” Knight First Amend. Inst. v. Trump, 928 F.3d 226, 232 (2d Cir. 2019). In addition,
speaking on matters of public concern is an official act. See Council on Am. Islamic Rels. v. Ballenger, 444 F.3d 659, 665-66
(D.C. Cir.2006)(“A Member’s ability to do his job as a legislatoreffectively is tied, as in this case, to the Member’s relationship
with the public and in particular his constituents and colleagues in the Congress. In other words, there was a clear nexus
between the congressman answering a reporter’s question about the congressman’s personal life and the congressman’s ability
to carry out his representative responsibilities effectively.” (cleaned up)); see also Mot. at 22 (citing additional authorities).

Finally, there is no procedural impediment to this application. On April 3, 2024, the Court denied President Trump’s
presidential immunity motion as untimely based on CPL § 255.20. However, that provision is limited to “pre-trial motion[s],”
which, as defined in CPL § 255.10, does not apply to motions to preclude evidence. Moreover, President Trump was not
required to raise this evidentiary objection prior to trial, but he elected to do so after the Supreme Court granted certiorari in
Trump v. United States, 2024 WL 833184 (Feb. 28, 2024). In any event, the historical significance of this issue and the fact
that it is under consideration by the Supreme Court warrants the Court exercising discretion to address the objection on the
merits for purposes ofany necessary appellate review.




April 15,2024
page 2

Respectfully Submitted,

/s/ Todd Blanche
Todd Blanche

Emil Bove

Blanche Law PLLC

Attorneys for President Donald J. Trump
Enclosure

Cc:  DANY attorneys of record

Blanche Law PLLC
99 Wall Street, Suite 4460 | New York, NY 10005
(212) 716-1250 | www.BlancheLaw.com
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April 16, 2024 PRI 3 Ap R18 2024

The Honorable Juan M. Merchan

New York State Supreme Court, Criminal Term, Part 59
100 Centre Street

New York, New York 10013

Dear Justice Merchan,

The People respectfully submit this response to defendant’s April 15, 2024, letter raising—
once again—an objection to the introduction of evidence regarding defendant’s purportedly
official acts as president. As the Court is aware, defendant previously sought an adjournment based
on presidential immunity and a pretrial ruling on the admissibility of such “official acts” evidence.
This Court denied defendant’s motion as untimely (Apr. 3, 2024 Decision & Order at 6).

This Court should adhere to that procedural ruling and reserve judgment on defendant’s
evidentiary objection until trial. As this Court found, defendant forfeited his opportunity to obtain
a pretrial advisory ruling on this issue by failing to raise his objection in a timely manner.
Defendant claims the deadlines in CPL § 255.20 do not apply here, but he also ignored the Court’s
February 22, 2024 deadline for motions in limine—a deadline the Court set last December after
seeking the parties” views on the motion schedule. Having forfeited his opportunity to request a
pretrial advisory ruling, defendant’s recourse is now to make appropriate objections during trial as
the evidence comes in, if merited. This Court can then rule on those objections, not in a vacuum,
but in the context of actual evidence offered for admission.

To the extent defendant re-raises his objection at trial, and as the People explained in their
March 13, 2024 opposition to defendant’s motion the last time he sought relief on this exact
question, there is absolutely no basis to preclude evidence based on defendant’s “official acts”
theory because: (1) presidential immunity from criminal liability does not exist; (2) even if it did,
there is no corresponding evidentiary privilege precluding the introduction of immune conduct at
a trial on charges not arising from that conduct; and (3) the evidence that defendant has sought to
preclude would not be subject to a claim of presidential immunity in any event, since defendant
was not acting in an official capacity.

The People stand ready to submit additional briefing on these questions, if the Court
believes it would be helpful.

Respectfully Submitted,

/s/ Matthew Colangelo
Matthew Colangelo
Christopher Conroy
Katherine Ellis
Susan Hoffinger
Becky Mangold
Joshua Steinglass

Assistant District Aftorneys
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No. 19-635

IN THE

Supreme Court of the United States

DONALD J. TRUMP,

Petitioner,

CYRUS R. VANCE, JR., IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY
AS DISTRICT ATTORNEY OF THE COUNTY
OF NEW YORK, et al.,

Respondents.

ON WRIT oF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES
COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT

BRIEF OF RESPONDENT

CAITLIN HALLIGAN CAREY R. DUNNE
Ryan W. ALLISON Counsel of Record
Davip A. CooN CHRISTOPHER CONROY
SELENDY & Gay PLLC SoLoMoN B. SHINEROCK
1290 Sixth Avenue JAMES H. GRAHAM
New York, NY 10104 SARAH WALSH

ALLEN J. VICKEY
WALTER DELLINGER NEW York COUNTY
DukE UNIVERSITY Law ScHOOL ~ DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE
Science Drive & One Hogan Place
Towerview Road New York, NY 10013
Durham, NC 27706 (212) 335-9000

dunnec@dany.nyc.gov

Counsel for Respondent Cyrus R. Vance, Jr.




1
QUESTION PRESENTED

Whether a state grand jury subpoena directing a
third party to produce material that pertains only to
unofficial and non-privileged conduct by a President
and various private parties must be quashed under
Article IT or the Supremacy Clause of the Constitu-
tion.
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INTRODUCTION

This case involves a novel claim of presidential
immunity from a state grand jury investigation that
implicates no official presidential conduct or commu-
nications. Petitioner contends that Article II and the
Supremacy Clause make him absolutely immune
from providing evidence of private, potentially crimi-
nal acts that largely predate his presidency—even if
the investigation is necessary to preserve evidence of
purely private wrongdoing by petitioner and others—
so long as he occupies office. That immunity exists,
he says, even though he offers no case-specific show-
ing of prosecutorial abuse or cognizable burden on his
official functions.

Petitioner’s sweeping and unprecedented conten-
tion 1s unfounded, and the reasoning underlying it is
flawed. Relying on a Department of Justice (DOJ)
opinion finding that a President has constitutional
Immunity from indictment and prosecution during his
term of office, petitioner reasons that he necessarily
has parallel immunity from investigation by state au-
thorities. Yet prosecution and investigation implicate
significantly different concerns, and the reasons of-
fered by DOdJ to support immunity from prosecution
provide no support for petitioner’s claim of per se im-
munity from investigation. To the contrary, immun-
ity from investigation for private conduct runs coun-
ter to precedent, the structure and operation of the
Constitution, and the bedrock principle that no per-
son 1s above the law.

A President may of course invoke applicable evi-
dentiary privileges when asked to disclose privileged
official communications. A President may also seek
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to make a case-specific showing that a state grand
jury subpoena impermissibly interferes with the abil-
ity to perform Article II functions or was issued in bad
faith. But petitioner has made no such showing here,
nor could he. The grand jury is conducting an inves-
tigation into potential criminal conduct by multiple
individuals and corporate entities, and its gathering
of information does not intrude on petitioner’s ability
to perform his official duties. If the novel constitu-
tional 1immunity proposed by petitioner were ac-
cepted, it not only could defeat the ordinary processes
of the criminal law as to him but also could unjustifi-
ably insulate private parties who have no immunity
to assert. No principle of constitutional law justifies
that outcome.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
A. Factual Background

This case arises from an investigation com-
menced in summer of 2018 by the New York County
District Attorney’s Office (Office) into business trans-
actions involving multiple individuals whose conduct
may have violated state law. It is based on infor-
mation derived from public sources, judicial admis-
sions, confidential informants, and the grand jury
process.!

1. In recent years, multiple public reports have
appeared of possible criminal misconduct in activities
connected to the Trump Organization. BIO 2-3. The
reports described transactions and tax strategies—

1 The scope and foundation of the investigation is detailed in
redacted portions of the Shinerock Declaration, filed under seal.
C.A. Dkt. 101.
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spanning more than a decade—involving individual
and corporate actors based in New York County, and
raised the prospect that criminal activity might have
occurred in the Office’s jurisdiction within applicable
statutes of limitations, particularly if (as the reports
suggested) the transactions involved a continuing
pattern of conduct over many years.

One of the issues raised related to “hush money”
payments made on behalf of petitioner to two women
with whom petitioner allegedly had extra-marital af-
fairs. In August 2018, Michael Cohen, petitioner’s
counselor, pleaded guilty to campaign finance viola-
tions arising from payments to one of those women.
United States v. Cohen, 366 F. Supp. 3d 612, 618
(S.D.N.Y. 2019). Cohen admitted that he violated
campaign finance laws in coordination with, and at
the direction of, an individual later identified as peti-
tioner. Tr. of Plea Hr'g 23, United States v. Cohen,
No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 21, 2018), ECF No. 7,
Gov't Sentencing Submission 11, United States v. Co-
hen, No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 7, 2018), ECF No.
27; Hearing with Michael Cohen, Former Attorney to
President Donald Trump: Hearing Before the H.
Comm. on QOversight and Reform, 116th Cong. 1, 11
(Feb. 27, 2019).

Around the time Cohen entered his guilty plea, at
the request of federal prosecutors and to avoid poten-
tial disruption of the ongoing federal investigation,
the Office agreed to defer its own investigation pend-
ing resolution of the federal matter. In July 2019, the
Office learned that the federal investigation had con-
cluded without any further charges. See United
States v. Cohen, 2019 WL 3226988, at *2 (S.D.N.Y.
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July 17, 2019). The Office resumed its investigation
shortly thereafter.2

2. The Office then issued grand jury subpoenas
duces tecum for records including financial state-
ments and tax returns, as well as the working papers
necessary to prepare and test those records.

On August 1, 2019, the Office served the Trump
Organization with a grand jury subpoena seeking rec-
ords and communications concerning specific finan-
cial transactions, their treatment in the Trump Or-
ganization’s books and records, and the personnel in-
volved in determining that treatment. Soon after, the
Office informed the Trump Organization’s counsel
that the subpoena required production of certain tax
returns. From August 2019 through December 2019,
the Trump Organization produced certain responsive
documents—but not tax returns.

On August 29, 2019, the Office served petitioner’s
accounting firm, Mazars USA LLP (Mazars), with a
grand jury subpoena (Mazars Subpoena or Subpoena)
seeking financial and tax records—including for peti-
tioner and entities he owned before he became Presi-
dent—from January 1, 2011 to the date of the Sub-
poena. The Office largely patterned the Mazars Sub-
poena on a subpoena for some of the same materials
issued by the Committee on Oversight and Reform of
the U.S. House of Representatives, with the aim of
minimizing the burden on Mazars and facilitating ex-
peditious production of responsive documents. The

2 Contrary to petitioner’s suggestion (Petr. Br. 6), the Of-
fice’s investigation did not begin in summer 2019 but resumed
then.
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Mazars Subpoena does not seek any official commu-
nications, involve any official presidential conduct, or
require petitioner to produce anything.

B. The Current Controversy

1. After the Mazars Subpoena was served, coun-
sel for the Trump Organization informed the Office
that they believed the request for production of tax
records implicated constitutional considerations, and
the Office agreed to temporarily suspend the tax por-
tion of the Mazars Subpoena to allow petitioner to
challenge it.

Petitioner then filed a complaint against Mazars
and respondent in federal court and sought emer-
gency injunctive relief, claiming that the Constitution
provides a sitting President absolute immunity from
any form of “criminal process” or “investigation,” in-
cluding a subpoena to a third party for records unre-
lated to petitioner’s official conduct. D. Ct. Dkt. 1, at
1-2.

Respondent moved to dismiss, arguing that the
court should abstain under Younger v. Harris, 401
U.S. 37 (1971); that petitioner’s sweeping claim of im-
munity 1s contrary to settled precedent; and that pe-
titioner had failed to establish irreparable harm. D.
Ct. Dkt. 16.3 Briefing and argument were highly ex-
pedited, and the Office agreed to temporarily forbear

3 Mazars has taken no position on the legal issues pre-
sented in this case, viewing the dispute as solely between peti-
tioner and respondent.
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enforcement of the Mazars Subpoena. D. Ct. Dkt. 28.4
DOJ filed a Statement of Interest asserting that ab-
stention was inappropriate but taking no position on
the merits. D. Ct. Dkt. 32.

2. The district court abstained and ruled in the
alternative that petitioner was not entitled to injunc-
tive relief. Pet. App. 36a-37a.

The court not only found that the balance of fac-
tors favored abstention but also rejected petitioner’s
contention that Younger’s bad-faith exception ap-
plied. Pet. App. 58a. The court observed that peti-
tioner “fail[ed] to show that [respondent] could not
reasonably expect to obtain a favorable outcome in
[the] criminal investigation” furthered by the Mazars
Subpoena, and after considering an in camera sub-
mission, found no basis to “impute bad faith to [re-
spondent] in relation to these proceedings.” Id.

On the merits, the district court rejected peti-
tioner’s “extraordinary claim” that “the person who
serves as President, while in office, enjoys absolute
immunity from criminal process of any kind.” Pet.
App. 31la. That position, the court explained, “finds
no support in the Constitution’s text or history” or in

4 Respondent did not “express[] concern” at any point “that
he would run out of time to bring ‘charges’ against ‘the president
himself’ before he ‘is out of office.” Petr. Br. 9 (quoting D. Ct.
Dkt. 38, at 40). Respondent merely requested the district court
resolve this matter expeditiously to prevent a procedural delay
of the Office’s investigation until after statutes of limitations ex-
pire, at which point the Office would “have no charges available”
against any potential defendant. D. Ct. Dkt. 38, at 40.
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this Court’s precedent. Id. at 34a. While “some as-
pects of criminal proceedings could impermissibly in-
terfere with ... the President’s ability to discharge
constitutional functions,” “that consequence would
not necessarily follow every stage of every criminal
proceeding.” Id. at 33a. And it “would not apply to
the specific set of facts presented here,” id.—i.e., a
state grand jury subpoena calling for a third party to

produce petitioner’s “personal and business records,”
id. at 62a.

3. The Second Circuit vacated the district court’s
determination that Younger abstention applied. Pet.
App. 13a-14a. But the court of appeals affirmed on
the immunity question, holding that “any presidential
1mmunity from state criminal process does not extend
to investigative steps like the grand jury subpoena at
issue here.” Id. at 2a.

The Second Circuit focused in particular on
United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683 (1974), which
held that neither absolute presidential immunity nor
executive privilege barred enforcement of a subpoena
directing President Nixon to produce materials “relat-
ing to his conversations with aides and advisers for
use in a criminal trial against high-level advisers to
the President.” Pet. App. 16a (internal quotation
marks omitted). Given that “executive privilege did
not preclude enforcement of the subpoena issued in
Nixon,” the court saw no reason why “the Mazars
[SJubpoena must be enjoined despite seeking no priv-
ileged information and bearing no relation to the
President’s performance of his official functions.” Id.
at 17a. Regardless of any constitutional issues that
might arise if a court sought to compel a President to
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appear at a particular time and place, the court ex-
plained, compliance with the Mazars Subpoena “does
not require the President to do anything at all.” Id.
at 20a. Furthermore, that President Nixon was re-
quired to produce “documents for a trial proceeding on
an indictment that named him as a conspirator
strongly suggests that the mere specter of ‘stigma’ or
‘opprobrium’ ... is not a sufficient reason to enjoin a
subpoena—at least when, as here, no formal charges
have been lodged.” Id. at 22a.

The court of appeals also rejected DOJ’s argu-
ment—made for the first time on appeal and not em-
braced at the time by petitioner—that “while the
President may not be absolutely immune from a state
grand jury’s subpoena power, any prosecutor seeking
to exercise that power must make a heightened show-
ing of need for the documents sought.” Pet. App. 27a.
The cases cited by DOdJ, the court observed, all ad-
dress “documents protected by executive privilege”
and thus have “little bearing on a subpoena that, as
here, does not seek any information subject to execu-
tive privilege.” Id. “Surely the exposure of potentially
sensitive communications related to the functioning
of the government is of greater constitutional concern
than information relating solely to the President in
his private capacity and disconnected from the dis-
charge of his constitutional obligations,” the court
reasoned. Id. at 28a.

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

I. A President has no categorical immunity from
a state grand jury subpoena for documents unrelated
to official duties.
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A. This Court’s precedents make clear that a
President’s Article IT immunity extends only to offi-
cial acts. See Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681 (1997);
Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 731 (1982). The same is
true for qualified evidentiary privileges.

The Supremacy Clause likewise provides no im-
munity as to private conduct, instead precluding
States from directly interfering with a President’s of-
ficial acts.

B. The mere risk of interference with official
functions does not afford a President categorical im-
munity against subpoenas for documents concerning
private conduct. Presidents throughout history have
been subject to judicial process in appropriate circum-
stances. Recognizing as much, this Court in Clinton
held that the possibility that private litigation would
distract a President from official functions does not
warrant categorical immunity. And Clinton built on
precedent including United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S.
683 (1974), in which the Court required the President
to disclose Oval Office conversations that implicated
official conduct and executive privilege.

C. These principles preclude petitioner’s asser-
tion of absolute immunity, as the Mazars Subpoena
implicates only private, unofficial documents. A Pres-
1ident may of course challenge a particular subpoena
based on a case-specific showing of impermissible Ar-
ticle II burden, but the mere potential for such inter-
ference does not justify categorical immunity.

I1. That conclusion is not altered by any of peti-
tioner’s or the Solicitor General’s arguments in favor
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of a categorical, prophylactic rule of presidential im-
munity from investigation.

A. Even assuming a sitting President is immune
from indictment, the considerations that might justify
such a rule do not support immunity from investiga-
tion, as the Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) has recog-
nized. Responding to a grand jury subpoena is far less
burdensome than facing indictment or prosecution,
and an investigation protected by grand jury secrecy
does not impose any stigmatic harm comparable to
that of an official, public accusation of wrongdoing.
Indeed, this Court has upheld judicial process accom-
panied by much greater burdens and stigmatic
harms, and its analysis in Nixon confirms that the in-
dictment and subpoena immunity inquiries are dis-
tinct.

B. Petitioner’s speculation that state prosecutors
cannot be trusted to investigate responsibly provides
no basis for an absolute immunity rule. This Court in
Clinton rejected a claim of immunity from private
suits based on similar speculation, and the imagined
risks are even less probable here. The States are cen-
tral to the Nation’s criminal justice system, and state
prosecutions are cloaked with a presumption of regu-
larity that makes federal interference particularly in-
appropriate. Existing structural constraints—includ-
ing jurisdictional limitations, ethical rules, and the
prohibition on state investigation of official presiden-
tial conduct—further mitigate any risk of harassing
or overly burdensome state investigations.

In the event that a President can make a credible
showing that a particular subpoena is overly burden-
some or harassing, state and federal courts are well-
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equipped to address such claims. Such case-by-case
checks are consistent with this Court’s precedent; pe-
titioner’s proposed blanket immunity rule is not.

C.The Solicitor General does not expressly adopt
petitioner’s absolute immunity rule but contends that
any state criminal subpoena must satisfy a height-
ened-need standard, under which a prosecutor would
have to show that the subpoena seeks important evi-
dence unavailable from any other source. Courts
have applied that standard in the face of claims of ex-
ecutive privilege, but the requirement makes no sense
where the subpoenaed materials are not privileged
and do not otherwise implicate official conduct. Nor
does the risk of overly burdensome or harassing sub-
poenas justify a heightened standard. Existing pro-
cedures afford a President fully adequate means for
pressing case-specific claims of burden or harass-
ment, to be reviewed with all of the sensitivity and
respect due a Chief Executive.

D. The rules petitioner and the Solicitor General
propose come with substantial harms that further
counsel against them.

The costs of the absolute immunity advocated by
petitioner are severe. Immunizing a President from
criminal investigation while in office could effectively
provide immunity from indictment and prosecution
after a presidential term due to the loss of evidence.
Absolute presidential immunity from investigation
could also impede criminal investigation of other par-
ties. Even if evidence could eventually be gathered
after a President’s term ends, the statutes of limita-
tions as to third parties may well have expired, and
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there 1s no plausible argument that a President’s im-
munity from investigation would toll the limitations
period for indicting others.

A heightened-need standard would likewise im-
pose substantial costs. Not only would it unduly ham-
per the States’ traditional authority to enforce crimi-
nal laws through the grand jury’s investigatory pro-
cess but, if applied in the manner the Solicitor Gen-
eral suggests, it would in practice amount to the ab-
solute immunity petitioner seeks.

III. Although a President may show that a par-
ticular subpoena 1s overly burdensome or issued in
bad faith, petitioner has made neither showing here.
The Mazars Subpoena is substantially less burden-
some than the judicial process ratified in Clinton and
Nixon. And the district court already considered the
evidence petitioner cites and rejected a claim of bad
faith in the context of Younger abstention, foreclosing
any case-specific showing of harassment here.

ARGUMENT

I. A PRESIDENT HAS NO CATEGORICAL IM-
MUNITY FROM A SUBPOENA FOR DOCU-
MENTS UNRELATED TO OFFICIAL DU-
TIES

A. Article II And The Supremacy Clause
Provide Immunity Only From Subpoenas
That Interfere With A President’s Offi-
cial Functions

Petitioner contends that, during his term of of-
fice, Article II and the Supremacy Clause provide
complete and categorical immunity from any criminal
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process that implicates his conduct. Petr. Br. 19-39.
He 1is incorrect. Both provisions protect a President
only against interference with official conduct. Nei-
ther provides broad immunity from scrutiny of pri-
vate acts.

1. Article II vests in a President the federal gov-
ernment’s executive power but does not immunize a
President for acts taken as a citizen. This Court’s
precedents have thus consistently limited any Article
II-based presidential immunities or privileges from
judicial process to circumstances that directly impli-
cate or otherwise substantially interfere with a Pres-
1dent’s official duties. The Court has “never suggested
that the President ... has an immunity that extends
beyond the scope of any action taken in an official ca-
pacity.” Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681, 694 (1997).

Presidential immunity against civil suit reflects
this dichotomy. In Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 731
(1982), this Court held that the President’s “unique
position in the constitutional scheme” requires “abso-
lute immunity from damages liability predicated on
... official acts.” Id. at 749. But this absolute immun-
1ty extends only to “liability for acts within the ‘outer
perimeter’ of [a President’s] official responsibility.”
Id. at 756; see also Mississippi v. Johnson, 71 U.S. (4
Wall.) 475, 501 (1867) (barring injunction of Presi-
dent’s “performance of ... official duties”).

Private conduct is subject to a different rule. This
Court has held that immunity for official conduct
“provides no support for an immunity for unofficial
conduct.” Clinton, 520 U.S. at 694. The “character of
the office that was created by Article II of the Consti-
tution” does not alone justify immunity for private
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conduct, id. at 697, because the “doctrine of separa-
tion of powers is concerned with the allocation of offi-
cial power among the three coequal branches of our
Government,” id. at 699 (emphasis added).5

The same restriction applies to qualified eviden-
tiary privileges. A President may assert privilege
against disclosure of communications that reflect
presidential deliberations and decision-making. See,
e.g., United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, 708-13
(1974). But that privilege encompasses only internal
deliberations and decision-making about public or of-
ficial acts. See Nixon v. Admin. of Gen. Servs., 433
U.S. 425, 449 (1977) (presidential privilege “is limited
to communications ‘in performance of (a President’s)
responsibilities ... of his office” (quoting Nixon, 418
U.S. at 711, 713)); In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d 729,
752 (D.C. Cir. 1997) (presidential privilege encom-
passes only communications specifically related to ad-
vice to a President on “official government matters”).
It does not extend to a President’s discussions with
private citizens concerning private conduct.

2. The Supremacy Clause likewise does not im-
munize a President from the everyday obligations of
citizenship. See U.S. CONST. art. VI, cl. 2. It pre-
cludes the States from directly interfering with a
President’s (and other federal officials’) official acts.
See, e.g., Tennessee v. Davis, 100 U.S. 257, 263 (1879)

5 Petitioner’s reference (Petr. Br. 22) to Kendall v. United
States ex rel. Stokes, 37 U.S. (12 Pet.) 524 (1838), is inapt for the
same reason. There, the Court suggested only that a President
is “beyond the reach of any other department ... as far as his
powers are derived from the constitution.” Id. at 610 (emphasis

added).
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(States cannot “affix penalties to acts done under the
immediate direction of the national government” and
“within the scope of [the officer’s] authority”); In re
Tarble, 80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 397, 409-10 (1871) (States
cannot “interfere[] with” or “control[]” acts “under the
authority ... of the United States”); McClung v. Silli-
man, 19 U.S. (6 Wheat.) 598, 605 (1821) (state court
cannot compel federal officer to take governmental ac-
tion); McCulloch v. Maryland, 17 U.S. (4 Wheat.) 316,
436 (1819) (States “have no power ... to retard, im-
pede, burden, or in any manner control, the opera-
tions of the” federal government); see also Petr. Br. 31-
32 (citing additional cases). Absent such interference,
the Supremacy Clause does not supplant the States’
authority to regulate the conduct of a President (or
any other federal official) as a private citizen. See,
e.g., United States ex rel. Drury v. Lewis, 200 U.S. 1, 8
(1906) (refusing to grant habeas corpus to federal of-
ficial in advance of his state criminal trial where evi-
dence raised a genuine issue about whether official
federal conduct was involved).

It follows that someone’s status as a federal of-
ficer does not by itself trigger Supremacy Clause im-
munity. See In re McShane’s Petition, 235 F. Supp.
262, 273 (N.D. Miss. 1964) (“[I]t cannot be said that
any federal official is absolutely immune merely be-
cause of his official standing and his official pur-
pose.”). Instead, such immunity turns on whether a
State 1s attempting to dictate how a federal officer
carries out an official function. As petitioner con-
cedes, the doctrine immunizes federal officers from
state regulation “only when they undertake official
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acts.” Petr. Br. 25 (emphasis added); see, e.g., Cun-
ningham v. Neagle, 135 U.S. 1, 75 (1890) (Supremacy
Clause protects federal officer from state punishment
only if federal law “authorized” officer to do the chal-
lenged act, “which it was his duty to do as [an officer]
of the United States”). An officer is not entitled to Su-
premacy Clause immunity, by contrast, for acts “other
... than official acts.” Maryland v. Soper, 270 U.S. 9,
35 (1926).

This dichotomy reflects the structural purpose of
the Supremacy Clause. The Clause establishes that
“[wlhenever, therefore, any conflict arises between
[federal and state] enactments ..., or in the enforce-
ment of their asserted authorities,” those of the fed-
eral government prevail. In re Tarble, 80 U.S. at 407.
When a State attempts to regulate a federal official’s
exercise of federal powers, its actions necessarily con-
flict with supreme federal authority, and the Suprem-
acy Clause resolves the conflict in favor of the federal
government. But when a State regulates the private,
unofficial conduct of individuals who are also federal
officials, no such conflict arises, and the Supremacy
Clause does not apply.6

6 In Clinton, the Court reserved the question whether the
Supremacy Clause might apply if a state court exercised “direct
control ... over the President” in a civil action, presumably in a
way that interfered with the performance of official responsibil-
ities. 520 U.S. at 691 n.13. Nothing in that reservation implied
a wholesale exemption of a President from the ordinary respon-
sibilities of a citizen with respect to a state grand jury subpoena
for private records, absent any showing of interference with offi-
cial duties, much less that such an exemption would apply
where, as here, a subpoena was issued to a third party.
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Petitioner contends that, although this is the gen-
eral rule, under Fitzgerald, a President’s Supremacy
Clause protection is broader than that afforded other
federal officials and must extend to unofficial conduct.
Petr. Br. 25. That is incorrect. Fitzgerald was a fed-
eral case that had nothing to do with the Supremacy
Clause. And if Fitzgerald has any relevance at all, it
undercuts petitioner’s argument. The cited passage
explained that even though federal officials have only
qualified immunity for official acts, the unique posi-
tion of the presidency requires absolute immunity for
action within the outer bounds of official presidential
duties. See 457 U.S. at 750-51, 756. But the Court
was careful to explain that, for any official, the im-
munity extends only to official conduct. See supra at
13-15. No case has ever held that the Supremacy
Clause’s scope extends to a President’s conduct as a
private citizen.

B. The Mere Risk That A Subpoena Duces
Tecum May Interfere With Official Presi-
dential Functions Does Not Afford A
President Categorical Immunity

Historical practice and this Court’s precedent es-
tablish that the mere risk that a documentary sub-
poena seeking evidence of private conduct might in-
terfere with official presidential functions does not
justify a rule of categorical presidential immunity.
The possibility that a President may have to expend
effort to comply with judicial process or may experi-
ence incidental burdens has never been enough to de-
mand Article IT immunity. See Randolph D. Moss,
Asst. Atty. Gen., A Sitting President’s Amenability to
Indictment and Criminal Prosecution, 24 O.L.C. Op.
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222, 254 (Oct. 16, 2000) (Moss Memo) (no general im-
munity from “subpoenas for documents or testimony”
or civil suits despite risk of interference with a Presi-
dent’s time and energy and mental burdens).

1. Petitioner and the Solicitor General cite vari-
ous writings of the Framers, which they contend show
that the Framers uniformly believed a sitting Presi-
dent could not be subject to any criminal process
whatsoever. Petr. Br. 22-23; U.S. Br. 9. But this
Court considered the same historical evidence in Clin-
ton and, after surveying conflicting statements from
other Framers, concluded that these historical
sources do not provide a definitive answer, and in fact
“largely cancel each other” out. 520 U.S. at 696-97.
The Court accordingly has looked to longstanding
practice from our Nation’s earliest years, which con-
firms that nothing in the Constitution prohibits a
President from being “subject to judicial process in ap-
propriate circumstances.” Id. at 703.

Throughout American history, many Presidents
not only have voluntarily participated in but also
have been involuntarily compelled to comply with
various forms of judicial process, including subpoenas
to testify and produce documents in both civil and
criminal cases. The earliest example involved Aaron
Burr’s treason trial, in which Chief Justice Marshall
ruled that President Jefferson could be required to re-
spond to a subpoena duces tecum. Clinton, 520 U.S.
at 703-04 (citing United States v. Burr, 25 F. Cas. 30
(C.C.D. Va. 1807) (No. 14,692D)). President Monroe
later “responded to written interrogatories,” id. at 704
(citing Ronald Rotunda, Presidents and Ex-Presidents
as Witnesses: A Brief Historical Footnote, 1975 U. ILL.
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L. FOrRUM 1, 5-6 (1975)), after soliciting an opinion
from the Attorney General, who concluded, based on
Burr, that a subpoena ad testificandum could be is-
sued to a President, see Rotunda, 1975 U. ILL. L. Fo-
RUM at 5-6. President Ford “complied with an order
to give a deposition in a criminal trial.” Clinton, 520
U.S. at 705. President Clinton “twice g[ave] vide-
otaped testimony in criminal proceedings.” Id. And
“President Nixon was obligated to comply with a sub-
poena commanding him to produce certain tape re-
cordings of his conversations with his aides” for use in
a criminal trial. Id. at 704 (citing Nixon, 418 U.S. at
706).

2. Based in part on this established historical
practice, this Court has repeatedly held that a Presi-
dent is subject to ordinary judicial process, even
where there 1s a substantial risk that complying will
distract a President or otherwise indirectly burden
the ability to perform official presidential functions,
or when a particular subpoena directly implicates
privileged communications.

Clinton, for example, rejected a claim of tempo-
rary presidential immunity from a private lawsuit for
unofficial conduct even though the Court understood
that such a lawsuit would impose burdens on a Pres-
1dent, requiring him to produce documents and even
provide sworn testimony. Id. at 691-92. The Court
also specifically rejected President Clinton’s conten-
tion that, if denied immunity, the President would be
the target of politically motivated, harassing, and
frivolous litigation. Id. at 708-10. And it rejected the
suggestion that courts would be unable to weed out
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such claims, noting that sanctions would be a “signif-
icant deterrent to litigation directed at the President
in his unofficial capacity for purposes of political gain
or harassment.” Id. at 708-09. As the Court ex-
plained, the threat that such litigation would distract
a President in the exercise of official Article II duties
1s simply not the type of interference that triggers
constitutional immunity. See id.; see also id. at 705
n.40 (the distractions of pending litigation, however
“vexing,” “do not ordinarily implicate constitutional
separation-of-powers concerns”).

Clinton was itself based in large part on this
Court’s longstanding view that a sitting President
may be subject to a subpoena in a criminal proceeding
without impermissibly intruding on a President’s of-
ficial functions. As noted, Chief Justice Marshall first
considered the issue more than 200 years ago while
overseeing the trial of Aaron Burr. President Jeffer-
son contended that the Constitution immunized him
from having to comply with a subpoena duces tecum
in a criminal proceeding. But Chief Justice Marshall
rejected that contention, holding that the fact that
“the president of the United States may be subpoe-
naed ... and required to produce any paper in his pos-
session, 1s not controverted.” United States v. Burr,
25 F. Cas. 187, 191 (C.C.D. Va. 1807) (No. 14,694).

The full Court in Nixon later unanimously, “une-
quivocally[,] and emphatically endorsed Marshall’s
position.” Clinton, 520 U.S. at 704 (citing Nixon, 418
U.S. at 706). Nixon obligated the President to comply
with a subpoena directing him to produce “tape re-
cordings and documents relating to his conversations
with aides and advisers”—i.e., tapes created while he



21

was 1n office, of conversations between himself and
White House aides in the Oval Office, that by nature
implicated official conduct and privileged communica-
tions. Nixon, 418 U.S. at 686, 687 n.3.

President Nixon moved to quash the subpoena,
asserting a “claim of absolute privilege.” Id. at 705.
The President cited the “need for protection of com-
munications between high Government officials and
those who advise and assist them in the performance
of their manifold duties,” id., arguing that separation-
of-powers principles “insulate[] a President from a ju-
dicial subpoena in an ongoing criminal prosecution,”
id. at 706. This Court rejected that contention, hold-
ing that “neither the doctrine of separation of powers,
nor the need for confidentiality of high-level commu-
nications, without more, can sustain an absolute, un-
qualified Presidential privilege of immunity from ju-
dicial process under all circumstances.” Id.7

In reaching that conclusion, the Court acknowl-
edged the “need for confidentiality in the communica-
tions of [a President’s] office” and “the public interest
in candid, objective, and even blunt or harsh opinions
in Presidential decisionmaking.” Nixon, 418 U.S. at
708, 712-13. But that interest was not the only im-

7 Petitioner contends that Nixon “did not consider (let alone
deny) a claim of presidential immunity.” Petr. Br. 43. But that
is exactly what this Court considered and rejected: an “unquali-
fied Presidential privilege of immunity from judicial process.”
Nixon, 418 U.S. at 706; cf. Nixon v. Sirica, 487 F.2d 700, 708
(D.C. Cir. 1973) (“Counsel argue ... that, so long as he remains
in office, the President is absolutely immune from the compul-
sory process of a court”).
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portant public interest at stake and had to be evalu-
ated “in light of our historic commitment to the rule
of law” and “the twofold aim (of criminal justice) ...
that guilt shall not escape or innocence suffer.” Id. at
708-09. “The need to develop all relevant facts in the
adversary system,” the Court emphasized, “is both
fundamental and comprehensive.” Id. at 709. Bar-
ring enforcement of the subpoena would therefore
“cut deeply into the guarantee of due process of law
and gravely impair the basic function of the courts.”
Id. at 712. Such an impediment to the fair admin-
istration of criminal justice could not be justified, the
Court concluded, solely by “the generalized interest in
confidentiality” of presidential communications. Id.
at 713.

C. A Subpoena Seeking Non-Privileged Evi-
dence About A President’s Private, Unof-
ficial Conduct May Be Challenged As Ap-
plied If The President Shows An Imper-
missible Burden On Article II Functions

These principles preclude petitioner’s assertion of
categorical immunity, as it is undisputed that the
grand jury investigation at issue here concerns only
unofficial, private conduct, and none of the materials
sought reflects confidential communications subject
to a claim of executive privilege. See Pet. App. 17a-
18a; Petr. Br. 15, 19, 32-33, 47, 48 (subpoena seeks
only “personal” information); Cert. Reply 3, 8 (sub-
poena involves merely “unofficial” action); U.S. Br. 1,
6-7, 15-16, 23, 26, 28 (similar).

That does not mean, of course, that a President
would have no remedy against a subpoena or other
form of judicial process upon showing that it in fact
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materially interferes with the ability to perform offi-
cial presidential functions. While “potential burdens”
on a President do not provide immunity, “those bur-
dens are appropriate matters for [a court] to evaluate
in its management of the case.” Clinton, 520 U.S. at
707. And the “high respect that is owed to the office
of the Chief Executive, though not justifying a rule of
categorical immunity, is a matter that should inform
the conduct of the entire proceeding, including the
timing and scope of discovery.” Id.

Thus, if a court is faced with a factually supported
claim of actual interference with Article II func-
tions—for example, unreasonably burdensome pro-
cess that unduly distracts a President—it should
ameliorate such problems on a case-by-case basis. As
explained in Part III, petitioner has made no showing
of case-specific burdens here. But categorical immun-
1ty based only on potential interference with the abil-
1ty to perform official presidential functions has no
basis in constitutional text, practice, or precedent,
and should be rejected by this Court.

II. THE PROPHYLACTIC IMMUNITY RULES
PROPOSED BY PETITIONER AND THE SO-
LICITOR GENERAL ARE UNSOUND

Both petitioner and the Solicitor General resist
the lesson from history, precedent, and logic that a
subpoena for documents in a criminal investigation
involving a President’s private, non-privileged con-
duct raises no constitutional issue, unless the Presi-
dent makes a case-specific showing that the process
will interfere with Article II functions. They instead
contend that considerations that might favor presi-
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dential immunity from indictment, as well as the po-
tential for politically motivated or harassing subpoe-
nas, justify prophylactic, across-the-board rules that
impose absolute or highly restrictive barriers to crim-
inal investigations of unofficial conduct while a Pres-
ident occupies office. Nothing in the Constitution jus-
tifies such barriers, which would for the first time im-
munize a President from the ordinary responsibilities
of citizenship in the context of private, unofficial con-
duct and impede the investigation of criminal conduct
under state law.

A. The Considerations Asserted To Justify
Presidential Immunity From Prosecu-
tion Do Not Justify Immunity From In-
vestigation For Unofficial Conduct

Petitioner’s principal argument is that he must
be absolutely immune from criminal investigation
into unofficial conduct because such an investigation
raises the same concerns that OLC has identified as
precluding indictment and prosecution of a sitting
President. See Moss Memo 246-54. Reasoning from
the premise that a sitting President is immune from
indictment and prosecution because of the burden,
distraction, and stigma from facing potential loss of
liberty after a criminal trial, petitioner asserts that
he must necessarily be immune from criminal inves-
tigation. Petr. Br. 29.

For the purpose of this case, the Court may as-
sume the validity of OLC’s position that a sitting
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President is not amenable to criminal prosecution.8
Certainly, a criminal trial and incarceration would in-
fringe Article II. But the concerns that drove OLC’s
finding of an implied constitutional immunity from
formal accusation do not extend to the investigation of
unofficial, potentially criminal conduct during a Pres-
1ident’s term. Thus, even while finding an immunity
from indictment and prosecution, OLC also concluded
that “[a] grand jury could continue to gather evidence
throughout the period of immunity [for a sitting Pres-
1dent], even passing this task down to subsequently
empaneled grand juries if necessary.” Moss Memo
257 n.36.

Gathering evidence is all the grand jury seeks to
do here. And that task is vital to ensure that a Pres-
1dent may be held accountable for criminal violations
upon leaving office—which all agree is basic to our
constitutional scheme. Indeed, any constitutional
rule of temporary immunity from prosecution during
a President’s term should not be transformed into a
rule of permanent immunity simply because investi-
gatory leads have grown stale or because the statute

8 This case does not involve the question whether a sitting
President may be indicted by a state or local grand jury for un-
official conduct, and accordingly, it presents no opportunity for
resolving that issue. The Court may proceed on the assumption
that such immunity exists, however, coupled with the knowledge
that respondent—who has made no determination on the ulti-
mate merits—would be obligated under state law in this case to
provide notice and, by extension, an opportunity to seek judicial
review before any grand jury vote on an indictment. See N.Y.
CRIM. PrROC. LAW § 190.50(5)(a)-(b); cf. Holder v. Humanitarian
Law Project, 561 U.S. 1, 16 (2010).
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of limitations has run.9 To guarantee that a Presi-
dent, along with individuals and entities connected to
him, are not permanently above the law, the grand
jury must be permitted to collect evidence and follow
leads when memories are fresh and relevant evidence
is available. Nothing in the Constitution requires
otherwise.

Moreover, the concerns asserted to justify tempo-
rary presidential immunity from prosecution do not
apply to grand jury investigations into unofficial con-
duct.

1. As an initial matter, petitioner incorrectly as-
serts that the text of the Impeachment Judgment
Clause, U.S. CONST. art. I, § 3, cl. 7, establishes that
a President may be criminally indicted “only after he
1s ‘convicted’ by the Senate.” Petr. Br. 21. As the
Moss Memo explains, that is not so; the Clause does
not differentiate among federal officers who may be
impeached, and history and the original understand-
ing settle that prosecution may precede removal. See
Moss Memo 223-25. But even if that were not so for
the President, the Clause says nothing to preclude in-
vestigation.

9 For this reason, unless state law provides for tolling, or a
federal immunity rule had the constitutional corollary of tolling
the statute of limitations during a President’s term of office, see
Moss Memo 256 & n.33; Petr. Br. 33; U.S. Br. 32, the filing of a
sealed indictment, with a stay of proceedings, might be a neces-
sary and appropriate procedure. It is unnecessary to confront
those difficult issues here, however, because—regardless of the
breadth of any immunity from prosecution—the rationale for
such a rule does not extend to investigation.
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2. As a functional matter, responding to a grand
jury subpoena does not impose the kinds of burdens
on a President’s time and effort associated with crim-
inal indictment or prosecution. A grand jury sub-
poena does not “make it physically impossible for the
President to carry out” official duties by restraining a
President’s liberty as a sentence of incarceration
would. Id. at 246. Nor does responding to a grand
jury subpoena for documents require a President to
choose between exercising constitutional rights—to
attend trial, to confront witnesses, to have a public
and speedy trial—and fulfilling Article II functions.
See id. at 251-54. A grand jury subpoena is not an
accusation that demands a defense; it is an investiga-
tive step that generally unfolds behind closed doors.

Presidents have routinely responded to much
more burdensome requests for evidence than that at
1ssue here without any disruption of their Article II
functions. See supra at 18-19. And responding to a
grand jury subpoena duces tecum for documents re-
lated to unofficial conduct would not even impose the
kinds of burdens that this Court has found acceptable
In prior cases, including requiring a President to tes-
tify under oath and disclose tape recordings of privi-
leged Oval Office communications with close advisors.
See supra at 19-22 (discussing Clinton and Nixon).
Responding to such a subpoena is an incident of citi-
zenship that does not, absent some special case-spe-
cific showing, impose burdens cognizable under Arti-
cle II.

3. Unlike a criminal indictment or prosecution, a
grand jury subpoena does not impose any cognizable



28

stigmatic burdens on a President either. An “indict-
ment and criminal prosecution,” the Moss Memo rea-
soned, creates a “distinctive and serious stigma” that
would “threaten the President’s ability to act as the
Nation’s leader in both the domestic and foreign
spheres.” Moss Memo 249. A grand jury subpoena
does not implicate any remotely similar stigmatic
harm, for at least three reasons.

First, a criminal indictment and subsequent pros-
ecution is uniquely stigmatizing because it is a “public
. allegation of wrongdoing,” id. at 250—an “official
pronouncement that there is probable cause to believe
[the defendant] committed a criminal act,” id. at 254.
A grand jury subpoena, in contrast, is not an “official
pronouncement” of wrongdoing; it signals only that an
investigation is underway. Grand jury investigations
are “necessarily broad,” United States v. Dionisio, 410
U.S. 1, 13 (1973), and while they seek to discover pos-
sible criminal conduct, they also serve the “invaluable
function in our society of standing between the ac-
cuser and the accused” and protecting “the innocent
against hasty, malicious, and oppressive prosecu-
tion,” Wood v. Georgia, 370 U.S. 375, 390 (1962).
Thus, it is “clearly recognized” that giving evidence as
part of a grand jury investigation is a “public dut[y]
which every person within the jurisdiction of the gov-
ernment is bound to perform upon being properly
summoned.” Blair v. United States, 250 U.S. 273, 281
(1919). And that notion—that it is every person’s civic
obligation to participate fully in a grand jury investi-
gation—“in itself removes any stigma” from the par-
ticipation. In re Grand Jury Proceedings Harrisburg
Grand Jury 79-1, 658 F.2d 211, 214 (3d Cir. 1981); see
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also United States v. Doe, 457 F.2d 895, 898 (2d Cir.
1972) (“A [grand jury] subpoena is served in the same
manner as other legal process; it involves no stigma
whatever ... and it remains at all times under the con-
trol and supervision of a court.”), cert. denied, 410

U.S. 941 (1973).

Second, unlike criminal indictments and prosecu-
tions, a core feature of grand jury investigations is se-
crecy: “Since the 17th Century, grand jury proceed-
ings have been closed to the public, and records of
such proceedings have been kept from the public eye.”
Douglas Oil Co. v. Petrol Stops Nw., 441 U.S. 211, 218
n.9 (1979); see also United States v. Proctor & Gamble,
356 U.S. 677, 681-82 (1958). Today, federal and state
rules guarantee secrecy in grand jury proceedings.
See, e.g., FED. R. CRIM. P. 6(e)(2); N.Y. CRIM. PROC.
LAW § 190.25(4)(a).

Petitioner contends that he is nonetheless subject
to stigma because he is not merely a witness but the
“target” of the grand jury’s criminal investigation.
That is not so. The only person who has ever de-
scribed petitioner as a “target” of the grand jury in-
vestigation at issue is petitioner himself.10 But even
if petitioner were a “target,” grand jury secrecy pre-
vents any stigma by ensuring “that persons who are
accused but exonerated by the grand jury will not be
held up to public ridicule.” Douglas Oil Co., 441 U.S.
at 219.

10 The Mazars Subpoena does not identify petitioner (or an-
yone else) as a “target” of the investigation but was issued as a
part of the grand jury’s fact-gathering process into conduct that
involves petitioner and multiple other persons and entities.
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Third, to the extent that a grand jury subpoena
for a President’s records of unofficial conduct raises
any stigmatic concerns, the Court has already re-
jected far more serious stigmatic harms as a basis to
avoid judicial process. Nixon required the produc-
tion—and, depending on relevance, public disclo-
sure—of the President’s privileged, sensitive Oval Of-
fice conversations that would implicate him in a crim-
inal conspiracy. Clinton envisioned civil proceedings
that could result in a jury verdict determining that
the President had acted improperly or unlawfully in
his private conduct. An investigatory subpoena for
documents in the sanctity of the grand jury threatens
no remotely comparable stigma.

4. Nixon confirms that the prospect of temporary
presidential immunity from indictment does not im-
ply immunity from a criminal subpoena. Nixon held
that a sitting President could be required to produce
confidential communications from the Oval Office.
418 U.S. at 703, 713. Yet at the same time, the Court
expressly declined to address whether the grand jury
acted within its authority in naming President Nixon
as an unindicted coconspirator, concluding that reso-
lution of that issue was “unnecessary to resolution of
the question whether the claim of privilege [in resist-
ing the subpoena] is to prevail.” Id. at 687 n.2. That
necessarily means that the subpoena question is dis-
tinct from the indictment question—it did not matter
to the Nixon Court whether a President could be
named as an unindicted coconspirator because the
President could be issued a trial subpoena either way.

Petitioner overlooks this aspect of Nixon and in-
stead relies on Fitzgerald, which he contends held
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that a President is immune from civil suits stemming
from official conduct because “personal vulnerability”
to such suits would “distract [the President] from ...
public duties.” Petr. Br. 30 (quoting Fitzgerald, 457
U.S. at 753). If a civil suit is too distracting, petitioner
reasons, a criminal investigation must also be. Id.
But the Court’s immunity holding in Fitzgerald was
not based on distraction caused by the litigation itself.
If it were, then Clinton would have come out the other
way. Rather, Fitzgerald recognized that liability for
official conduct would “render [a President] unduly
cautious in the discharge of his official duties.” 457
U.S. at 752 n.32; see Clinton, 520 U.S. at 694 n.19.
And, as explained, this Court has recognized that the
Constitution does not immunize a President from the
general burden of responding to legal process involv-
ing private conduct. Clinton, 520 U.S. at 694, 701-
706.

Criminal investigation of a President’s private
conduct, in short, does not come with such inherent,
serious burdens as to justify a categorical rule of ab-
solute immunity.

B. Absolute Immunity From State Criminal
Investigation Would Strike Deeply Into
Principles Of Accountability And Feder-
alism

Beyond his arguments for immunity from any
and all criminal process (including investigation), pe-
titioner asserts that such immunity is especially im-
portant where state or local grand jury investigations
are concerned. See Petr. Br. 16, 23. If state prosecu-
tors are permitted to ask grand juries to investigate a
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President, he argues, thousands of vexatious and har-
assing investigations will “embroil the sitting Presi-
dent in criminal proceedings,” making it impossible to
fulfill Article II functions. Id. at 26. Those specula-
tive concerns cannot justify an unprecedented new
rule of immunity that would flip constitutional no-
tions of federalism and accountability on their head.

1. It is a fundamental tenet of our system of fed-
eralism that “both the Federal government and the
States wield sovereign powers.” Gamble v. United
States, 139 S. Ct. 1960, 1968 (2019). The federal gov-
ernment’s powers are limited and expressly deline-
ated, while the Constitution reserves any remaining
powers for the States and the people. See U.S. CONST.
amend. X. In particular, our system “reserv[es] a gen-
eralized police power to the States,” in recognition of
the States’ unique interest in investigating and pros-
ecuting crimes within their borders. United States v.
Morrison, 529 U.S. 598, 618 n.8 (2000).

Despite the centrality of the States to the Na-
tion’s criminal justice system, petitioner contends
that the presidency requires a blanket immunity from
state investigations because state prosecutors cannot
be trusted to exercise their investigatory power re-
sponsibly when it comes to a President. Yet petitioner
cannot identify a single instance of state prosecutors
abusing that power.1l He insists that a lack of abu-
sive investigations or prosecutions is evidence that

11 The Solicitor General’s catalogue of examples of purport-
edly harassing behavior by state officials, see U.S. Br. 18-21,
demonstrates the opposite of what he suggests. Only one of
these examples involved a state or local prosecutor. In the lone
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state prosecutors did not previously understand
themselves to have such power, and that once they do,
“the floodgates will open.” Petr. Br. 28. That is a re-
markably thin reed on which to rest a claim of prophy-
lactic constitutional immunity, which is why this
Court rejected a virtually identical argument in Clin-
ton. There, the President argued that a decision deny-
ing immunity would “engulf the Presidency” in a “del-
uge” of private litigation. Clinton, 520 U.S. at 702.
But that prediction did not convince the Court to rec-
ognize an immunity from civil suits for private con-
duct, and moreover, the prediction turned out to be
wrong: In the two decades since Clinton was decided,
only a handful of private suits have been filed against
Presidents, many of which have been quickly dis-
missed by courts, minimizing any potential interfer-
ence with the presidency. See, e.g., Johnson v. Trump
for Pres., Inc., 2019 WL 2492122 (M.D. Fla. June 14,
2019); Sibley v. Obama, 866 F. Supp. 2d 17 (D.D.C.
2012).

The Court’s refusal to credit speculative claims of
harassing civil litigation in Clinton applies a fortiori
to state criminal investigations. If anything, such in-
vestigations by officials who take an oath to support
the Constitution give rise to substantially less cause
for concern. U.S. CONST. art. VI, cl. 3 (requiring state

exception, an outgoing district attorney indicted Vice President
Cheney and other federal officials, not President Bush, and a
state court promptly dismissed the indictment, demonstrating
that courts are fully capable of checking any prosecutorial mis-
conduct. See Debra Cassens Weiss, Judge Tosses Indictments of
Vice President Cheney, Ex-AG Gonzales, A.B.A. J. DAILY NEWS,
Dec. 2, 2008, http://bit.ly/2SSNVPW.
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officers to “be bound by Oath or Affirmation, to sup-
port this Constitution”). A state prosecutor, unlike a
private plaintiff, is “under an ethical obligation, not
only to win and zealously to advocate for his client but
also to serve the cause of justice.” Cheney v. U.S. Dist.
Ct., 542 U.S. 367, 386 (2004). Thus, the “responsible
exercise of prosecutorial discretion” serves as a check
on potentially vexatious or harassing criminal litiga-
tion that has no counterpart in the civil system. Id.
This Court has repeatedly explained that the lack of
“the check imposed by prosecutorial discretion” is a
reason to reject or narrow the scope of private actions.
RJR Nabisco, Inc. v. European Cmty., 136 S. Ct. 2090,
2106 (2016) (quoting Sosa v. Alvarez-Machain, 542
U.S. 692, 727 (2004)). The presence of that same
check provides ample reason here to refrain from im-
munizing a President against criminal investigation
of private conduct.

Indeed, decades of this Court’s precedents flatly
reject the assumption implied in petitioner’s prophy-
lactic rule—uviz., that state prosecutors are likely to
exercise their investigatory powers irresponsibly. As
“representative[s] not of an ordinary party to a con-
troversy, but of a sovereignty whose obligation to gov-
ern impartially is as compelling as its obligation to
govern at all,” prosecutors’ “interest ... in a criminal
prosecution is not that [they] shall win a case, but
that justice shall be done.” Berger v. United States,
295 U.S. 78, 88 (1935). Accordingly, state prosecu-
tors, like their federal counterparts, are cloaked in a
presumption of regularity: “It is generally to be as-
sumed that state courts and prosecutors will observe
constitutional limitations as expounded by this
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Court.” Dombrowski v. Pfister, 380 U.S. 479, 484
(1965). Thus, this Court has recognized that “federal
interference with a State’s good-faith administration
of its criminal laws is peculiarly inconsistent with our
federal framework,” id., and cautioned against “deni-
grat[ing] the independent judgment of state prosecu-

tors to execute the laws of those sovereigns,” Cara-
churi-Rosendo v. Holder, 560 U.S. 563, 580 (2010).

This Court, in sum, has been “unwilling to credit
. ominous intimations of hostile state prosecutors
and collaborationist state courts interfering with fed-
eral officers.” Mesa v. California, 489 U.S. 121, 138
(1989). Yet that is exactly what petitioner asks this
Court to do, based on unwarranted generalizations
and rampant speculation without even a hint of evi-
dence in history or actual practice. No constitutional
principle authorizes a rule of prophylactic immunity
from the ordinary incidents of citizenship premised on
such unfounded fears.

2. Petitioner’s argument for a special rule of im-
munity from state investigation also ignores the sub-
stantial structural and practical limitations on state
prosecutors. State prosecutors generally may only
bring prosecutions within their jurisdictions and so
are inherently limited in the investigations they can
launch. Every state jurisdiction also has adopted a
rule requiring prosecutors to refrain from prosecuting
baseless charges unsupported by probable cause,!2

12 Forty-nine States and the District of Columbia have
adopted the American Bar Association’s Model Rule of Profes-
sional Conduct 3.8(a), which provides that prosecutors “shall re-
frain from prosecuting a charge that the prosecutor knows is not
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and a prosecutor who violates that rule can be subject
to professional discipline. Connick v. Thompson, 563
U.S. 51, 66 (2011). The “development and enforce-
ment of [these] professional standards for prosecutors
... lessen the danger ... [of] prosecutorial misconduct.”
Malley v. Briggs, 475 U.S. 335, 343 n.5 (1986). And if
these professional disciplinary mechanisms were not
enough, prosecutors can be punished criminally un-
der 18 U.S.C. § 242 for “willfully depriv[ing] [a] citizen
of ... constitutional rights.” O’Shea v. Littleton, 414
U.S. 488, 503 (1974).

As petitioner himself points out and the cases he
cites show, moreover, state grand juries are already
precluded from targeting federal officials for official
acts. Petr. Br. 30-31 (citing United States v. McLeod,
385 F.2d 734, 750-52 (5th Cir. 1967) (state grand jury
precluded from investigating DOdJ activities); United
States v. Owlett, 15 F. Supp. 736, 741 (M.D. Pa. 1936)
(state legislative committee barred from investigating
operations of Federal Works Progress Administra-
tion)). That result follows from the protections for the
exercise of official duties granted by the Supremacy
Clause. See supra at 13-15. This prohibition against
state prosecutors’ investigating a President’s official
conduct minimizes any risk of prosecutorial interfer-
ence with Article IT duties. No basis exists to extend
such an immunity to cover purely private acts.

3. Finally, petitioner fails to explain why existing
judicial checks on harassing or overly burdensome
subpoenas do not suffice to ameliorate any harm that

supported by probable cause.” California has an analogous rule.
See CAL. RULES OF PROF'L CONDUCT r. 3.8(a).
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might occur in a particular case. State courts, like
federal courts, have tools to protect the presidency
from grand jury abuse and harassment. See, e.g., Vi-
rag v. Hynes, 54 N.Y.2d 437, 443-44 (1981) (explain-
ing grounds to quash grand jury subpoena duces te-
cum); infra at 42-43. And a President can seek to
make a credible factual showing in federal court that
a subpoena seeking evidence of unofficial, unprivi-
leged conduct is issued in bad faith or actually threat-
ens Article II interests. Cf. Huffman v. Pursue, Ltd.,
420 U.S. 592, 611 (1975) (federal intervention in a
state proceeding may be appropriate if “the state pro-
ceeding 1s motivated by a desire to harass or is con-
ducted in bad faith”); Younger v. Harris, 401 U.S. 37,
45 (1971) (“[W]hen absolutely necessary for protection
of constitutional rights, courts of the United States
have power to enjoin state officers from instituting
criminal actions.”).13 Federal and state courts are re-
quired to approach any case-specific allegation of har-
assment or burden on a President’s Article II func-
tions with the “high respect that is owed to the office
of the Chief Executive.” Clinton, 520 U.S. at 707. Pe-
titioner provides no reason to believe that, in the un-
likely event that a state prosecutorial office abuses its
authority, both state and federal courts will fail to
protect the presidency from a well-founded showing of
harassment or burden.

Such case-by-case checks are consistent with this
Court’s prior treatment of judicial process against a

13 Respondent did not challenge in this Court the Second
Circuit’s holding that Younger abstention does not preclude such
federal court review.
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President, especially when it comes to unofficial con-
duct. See supra at 19-22. In contrast, a prophylactic
immunity protecting a President from the ordinary
duties of citizenship with respect to purely private
conduct would be unprecedented. Congress could, of
course, enact such a prophylactic immunity if it be-
lieved it necessary to provide a President more pro-
tection than the Constitution requires. See Clinton,
520 U.S. at 709. But no constitutional provision or
principle authorizes this Court to adopt such a novel
rule.

C. The Solicitor General’s Heightened-Need
Standard Applies Only To Privileged Ma-
terials

The Solicitor General stops short of supporting pe-
titioner’s claim of absolute, unqualified immunity.
But the Solicitor General puts forth his own categori-
cal, prophylactic rule, arguing that a state prosecutor
must in every case “satisfy a heightened standard of
need.” U.S. Br. 26. Nothing justifies applying such a
rule to state grand jury subpoenas across the board.

The heightened-need standard derives princi-
pally from Nixon, where the Court held that when a
subpoena seeks material over which a President
makes an “assertion of privilege,” the government
must show a “demonstrated, specific need” for the ev-
idence to overcome that claim. 418 U.S. at 713. Nixon
involved a trial subpoena, but the D.C. Circuit later
applied this standard in the grand jury context, con-
cluding that “to overcome [a] presidential privilege it
1s necessary to demonstrate with specificity why it is
likely that the subpoenaed materials contain im-
portant evidence and why this evidence, or equivalent
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evidence, 1s not practically available from another
source.” In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d at 756.

The Solicitor General contends that respondent
“has not satisfied” that standard here. U.S. Br. 26.
But respondent never attempted to satisfy any
heightened-need standard in the district court be-
cause petitioner argued only for categorical immun-
1ity—not a heightened standard—until his petition for
certiorari in this Court.!* In any event, nothing justi-
fies applying such a heightened threshold standard
when the materials sought are not privileged or con-
fidential official documents but rather purely private
ones pertaining only to acts taken by a President as
an ordinary citizen.

1. The Solicitor General acknowledges that, in
every case applying the heightened-need standard,
the subpoena at issue involved “the President’s [con-
fidential] communications with his advisors.” U.S.
Br. 28. There has never been any real dispute on this
point, see, e.g., In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d at 753
(heightened-need standard concerns the “type of
showing of need the [prosecutor] must make in de-
fense of the grand jury subpoena in order to overcome
the privilege”), but petitioner—who advances a
heightened-need standard as a fallback—disputes it
anyway, arguing that Nixon’s heightened-need hold-
ing was independent of President Nixon’s claim of
privilege, Petr. Br. 46.

14 DOJ raised its proposed heightened-need standard for
the first time on appeal in the Second Circuit—also after re-
spondent would have had any opportunity to demonstrate that
he can satisfy it.
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Petitioner is wrong. Nixon announced the height-
ened-need standard in the section of the opinion la-
beled “The Claim of Privilege” and explained that the
government must show a “demonstrated, specific
need” for the evidence when there has been an “asser-
tion of privilege” based on “confidentiality.” 418 U.S.
at 703, 713. The portion of Nixon on which petitioner
relies that is not specifically addressed to a claim of
privilege concerned Federal Rule of Criminal Proce-
dure 17, id. at 702, and had nothing to do with the
heightened-need standard.

Petitioner also seeks to expand heightened need
beyond executive claims grounded in confidentiality
Interests, based on a distorted reading of Cheney. He
cites that case for the proposition that “[s]pecial con-
siderations control’ ... whenever the ‘autonomy’ of the
President’s office is at stake—which 1s always the
case ‘in the conduct of litigation against’ the Chief Ex-
ecutive.” Petr. Br. 46 (quoting Cheney, 542 U.S. at
385). What this Court actually said was that “special
considerations control when the Executive Branch’s
interests in maintaining the autonomy of its office
and safeguarding the confidentiality of its communi-
cations are implicated.” Cheney, 542 U.S. at 385 (em-
phasis added). The Vice President did not formally
invoke executive privilege in Cheney, but this Court
held that facially overbroad requests for information
about a task force that advised the President could
nonetheless be narrowed to avoid unnecessary inter-
ference with official Executive Branch functions. Id.
at 387. Even interpreting Cheney to impose some type
of heightened burden when a civil plaintiff seeks dis-
covery of official materials, no case from this or any
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other Court suggests that a heightened showing is re-
quired when the evidence sought is unofficial, purely
private, and implicates no interest in government
confidentiality or privilege.

2. Requiring a prosecutor to make a showing of
special need for evidence makes sense in the context
of privilege: Article II provides a qualified privilege
to protect the confidentiality of official communica-
tions. See supra at 14, 38. But that privilege (like any
qualified privilege) must be balanced against other
important public interests, such as the public’s inter-
est in “the fair adjudication of a particular criminal
case in the administration of justice.” Nixon, 418 U.S.
at 713. Otherwise said, because a President’s confi-
dential communications in furtherance of official
presidential duties are presumptively protected, a
prosecutor must make a special showing to overcome
the presumption. No such across-the-board rule
makes sense, however, when the materials in ques-
tion are not confidential communications with Execu-
tive-Branch advisers but are instead a President’s
purely private records.

The Solicitor General nevertheless argues that a
heightened-need standard is required to “mitigate the
risk of harassment” of a President by prosecutors and
“reduce the risk of subjecting the President to unwar-
ranted burdens.” U.S. Br. 28. But this argument fails
for the same reason that petitioner’s similar argu-
ment for absolute immunity fails: The Solicitor Gen-
eral offers no basis for an across-the-board rule based
on a risk of such harms when courts can (and should)
remedy those harms if and when they actually arise
in a particular case. Cf. Burr, 25 F. Cas. at 34 (“The
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guard, furnished to [a President], to protect him from
being harassed by vexatious and unnecessary subpoe-
nas, 1s to be looked for in the conduct of a court after
those subpoenas have issued; not in any circumstance
which is to precede their being issued.”).

In fact, the ordinary procedures for challenging
grand jury subpoenas already provide for quashing or
modifying subpoenas on harassment and excessive-
burden grounds. See, e.g., FED. R. CRIM. P. 17(c)(2)
(“[A] court may quash or modify [a] subpoena if com-
pliance would be unreasonable or oppressive.”);
United States v. R. Enters., Inc., 498 U.S. 292, 299
(1991) (“Grand juries are not licensed to engage in ar-
bitrary fishing expeditions, nor may they select tar-
gets of investigation out of malice or an intent to har-
ass.”); Virag, 54 N.Y.2d at 443-44 (grand jury sub-
poena duces tecum may be quashed if the “materials
sought have no relation to the matter under investi-
gation” or upon showing of “bad faith”).

Article II, moreover, requires courts to be espe-
cially sensitive to the unique position occupied by a
sitting President, making clear that they are not “re-
quired to proceed against the president as against an
ordinary individual.” Nixon, 418 U.S. at 708 (quoting
Burr, 25 F. Cas. at 192). Thus, if a President showed
in a particular case that complying with a grand jury
subpoena would unduly impede Article II functions, a
court could narrow the subpoena, extend the time to
comply, or, in extreme cases, quash it. As this Court
explained in Clinton, “[i]f and when” a President
shows that judicial process would interfere with offi-
cial presidential functions, a court should respond “in
such fashion ... that interference with the President’s
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duties would not occur.” 520 U.S. at 708. But in a
case when “no such impingement upon the Presi-
dent’s” official conduct is shown, id., no basis exists
for requiring a heightened showing.

The same is true for harassing subpoenas.
Courts already must quash grand jury subpoenas is-
sued “out of malice or an intent to harass,” R. Enters.,
498 U.S. at 299; see Virag, 54 N.Y.2d at 443-44, and
the same protections would apply with special force to
a President, in light of the office’s unique position as
the head of the Executive Branch, c¢f. Nixon, 418 U.S.
at 702 (appellate review of a subpoena to a President
should be “particularly meticulous” (citing Burr, 25 F.
Cas. at 34)). Beyond that review, a President could
invoke constitutional principles grounded in Article 11
if the President could make a factual showing that an
investigative demand for private documents was in-
tended as retaliation for official policies. Cf. United
States v. Goodwin, 457 U.S. 368, 380 n.12 (1982) (de-
fendant may establish claim for vindictive prosecu-
tion by “prov[ing] through objective evidence an im-
proper prosecutorial motive”); Branzburg v. Hayes,
408 U.S. 665, 707-08 (1972) (First and Fifth Amend-
ments prohibit grand jury subpoenas that constitute
“[o]fficial harassment”). But the Solicitor General has
offered no ground for special scrutiny where, as here,
the President has made no prima facie showing of
malice, harassment, or politically motivated con-
duct.1®

15 Because all subpoenas, state or federal, are ultimately
constrained by constitutional principles, see Branzburg, 408 U.S.
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The Solicitor General also errs in suggesting that
a prophylactic, across-the-board rule is required to en-
sure federal-court review of allegedly overly burden-
some or harassing subpoenas issued to a President.
U.S. Br. 28-29. A President may address objections to
grand jury subpoenas in state or federal court if a vi-
able constitutional claim is put forward based on a
case-specific showing. See supra at 36-37.

There 1s, in sum, no constitutional basis for re-
quiring state prosecutors to satisfy a heightened-need
standard in every case based on the risk of impermis-
sibly burdensome or harassing subpoenas, when a
President will have every opportunity to show that a
particular subpoena in a particular case in fact inter-
feres with the ability to carry out official presidential
duties or was issued in bad faith or to harass. As ex-
plained in Part III, however, petitioner has made nei-
ther showing in this case, which requires affirming
the decision below.

at 707-08; In re Grand Jury Subpoenas for Locals 17, 135, 257,
& 608 of the United Bhd. of Carpenters & Joiners, 72 N.Y.2d 307,
312-17 (1988), the fact that Rule 17(c) does not apply in state
proceedings does not leave a President with inadequate protec-
tion, nor does it suggest that a heightened-need standard must
be universally applied in Rule 17(c)’s place. Contra Petr. Br. 47.
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D. The Prophylactic Rules Proposed By Pe-
titioner And The Solicitor General Would
Impose Severe And Unwarranted Nega-
tive Consequences On The Criminal Jus-
tice System

Apart from lacking any constitutional basis, the
prophylactic, across-the-board rules pressed by peti-
tioner and the Solicitor General will substantially
harm the public’s interest in the proper administra-
tion of criminal justice.

1. The costs of an absolute rule of presidential
immunity during a President’s term of office are obvi-
ous and severe.

To start, petitioner concedes that a President is
amenable to criminal indictment and prosecution af-
ter leaving office. Petr. Br. 16. Yet immunizing a
President from investigation during a presidential
term risks effectively providing permanent immunity
from indictment and prosecution, because delay “in-
crease[s] the danger of prejudice [to the State] result-
ing from the loss of evidence.” Clinton, 520 U.S. at
707-08. And “the constitutional need for production
of relevant evidence in a criminal proceeding is spe-
cific and central to the fair adjudication of a particular
criminal case in the administration of justice”’—
“[w]ithout access to specific facts a criminal prosecu-
tion may be totally frustrated.” Nixon, 418 U.S. at
713. This is presumably why OLC has concluded that
while a President is not amenable to indictment while
in office, “[a] grand jury could continue to gather evi-
dence throughout the period of immunity.” Moss
Memo 257 n.36.
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The immunity petitioner seeks would also pro-
foundly affect criminal investigations into conduct by
other parties. Complex financial relationships, such
as those being investigated here, often have multiple
members, and a President’s records may be (and are
in this case) essential to evaluating the actions of
other individuals and entities. Not only would peti-
tioner’s absolute immunity rule frustrate investiga-
tion of such third parties but it could well immunize
them altogether. Absent the gathering of sufficient
evidence, no indictment could be filed—and any rule
that might toll a limitations period during the term of
a President’s immunity, see supra at 25-26 & n.9,
would provide no basis for tolling the limitations pe-
riod for third parties who are not legally immune from
prosecution. A delay in the ability to investigate such
third parties for the length of a presidential term may
well result in the running of the relevant limitations
period and thus de facto immunity.

All of that assumes that the evidence in a Presi-
dent’s possession would inculpate third parties. But
such evidence could also exonerate them. Shielding
exculpatory evidence during a President’s term could
lead to wrongful indictment or even conviction, erod-
ing the grand jury’s “invaluable function” in “standing
between the accuser and the accused.” Wood, 370

U.S. at 390.

2. The Solicitor General’s alternative height-
ened-need rule would likewise impose serious costs on
the administration of criminal justice. After all, the
grand jury’s “right to every man’s evidence” yields
only as to “those persons protected by a constitutional,
common-law, or statutory privilege.” Branzburg, 408
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U.S. at 688; see supra at 14, 38. And as the Court
explained in Nixon, such “exceptions ... are not lightly
created nor expansively construed, for they are in der-
ogation of the search for truth.” 418 U.S. at 710.

The impediment to criminal accountability for
private conduct would be especially severe if the
Court were to adopt the Solicitor General’s expansive
view of the heightened-need standard. According to
the Solicitor General, respondent cannot satisfy the
standard because respondent “in all events lacks the
power to indict the President before the end of the
President’s term,” and so “the immediate production
of the President’s records” is not “critical to the grand
jury’s investigation.” U.S. Br. 32. On that view, there
would be no difference between the heightened-need
standard and the absolute immunity that petitioner
seeks. The heightened-need standard would thereby
1mplicate all the same severe harms to the criminal
justice system as petitioner’s absolute immunity rule.
When a subpoena seeks confidential official records
that implicate Article II concerns, a countervailing
constitutional interest may justify limited costs to the
administration of criminal justice. But there is no
constitutional or other justification for imposing such
costs on criminal justice when the subpoena concerns
only a President’s private, unofficial records.

III. PETITIONER HAS NOT SHOWN THAT
THIS SUBPOENA IMPERMISSIBLY BUR-
DENS HIS ABILITY TO PERFORM OFFI-
CIAL FUNCTIONS OR WAS ISSUED IN BAD
FAITH

Although petitioner is not entitled to any prophy-
lactic immunity rule, a President could move to quash
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or narrow a subpoena in a particular case upon a
showing of either an actual (not theoretical) burden
that interferes with the ability to perform official Ar-
ticle I duties, or actual bad faith or harassment. But
petitioner has not demonstrated any cognizable bur-
den here. And while he has suggested that the
Mazars Subpoena was issued in bad faith, that con-
tention lacks support, as the district court has already
found.

A. Petitioner has not shown that responding to
the Mazars Subpoena would unduly interfere with his
ability to carry out his official duties. To the contrary,
the potential burdens of the Subpoena are minimal,
particularly when compared with the judicial pro-
cesses this Court has ratified in prior cases.

First, the Mazars Subpoena seeks only peti-
tioner’s personal documents. It does not require him
to appear at a hearing or testify under oath. Yet this
Court in Clinton concluded that requiring a President
to prepare for deposition and give sworn testimony
did not warrant even a stay of that proceeding, let
alone full immunity. See 520 U.S. at 704-06. Even
setting aside that this subpoena is not directed at pe-
titioner himself, see infra at 50, the burden imposed
by the requirement to disclose readily available finan-
cial records is far less than the already-approved bur-
den of preparing for and providing sworn testimony
at a civil deposition.

Second, the Nixon subpoena required the produc-
tion of documents that would be used in a criminal
trial, which would be open to the public. 418 U.S. at
688, 711; see U.S. CONST. amend. VI. Public disclo-
sure of a President’s communications with top-level
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advisers in the Oval Office clearly would have had a
substantial impact on the President’s interest in con-
fidentiality and would have been a major distraction
from official presidential functions. Here, in contrast,
the records sought by the Mazars Subpoena will be
directed to a state grand jury proceeding, the secrecy
of which is mandated by New York law. See N.Y.
CRIM. PrROC. LAW § 190.25(4)(a). Only if a prosecution
were instituted and the records constituted evidence
of the crimes charged would they be offered in a public
trial, and even then, confidentiality concerns could be
addressed through routine court orders, for example
to redact sensitive identifying information. Cf. Nixon,
418 U.S. at 714-16.16

Third, the information sought by the Mazars
Subpoena 1s far less sensitive than the material sub-
poenaed in Nixon. The financial information, such as
tax returns, sought by the Mazars Subpoena has
nothing to do with presidential functions. In fact, tax
returns are routinely submitted to federal and state
agencies, presidential candidates and Presidents rou-
tinely release them publicly, and petitioner himself

16 Petitioner asserts that the fact that this case involves a
grand jury investigation, rather than a criminal trial, cuts
against enforcement of the Mazars Subpoena, because a “trial
triggers additional and competing constitutional rights held by
the criminal defendant.” Petr. Br. 43 n.7. But petitioner offers
no plausible argument for why that matters. The truth-finding
interests that compelled enforcement of the trial subpoena in
Nixon are just as weighty in the grand jury context. See supra
at 22. That a criminal defendant has greater constitutional pro-
tections than the subject of a grand jury investigation does not
somehow make a grand jury subpoena more burdensome or less
necessary than a trial subpoena.
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has asserted that he would do so if his returns were
not under audit. There 1s no additional burden to
providing those same documents to a secret grand
jury by court order.

Fourth, unlike the Nixon subpoena, which re-
quired the President himself to produce documents
and recordings, the Mazars Subpoena “is directed not
to the President, but to his accountants,” and “compli-
ance does not require the President to do anything.”
Pet. App. 20a. Petitioner objects that, because the un-
derlying documents are his, he has standing to chal-
lenge a subpoena seeking them. Petr. Br. 17, 35. But
the question here is not standing. It is whether hav-
ing to comply with the Mazars Subpoena will inter-
fere with petitioner’s ability to perform official func-
tions because of distraction. And the fact that the
Mazars Subpoena is not directed at petitioner, even if
his lawyers consult with him before production,
makes clear that the judicial process here will impose
no direct, cognizable burden on petitioner.17

B. Petitioner has also failed to make a threshold
showing that the Mazars Subpoena was issued in bad
faith or with the intent to harass. Despite having had

17 Petitioner contends that it is not any direct burden but
the indirect “distractions and mental burdens” associated with
the Mazars Subpoena that “matter.” Petr. Br. 38. But as ex-
plained above, if the mere fact that a President might be re-
quired to “consult with his attorneys, consider the need to assert
available privileges, and otherwise participate in his defense,”
Petr. Br. 38 (footnote omitted), were a cognizable burden, Clin-
ton would have been decided differently. See supra at 19-20, 48.
And petitioner does not and cannot identify any more specific
imposition that exists in this case.
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the opportunity to adduce any relevant evidence be-
fore the district court, see D. Ct. Dkt. 38, petitioner
continues to rely principally on two facts to show har-
assment—uiz., (i) that the Mazars Subpoena was
largely patterned on congressional subpoenas, Petr.
Br. 48; and (i1) that various officials in New York un-
affiliated with respondent have made statements re-
garding efforts to investigate petitioner and his tax
returns, id. at 26-27. Yet the district court rejected
these very arguments when evaluating petitioner’s
contention that the bad-faith exception to Younger ab-
stention applied and concluded that they did not suf-
fice to demonstrate bad faith.

As the district court recognized, there is nothing
suspect about the Office’s decision to pattern the
Mazars Subpoena on the congressional subpoenas,
because those subpoenas “encompass documents rel-
evant to the state’s investigation,” and mirroring the
congressional subpoenas would “enable Mazars to
produce those documents promptly.” Pet. App. 56a.
That respondent sought to facilitate the production of
documents by streamlining the process is certainly
not evidence of bad faith.

Meanwhile, the vast majority of the statements
petitioner cites as supposed evidence of the motives
behind this investigation were not made by respond-
ent or anyone else associated with the Office or the
investigation, and therefore (as the district court
found) “do not reveal the ‘subjective motive’ of [re-
spondent] in initiating these particular proceedings.”
Pet. App. 56a. The only statements petitioner cites
that were actually made by the Office are badly mis-
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characterized: Each was a direct response to or sum-
mary of petitioner’s or DOJ’s position, not a descrip-
tion of the true motivation for the investigation or the
Mazars Subpoena. See C.A. Dkt. 99, at 4, 6 (summa-
rizing petitioner’s and DOJ’s position that any state
investigation of a President must come after impeach-
ment); D. Ct. Dkt. 33, at 1-2 (responding to DOJ’s po-
sition that compliance with the Subpoena would re-
sult in irreparable harm); D. Ct. Dkt. 38, at 43 (re-
sponding to argument that the grand jury might not
preserve the secrecy of the subpoenaed documents).

Having considered these facts, the district court
found no basis to “impute bad faith to [respondent].”
Pet. App. 58a. Petitioner has offered this Court no
basis to second-guess that conclusion, which is plainly
correct. See, e.g., Inwood Labs., Inc. v. Ives Labs., Inc.,
456 U.S. 844, 857 (1982) (“[a]n appellate court cannot
substitute its interpretation of the evidence for that of
the trial court simply because the reviewing court
might give the facts another construction [or] resolve
the ambiguities differently” (internal quotation
marks omitted)).

Petitioner has failed, in short, to demonstrate
that the Mazars Subpoena imposes a burden that
would unduly interfere with his ability to perform his
official duties or that it is a bad faith effort at presi-
dential harassment.
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the decision below

should be affirmed.
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Pursuant to the retainer agreement, kindly remit payment for services rendered for the months of January and

February, 2017.

January, 2017: $35,000.00
February, 2017: $35,000.00

Thank you. VI
Michael Cohen

On Tue, Feb 14, 2017 at 10:34 AM Jeff McConney <[ & cumporg.com> wrote:

$35,000 per month

- - — Jeffrey S. McConney

Senior Vice President/Controiler

725 Fifth Avenue | New York, NY | 10022

p. 231 | ¢ 500 .

-é&mm j Trump.com

From: Michael Cohen [mai¥to_@ggw
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2017 10:01 AM

Tos Jeff McConney | R mpora.com>

Subject: Re: §S
i
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Jeff, | .
Please remind me of the monthly amount?

On Tue, Feb 14, 2017 at 8:43 AM Jeff McConney NI UMpPOLE.com> wrote:

Mik&, i

Please send ma invoices o | can have the checks cut

Thanks

Joff

Jeffray 8. McConney
Senior Vice President/Controller

725 i Avenue | New York, NY | 16022
p. 231 |« [ o
B oo:c.con | Trunp.com

From: Michael Cohen [mai!tomm
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2 :

To: Jeff McConney <|JE Lunpos.com>
Subject: Re: $$

Jett,

Sorry for the delay and thank you for the reminder. Please have the monthly checks for January and February
made payable to Michael D. Cohen, Esq. and sent to

Hope you are well and see you soon.

On Mon, Feb 6, 2017 at 9:39 AM Jeff McConney /-Ejfe;tmmmréz.mm‘/‘ wrote:

Mike,

w
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Just a reminder to get me the invoices you spoke to Allen about.

Thanks

Jeff

Jeffrey S. McConney

Senior Vice President/Controlier
725 Fifth Avenus | New York, NY | 10022
o. I |

ymgorg.com | Trump.com

e R S Che AN

This communication is from The Trump Organization or an affiliate thereof and is not sent on behalf of any
other individual or entity. This email may contain information that is confidential and/or proprietary. Such
information may not be read, disclosed, used, copied, distributed or disseminated except (1) for use by the
intended recipient or (2) as expressly authorized by the sender. If you have received this communication in
error, please immediately delete it and promptly notify the sender. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed
to be received, secure or error-free as emails could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late,
incomplete, contain viruses or otherwise. The Trump Organization and its affiliates do not guarantee that all
emails will be read and do not accept liability for any errors or omissions in emails. Any views or opinions
presented in any email are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of The Trump
Organization or any of its affiliates.Nothing in this communication is intended to operate as an electronic
signature under applicable law,

Yours, |

Michael D. Cohen, Esq.

Personal Attorney to

President Donald J. Trump
0114

@email.com
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il
“This communication is from The Trump Organization or an affiliate thereof and is not sent on behalf of any
other individual or entity. This email may contain information that is confidential and/or proprietary. Such
information may not be read, disclosed, used, copied, distributed or disseminated except (1) for use by the
intended recipient or (2) as expressly authorized by the sender. If you have received this communication in
error, please immediately delete it and promptly notify the sender. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed
to be received, secure or error-free as emails could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late,
incomplete, contain viruses or otherwise. The Trump Organization and its affiliates do not guarantee that all
emails will be read and do not accept liability for any errors or omissions in emails. Any Views or opinions
presented in any email are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of The Trump
Organization or any of ifs affiliates.Nothing in this communication is intended to operate as an electronic
signature under applicable law. ,

Yours,

Michael D. Cohen, Esq.
Personal Attorney to
President Donald J. Trump
-0114
amail,com

This communication is from The Trump Organization or an affiliate thereof and is not sent on behalf of any
other individual or entity. This email may contain information that is confidential and/or proprietary. Such
information may not be read, disclosed, used, copied, distributed or disseminated except (1) for use by the
intended recipient or (2) as expressly authorized by the sender. If you have received this communicéation in
error, please immediately delete it and promptly notify the sender. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to
be received, secure or error-free as emails could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late,
incomplete, contain viruses or otherwise. The Trump Organization and its affiliates do not guarantee that all
emails will be read and do not accept liability for any errors or omissions in emails. Any views or opinions
presented in any email are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of The Trump
Organization or any of its affiliates Nothing in this communication is intended to operate as an electronic
signature under applicable law. ' |

——

Yours,

Michael D, Cohen, Esg.
Personal Attorney to
President Donald J. Trump

e

Zhgmail.com

t
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-+ ACCOUNT STATEMENT

R T e A T S
SRS SRR

» FirsT REPUBLIC BANK

It’s a privilege to serve you®

e S TR o

SIMPLIFIED BUSINESS CHECKING

~7
001

003355
3355

ESSENTIAL CONSULTANTS LLC
O MICHAEL COHEN

Statement Period:

October 26, 2016 -
October 31, 2016

Aceount Number:
XXX-XXX0-1897

At Your Service:
24-Hour Automated Banking System
(800) 392-1407

Page 1 of 2

NEWS FROM FIRST REPUBLIC

Did you know you can choose to receive paperless statements for your First Republic business account(s)? Ask your
banker how secure and convenient Corporate Online and paperless statements could male a difference to your business,
or find out more at firstrepublic.com/engage/corporate-online. Terms and conditions apply.

ACCOUNT SUMMARY

XXX-XXX0-1897

Beginning Balance $0.00

Average Daily Balance

$22,637.50

Total Deposits and Credits $131,000.00  Minimum Balance £965.00
Total Withidrawals and Debits $130,035.00-  Service Charges $0.00
Total Checks Paid $0.00 - Interest Earned This Period $0.00
Ending Balance $965.00. mterest Year to Date $0.00
ACCOUNT ACTIVITY
DATE DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
Deposits and Credits
10/26 CREDIT-SPECIAL $131,000.00
ADv [l 194
Total Deposits and Credits $131,000.00
000060 Withdrawals and Debits
10727 DOMESTIC WIRE FUNDS-DEBIT $130,000.00-
KEITH M DAVIDSON ASSOCIATES PLC
1027 WIRE TRANSFER FEE $35.00-
Total Withdrawals and Debits $130,035.00-
olis  #fa0.—
k/ d 7 4w v 0/ -
o T fep Fn
M
c '7(' bqy b, v [2 £ f?AfC/‘f
1’4 0&}-{45 o™ -
. 6,5 fo For. Tk SEre0ES
tao: Awo’| Dow> N S
M=, € 347 ©
A=, T /80,035
"~ VLl
ITT PINE STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA O41I1, TEL {4I5) 303-1400 OR T-800-392-I400
24 HOUR AUTOMATED BANKING SYSTEM 1-800-392-Y407
194 - www.firstrepublic.com » MEMBER FDIC FRA 3051114
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Message

From: Rhona Graff [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=14EBD4376C2E4F8BA02446FCOE61E71A-RGRAFF]

Sent: 1/24/2017 4:12:23 PM

To: Westerhout, Madeleine E. EOP/WHO [\‘who‘eop.gov]

Subject: RE: Contacts

I'm working on it. Hope to have it to you in a Tittle while.

Rhona Graff
senior Vice President - Assistant to the President

725 Ed venue | Ne NY | 10022
o2 o0 o 17 ;o

ICtrumporg.com | trump.com

————— original Message-----

From: Westerhout, Madeleine E. EOP/WHO [mailto _Nho.eop.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 5:01 PM

To: Rhona Graff i@trumporg.com

Subject: Contacts

Could you have the girls put together a 1ist for me of people that he frequently spoke to? I don't want
to have to bug you all the time- even though I will still call often :)

Madeleine Westerhout

Execut : nt to the President
Cell: I 3
office: 295

FOIL EXEMPT | HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL DANY_8200182
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Message

From: Rhona Graff [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=14EBD4376C2E4F8BA02446FCOE61E71A-RGRAFF)

Sent: 1/24/2017 4:44:57 PM

To: Westerhout, Madeleine E. EOP/WHO [_J)Who.eop.gov]

Subject: FW: Contacts

Attachments: DJT Limited Contacts WH.xlsx

How this for a start?

R
I ]’ Rhona Graff
T R M P Senior Vice President — Assistant to the President
729 Fi enue | N Y | 100,
§ S 000 | p. 209 | f, 230
THE TRUMP ORGANIZATION trumporg.com | trump.com

5l CVEADT L WWIFCLUIL N SN IsCAITIA MANIYNY OY(\(\1 0N
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Q0GE Form 278e (March 2014)

118, Dffice of Govermment Bihics: 5 CFR, part 2634 | Form Approved: OMB No. (3209-0001)

Report Type: Sryasd
enr {Avmual Report only): ST

e

Sarnsary 29, 2017

Diate of Appointment/Tenrdnation:

Executive Branch Personnel Public Financial Disclosure Report (OGE Form 278e)

MRITED STATES OFFICE OF

GOYVERMMENT ETHIUS

Proventing Lonflicss of fnterest
sor the Esstutive Branch

Filer's Information

Last Mame First Name M1 Pogition Ageney
T Caald d Progident of the United Bisles of Amsrica

Other Federal Government Positions Held Daring the Proceding 12 Months:

BA

Mame of Congressional Comimittes Considering Nomination (MNominees only):

BA

Filer's Certificatign - I cortify that the statements 1 bave made in thds report are true, compleie and correct to the best of my knowledge:

Rignaturs:

Drate:

{subject to any comments below)

s1s of itormation contamed m s report, § ponclude that the filer 1s 1w comphanee with apphicable laws and regulations

Signature;

Date:

M ay %ﬁ"‘j 200%

A
Other Review Conducted Ry:

Sigrature:

Daates

L&, Office of Government Ethivs Certification (if required):

Signature:

S

N o
f‘}ﬂ “5?&;: . W&Twﬁ ) ;
P S e

Pafe:

S/ ) Zers

Comments of Reviswing Officials:

Note 3 to Part 8 OGE has concluded that the information related to the payment madeuhy Mr. Cohen is required to be reported and that the
information provided meets the disclosure requirement for a reportable liability! 3
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CUETron L r Mt B3
tnstructions for Part 1
& R P 1 & ¥Ry
ff’:xge Number
N 2ok 48

Part 15 Pller's Fositions Held Ouiside United States Governmeond
it {Orannivashon Nams {CiytState Jow ton Eype {Rosition Halst From fu
3 14 Sradew Tess Lane (4G Maw York, MY (23] Presigent DG AT
2 4 Shiadow Tree Lane MamberCorp Kew Yark, BY Corporalion 8gann2 192017
3 40 Wall svelopment Asguciates LLG New York, NY LG ferber & Presitang 4734405 % 8111103 IR0
4 40 Well Strest Comemeraial LLD New Yok, NY e Prosident 08i2780% 182047
§ 4@ Wall Strast LLG toewr York, MY LLG Prunidunt 438168 ARG
) 40 Yol Shest Member Cors New Yok, NY Crrporation FresidentiCirector Q4250585 33182047
7 128 Corpuration New York, NY Corpurstion PrasidaniDirasior 0g/03/99 i8R0
8 401 Mozs Venlurs LLG sy York, MY LLE Progldent 100104 3182017
g New Yok, 1KY tLC Hemisr % Presidant BIZZ02 8 307104 31912017
32 Mew York, BY LG 2133008 119017

308 dorth Canue Mamisr Hew Yok, NY Corporation 12013505 HIRR01T
14 1 Pine Nete Holder inc New York, NY. Corprraiion PravidentDirectorSecratary CRI30108 14972017

Aviation Pavrod Compan; ey Yok, MY Garporgttan PensicantiClionan e AT
i7 Bedfod Hils o New Yok, N Corpmration Diegntr & PresidenyTrsnswrodSevratary JHLB8E & 4218088 41902037
18 By Hall Dpsrations LLC plaw York, MY Lo Member 010H8T7 B2E17
18 Briareliff Properties New Yok, 8 Cosporstion Diraslor & PresidenyTreanrer/Secratary 11744996 & 418498 4187
20 anbusiness MR/ iMew York, NY $0 U332 YT
23 Newe Yok, MY Corporslion DINE 182017
28 New York, NY. LS 11422095 141912017
23 Ghinagn Unft Acquisition L4.C Nes York, NY Lo ARHLGILE @eoty
24 Ching Trsdemark LLD News Yok, NY US MembecPrasidet SSHTRR 382047
25 Soronst Hall i, Mg Yark, Y Coroorsiinn DirectorfVice Presidant SUCIBY HARI3CIT
28 Devslopmant Member Inc. Neve Yok, NY Cumaration FresidanifSecralary & Divector 1012441998 & 11/4/96 /1872017
27 £ B Paos Soguisiiion, G !Sauih Caroling jAXe] tiember/Fresident 134214 183017
28 1 8 Pavs Acyulsition Member Corg Naw York, NY Coiparation ChstimanPrasideniDiactor 14074 ABIZ0LY
28 2T deresprea 1L {atantiz ity M4 18] Wember/President Kl ard
30 0 Ay 3 {Rermi Fareign Goporation PragidenyDirestor W80
31 2JT Entrapraneyr Managiog Mamber LL New Yok, 8Y HE Membor & Prasidest 1BR017
2 WY Ersrsprensur Member LLO (fide DJT Unive Ry Yok, MY 1%} HMember & Pres 1182017
33 DJT Holdings LLG {Meve Yok, RY 8O Mewmwhnr & Pravidont 1312072010 & 121212010 3192017
24 DT Hildings Managing Member (4.0 New Youk, NY LG Member & President 12102110 144942017
35 DJT Lang Holdings Mambar Corp e Yok, MY, Curpnration Prasident Diracior SR BT
38 £3F Gperationg {LLD Zali Sonch, Flodda e Mamberifresiient 0743518 344902037
37 DIT Cperstions B LLC Patm Besch, Flonde LD WermtarProsidant OTIa8 Ak
38 Q4T Qporations CX LLO Walarbiry, O7 e MemburiPragident oai2142 1gRe1z |
43 DT APP Warant M b Yok, MY L MerberPrasident OOI2 Hi92017 |
42 7 ARP Winrart 1y New Yo )Y Curporation QN2 anmy |
43 DT Coennect it Bl Beach, Flotiug i i 9314 MAL 2
44 D7 Connmst i Mambey Gorp Paim Beast, Florida Carporation imnan/President Q763114 ABIOLT,
47 T Dubel Golf Manager 110 v York, N7 93] Herasident O32B813 1392017
48 DY Bubat Dol Managas Member Corge Kew Yok, }Y Creporglion QicssimChaimanFresident DHIGZ IR,
438 7 Dubal § Golf Mensger (40 New Yorx, NY e Ke; MemberiFresident 16/30414 3182017
5Q DT Dubai #f Bolf Manager Metibor Sorp Naw York, MY Corperation SissstorChlnman/Presigent 10836414 1862017
51 L7 Home Marks inferationat LLG New Yuk, Y 35 MembarPresidont oInIn3 igemT
B2 DT Home Marks In biaw York, MY Compuration SirsclerfhwirmaniPrandent LI8N3 7182817
§3 DT indla Venturs LLG Rew Yok, RY e MembarPrasidant OY0sh2 BI201T

Gaps nnamerical szquence are due to the removal of previcusly repurted items no longer reportabie on thiz part.
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{Page Mnnther
wanakld. T - —
Part 1: Filer's Positions Held Outside United Stales Government
il lﬁx‘gg_nizaﬁun Hame i CityiState §0rganizntiuu fype Ei’ xitin Hletd f Eram Ta
84 QT Indla Yanure Managlag Member Corg Ko Yok, NY Corparstion CirsctoriChalrmaniPiesident 01/08/12
55 DT Yarks Bakg LLE Mew York, MY L MamberiPresident 0a110M2 Rty
56 £ barks Bsko Mansoing Memher Gorg R Yok, 1Y Corporatian DirectorGhalman/President A2 wigamy
57 T Marks Dubai {1 Newr York, NY LG samberFrosident GIOEITS WBROT
58 7 Merks Dobal Meraber Corp My Yok, XY Corgecstion Ditentor/ChaimmeniPresident OBREMAR 4192017
81 07 Marks Gurgaon L0 Now York, §Y G MemberPresident 104268114 IMRET
& DY Marks Gurgaon Managiog Member Corp D Yaork, MY Corsoratisn DiresionCheimerdPrasident Rivz U] 11902017
33 07 Marks Jersey Gity LLG New Yok, 1Y e 10620734 WIBRGT
&4 £37 tdadks Juper 140 Neow York, by HE 877914 ANBIAGLE
B8 L7 Merke Qatar LLC Ny Yok, RY [3XH 1043014 SIYRRET
o8 07 $arks Qalar Merabser Gorp Heaw York, NY 3 b 10130134 LHRGIT
§7 D7 Marks Products iiteraationsg LG Pl Yok, MY A%, e 0BH1a1R 313882017
58 DY #ark interatlonal Marbar Cof Hew York, NY Cotnnration TirectoriChalrmuniPrsida 8843113 1BRGIT
&8 DT Ratks Pune LLC New York, MY, %] MemberPasident DUOHL2 344812017
76 £ Marks Pune Managing Member Gorp Naw Yok, 18Y. Corponation DirsctorChiaimansProsident G109/42 3BT
71 O MARKS PUNE B LLG New York, MY LS MambariPrasident 0511814 112017
72 O Marks Puna i Managing Mambuer Garp Ny Yok, NY Torpostian DiesstorfChalmanPresident BEH8MS {190ty
73 07 Marks Rio LLE Be York, NY [ASH MemberiFrasident 63/09/12 181862017
74 DY Maics Rio Member Corp Py Yk, MY Goypostion DleactorChelmardiresident DO 132 0
75 O Marks Yanpouver LP e York, 1Y Parinership EapneuPaaident fisfeeiid] 1482017
% £ Raeies Vancouver Msnager Quep Dless York, MY Lorperalion DhraskafChemani®rosiient DIRAR RIRLLA
77 7 Marks Worll LLG o Yek, Y LR MemberPmsident O5/23413 182017
Fi: DT $arks Wodll Member Gorg Newr York, NY. DireslorfThatrmaniPrasident 05224413 RT3 7N b
78 DT Towsr Sumaen LG Ny Yk, RY Mot nt 038 1458
8¢ D7 Tower Gurpeors dMansuing Member Dorp Newe York, N Somaration Directoc haicmaniRosidant 3708918 9817
81 DT verture LIC Py Yk, Y LA Ramber 3014814 38BIEGLT
a2 D1V Venkre Managing Menber Corp ew tork, i§Y Coporation CrirectoriFrosident 03/14/14 11902837
83 St Company, LB Ths Mang York, MY Fatnecatip Pertoer 12408458 AT
84 fure t LLG Neow Yok, KY LG Mambar 0533713 11972037
88 EIR Vanturm | Comporation Meve York, MY Comoration PresideptiDirsster Q5101413 Higizedy
3¢ Exeet Venture | LLD . Martin, French West indies L PresidentiSecratand Tisasurarflamber OFIS io2my
87 Enpal Venture { Carp, 5t Marlin, Franch West indiss Cotporation ‘SireclorfChiairmaniPeeaiiant 7ea 9287
88 Fifty Suven Mansgement Dot N RY Corpamtion 82812 gz ukd
a8 Fifly Seventn Slreet Axssniabes LG Neve York, MY LLG Bresident 1143005 g7
28 Firgt Mambar, ins. Ny Yoek, NY Torpoiog Posstdan; 0RII6/96 HAET
81 Flights, Ine. Formerdy Trimp Filghts, o, v ok, ¥Y Compration Presicent/Trensurasiomior oI 3HIgR017.
92 iy Properiies Management L0 Palos Zsanh, Fiordda LLC Member 12617401 R8T
33 e ok, 8Y LG Mambar 12255 408817
4 o Froductions L1 Do York, MY e MemmarPrasident QB8 12sRety
26 Golf Produsiions Member Cog sy Yol 1Y Corporstion PresidentiCirectorfilwleman DBHENY 182
88 i Bagregtion Suofiang Limied Turnbesry, Soctiang Faesgn Enlity. Direcior JYIRAR 1Hgiew |
a2 Hadicopter &ir Servoes, Ine, sy Youek, Y Crrporation Porident QBHE/3E O
107 {inwiisn Hils Hoidngs LU IV indisa Hifls Development LLG Bow Yorik; NY HE demnerCresident 27541058 & BAORN gty
| dupiter Golf Sl LLC {Trump Mational Soif Club - Jupiter) Moy Yaeke, HY UL Frgsident Q8128012 20T
g Me §tlow York, HY Copurgion PresidsnyDireotorChaioman 0BI2BIR 11912017
[hie York, MY LG Pregidentitembir Tzt & BN LIHROIT

Gaps in pomeriost sequence sre it Yo thi remove! of prevdously reported Rums nn lnnger eportable an this pary,

CONFIDENTIAL

DANY_520588



RIS g6 2380 Pl T3}

fttert
Gy S yeg
e N ;i;ngz‘ Mupshae
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Part 1x Biler's Fositions Held Quiside United Siutes Government

i3 {Orgonization Nume {ng/sente {03 Type {Position Bulg [ Fram ki

313 jLawense Towers Aparmerite LLE e ks, MY fembar ARB5 1ABR204T.

118 {LFB Acqulelion LLC bisw York, XY Prasidant 0823182 kixlizinyd
113 1LFB Acquisifion Member Corp e ik, NY PrasidentDirector/Chaimman 1340844 3BT
114 iMar A Lage Ciup, lng sl Beach, Florida PragidentiTreasymiiSenmsiary 04/15i85 118837
118 iMsrAlsge Cub LLG, e Yok, 97 MeamberPresident xelskind BT
3148 i¥nfand dssoclales New York, MY Partneatie Pprtasr DBI58E

137 s Unverss L L.E, (Formanly Trump Paueants, LB by York, WY Parinsrehip Paviner Cetober, 1666 90T
318N iorid Co., U Tumbercy, Seofiand Forgign Entity Diragtor [Lis A At HAQR0TT
138 {Coeen Deveiopment Mambar ing, b York, KY Corpuration Prosidenifinecion 9340807 HHYR0IT
323 OFQ Hitel Menager 1LC e o, Y e President OBig MRS
128 . 18P0 Hotal Manaier Membar Qo Mow York, NY. Corporativn DisscterChaimaniPresidant PAPIE] 092817
123 10w DevelopertLC Ky Wuek, §Y [R5 Pragidacitiiomber kidicTals I
124 [Panami Gosan Club Menagement LLC New York, NY LG Mamber/Prosident DBAISID 1hgemT
128 |Penama Ogsan Club fManagament Merbar Corp R York, NY Cauporation Prsssidont/Chaimanicssiar G8fes/10 .
128 &ars Consdiing, Inc. Newt York, MY Corpuealion FPresident/DirectorSecratary DEIO1I99 AT
128 Park Beiar Associstes Mew York, NY Pastnershio Paginer QR2463 144982087
138 it De ont Managing Mamnasr Gorp ey Yurk, NY. Sorporalion Dirscior & ChaimaniPossident 4119714 & 411514 % 41184 RIROLT
134 {Ploe Wil Sevelopmant (4.0 dew York, NY LG President DListtal 3387
42z Pisgs Consuling Com ey Yotk MY Catporation Bresidant 10822086 1483017
133 iPsker Veriure 40 New York, MY 53¢} tembarfFrenidant pEigkgd 34382017
424 iPoker Ventue Mansging Merber Dorp ey Yok, 8 Cueporation DrectodPresidestiChalan 03116132 18R
135 iReg Toi Bquities, LT, New Yok MY Corprrstinn Diractor/PrasideniSasralany/Trmaser BETE 1SI204T
138 iRPY Deveiooment 1A Mo York, WY LT MembaFrasident DRIOBIZ 1380017
137 ions L1 Mo vurk, MY 3 %e] MentherPrasiient 03221108 {1881201F
158 LG Maw York, NY R3] Prosidart e, 1965 HIRT
442 iShore Haven Aol ing Rewy Yok, 87 Cerporation DirenonVice President 080188 344672037
143 iShars Haven Shopping Canler i New York, NY LLC Member 13R85 3BT
144 SLE Turpbany Linited {Tromp Turobany) Turbuey, Scotiand Fareinn Bty DiraotorDhelimean 06111114 faagieal? |
47 iBussex Hak Inc, New Yok, NY Qorporation DirectorfVice Prasident 03R1m8 Y1017
168 T Intetnationsf Reafty LLG {dba Trump Internationa] Reaty) Maw York, NY AR D2 IA80TY
181 iTag Al Ins, Rewy York, NY 0BRAI1G 1191201
163 THE Bakua Hotel Manager Sewvices G daw York, KY 1218034 1R6017.
1584 i Reoy Yorl, NY 12139014 11192017
158 ITHC Baku Senvicen LLC Mew York, NY MembatPrasident 1304044 gty
386 PTHC Bakes Bervives Meming G Newy Yugk, K Ceaporation DirectorClmionaniPrenidng 1285244 k1470378
487 ITHC Barrs Hotelars LTDA, Hoaxlt Forslgn Enfity Merber 15444 SIHENIT
188 ITHD Qentrsf Reservations LLO plag Yotk Y L MembeProsident BEIRbIALA N0
188 THE Ceninsl Feservations Mo Yo, NY Sorporsiion ChalrmandiresidPrasidat BRARM3 187
168 | wslpment 410} Plew York, 1Y AR GRIZ0H08 PHHINT
162 RO Development Brazi Mansging e ek, BY Sheeporation ChairmandDirooiarPoesidant 3535113 Moy
1B8%  1THC Devstopment Buaadi A8 phew York, KY LI dembriPresident GSIEH3 HEARRIT
388 ITHE Hote! Dievelapment 118 e Yok, NY WS MembeatPasidant 10741012 382017
187 1THC IMEA Developmeot LLG Bigve York, XY 1§ 50] Prositan [estalslard 14317
188 ITHC Misml Restaurant Hogmielils New Yori, KY Cotporation CralrmapiDireciarPresidgent 22BN 4802087
is) 5 New Yok, Ny LC WsmbenPreside Q2ANS 111012087
170 1IHC Rio Manaaing Member Corp iMew York, NY Comporation ThalmanDirecloriFrasidont S4HINs WABRGLT

CONFIDENTIAL

Gaps in numerice! saquence sre due tothe removal of pravionsly reperied Rerns no longer reportable on this part,
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Purt 1r Fller's Positions Held Dutgide United Sintes Govermment

{o [Organizstion Nsune {CityStnte i0¢ Han Type {Rosition Fold i Froni T
171 THC Rio Marager 30 New Yok, NY e D44443 $HRRGT
472 ITHC Sales & Marketing LLD Mew York, NY LAD [SATEAL) 112017
173 ITHC Salas & Markeling Membsy Com Ry Yok, MY Quaporation Charrman{DsracmflPress.dam GBS BT
174 {THC Ching Techrical Serviens biansger Camp Newe Cork, NY Torguation ChalmmanirectortFresident 05/18714 AYINT
175 THC China Technica! Sanvices LIG Naw York, MY LS MemberPresident Q818114 MBIUT
178 s e Yotk 1Y e Hambanrasitent 14 ¥
177 Haw York, MY Corpotation ShalrmaniDirecioniPrasident 10130014 !

178 ey Yaeh, RY [£X9] 14428134 gk
128 Maw Yok, MY Gonptsstion Chalman/Uirectoniresident 14525014 AYRT
1890 ey Yok, Y XX MemboPrasident 11425114 MY
181 THEG Bhanzhen Hotel tMansger damber Cog Mew Yok, N7 Lorpustion Chelmmen/irectorFrasidant 1125114 i09001Y
18z THG Vansouver Management Com daw York, KY Crrporation ChalrmanDirgciorPresidant QHRAND 1%R0T
183 THC Vansouver Payrolf UG Sntish Columbla {Canada) Corporation DirectorPresident 22015

184 {THS Verkure § LIS Hew York, MY, e Q31014

188 THE Vanture 1 LLS NY. WL 03114114 HASEOIY
188 THG Yenture 1 LLC - NSUA TTTT Venlure LEG pew York, MY LG 10827114 %2017
187 1THC Venturs | Maneging Membar Corp, ey Yaek, NY Coporattor ChiatrenanicantayPresident G3/14f14 1482037
188 ATHG Venture B Ranaging Member Sorp, {djew York, NY orpuetion Chaisren/DirectondPresidant 03444714 BT
188 THC Vepiure Hif Member Carp ~ MAGA TTTT Venturg Member Curp e Yok, KY Comporation ChalmaniDirasionFresident 10fa7i4 148017
180 “ma Duonafd 4. 2. Now oh, Y Map Ersf i G21887 W07
181 v Yok, MY g sletieg RReT
82 1283340 1192817
192 wx g pladdicy piab I
184 {NGL Common Area r&arxdfgg.wem cun e Yk, RY Curporatiar Fresidenyltrector 62023714 1492017
188 {Ti5t reland Enterprises Lintled {Trump interational Soif Linkz - Doonbeg) Lioorbey, fesland Forafgn Sty DinectorPragident 0224114 RIARZALEEN
487 ferites Boonpieg, reland Foesign Eofity PresigenyDirector 02424114 IeRoYy

388 New otk 8Y j&%5 rmmneriﬁrasktmt OBI0Y/10 AT
188 Tth Mzmber Com New York, MY Comuralion QEIBICS SIREOY
280 ITHH Member LG Ry ok, RY XY 09/30/0 m 912017
201 TitiM Mermbar Corp New York, MY Corparation & G306 19807
202 1KY Chicagy Member Acaulsitivn (G ey Yok, NY {RX e} Peasidant 96i03i04 AT
202 T Qommersial LIS New York, §Y LG MamberPresident 1230088 HIBRNT
2048 ITINT Helding Company LG Mo Yok, NY U ombarPrasident RATRL 2802057
208 ITHT Member LG New Yo, BY WG damberiPrasiient Q7420006 HIGRRT
208 ¢ Mg, Maw York, MY Compomalisn ProsidentTreasurenirector IS AUNICIE ]
207 16 Member, (LG ey ok, RY %) Wismber S1/1508 492017,
208 INGE Chatlntte tLE dew York, MY Ue Peesident 100 1 HIRRGIT
208 ITNGT Chariolls Naneger Do by Yk, Y Carporasia PraxdamiChistinaniBisecior 3820441 3412017
210 {TRGC Dulchers County LLC (ka Trump Madss Clessik Carg 11O} New York, BY LG President 14717408 WIRRT
234 JINGE Dhithess Qounty Mermber Com (ks Trump Marks Clagsle Cars Member Sorp) by Yok, MY Couporation PrasidentiOtisitmanfOlysgior U2 18017
242 TIRGC jupiter Management | Now ork, Y FERS Prosident Q81384
£33 TINGE Jup Mow York, NY. PresidgenyChairanin 0826114
214 va;(n‘f} Pi’m New ok, NY Presidant 13047408
218 Mew York, MY PresidentfChairma s REIRGNS
216 ey Yok, NY. MamberFresident fidey] 1382017
212 New York NY ProsidenVCEQ 03/24/85 K261

Gaps in numerios] segteance are dise to the ramnovel of praviousty reprtad items i fonger seportablie on this part,
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Part 12 Filer's Positions Held Qutside United Sistez Goverament
4 {Organtzation Name [Cleyfamnte Type {Pusition it i From T
220 iTremp 108 CPSLLC e Yo RY e #rasident 63128/97 RIAL S
223 Tromp 845 LR G Mow York, NY o] dent 0511503 144902037
224 ITrusp 845 UNGR LLC Nesy Yoek NY LLi el Treasutsr CB/20/87 HABRNT
225 iTrump 845 UN MGR Com New York, NY Lorpuesiion Praameri 01495 AGNT
236 Trump Y48 UNMOR LG (FAGA S48 UM LLC) Fénsy Yok, )Y W PrestdantiTregsuranilembar Q614487 2T
27 Tm“@g AS (‘aﬁm Marks LLC New York, MY e Pl‘e%’rﬁfﬂ'zﬁi&irrﬂ'ﬁ" 00318 R 'f
228 r Gorg oy York, NY Corporation LRIAG igent
228 i Trump Accuisil Lag. faewe Yo, NY Cnrporation 08 AT
R3D_iTrump Axnuisition. LLT dieve York, MY LG i DAEE IIQRELT.
231 Trumg Books LIS fieay Yook, NY AR MembagPragident 30/85443 MR
2E2 Toanp Books Mansgar Corp diove York, NY Lorpmestion PresilentChaimaniCitecior 10 1182017
233 iTump Brszl LG s York, XY [RX; Presidentifember ON0RI3 1IR07
234 i New York, MY G Prasigsnt 03704798 ARSI
235 oy York, NY Garpotation PresidentiBenretany Rarch-03 1182017
258 INew Yok, BY e Presidentiiember 12{13107 L8017
237 ... {Trumip Ganouan Newe York, MY Corpnration PresidentChaimaniirector 1249007 3902017
238 i Trumg Cadbbesn LLL Newy Yk, NY e Member 082701 1192037
238 1Toump Gerousst LLG Newe York, MY G PragidentiMambar [eeit:alg HiBR2017
248 Prumg Carousst Membier Gorp Résy Yok, Y Gusporatisg ProstdentiClslunanDisstor 020810 141812017
41 Ane Eatsdatoment Holdings Ine (i Trump Casies ine, & Fae 3 i2dbantis Dy, Wd Corprration ChalmeanTressrer QBAIRR 017
282 oump Ceniedd Park West Comp Maw Yok, NY Coprration Sepiemberit 144043087
243 Trump Chicage Commenial Member Sup o Yok, BY Coparstion SR 119017
244 Diswe York, MY 48 8128110 plaeivls
248 sy Yok, Y [R%Y] O 1242681 165812017
248 Nove York, MY Cospration FresidenyChaiman/irector Q76810 BT,
287 e Yok, KY He Feesidentilenbyr B8N gaksizani
R4B _{Teomp Cmag Msreg 3§ Msmiw LLG New York, NY LG Presidant 10403404 AIARIPAG TS
248 Tuep Chicags Membst LLQ Bésawy York, Y [AXY) Prasident Qotgbnrdd ifagany
|SBD __{Trump Ghicage Residential Member Corp New York, Y Comparetion SresidentChalimaniiiastor Q70BN 1912017
281 {Tmp Ohicege Residential Meanager LG Plews York, NY. L0 ProsidentMambar UEI26110 18T ]
82 Trump Chicage Befait 1.1.G ey Yor Y*:fi\ NY. LG 38 M0 192017
263 Froump Ohi Nanager LG L1 ”’asmmlf"mmber 10125112 HABIBGTT
1284 | ember Lo k. Loporatat PrortdertChalemaniDisssior ADIE gy
257 Lt 30y Carnmercisl Oh Chicago LG I\,ew\'o'k MY LG Eresident, GOL20137F RRGIT
2806 Trums OFS Corp awy Yok, KY Serpueaiiug Chrsshar 1108108 iy
351 Trump GRS LG Howe York, BY LG Member & Pregident 147801898 8 13 R
282 1in 4m§ Delmonieo LLT hew Yok, MY A%} Nemper F1324204 AR
topmert Services LL.C e ok, RY LLG yiamber DRIIR MR R TR
mmg fnvelopment Rervices Msmbay Somp, dowy York, MY fanmmnration Rensideniieaninr 09/28/88 TBIBOIT
287 Trumg Drieaks torast LA fieny Yk, 1Y emtarPesident OBREE MAEZOXT
268 Trump Diinks Isisel Mamber Corp Now York, By Corporetion FresideriDiveciorfohainnas 0572541 14807
288 iTump Education LG iNewa Scotis (Canada) Lorporafun ChalrmardDiyecior i raied 143812917 ]
S78 _{Tramp Empire Stals, ine. few York, 8 Coparedon PresidentTresswgdDisotor 04115184 7.
274 Trump Sndeayor 12 LLC {Trump Mationa! Dural) gy Yaork, MY e Presidgant 10R0551 4 182017
272 {Tramp Endeaver 12 Mansger Cump N Yok, NY Lorparaten PragidentiDiractor/Ghalimean 1015111 118017
273 {Tump BU Mesks 110 Do York, MY ERY; RGERIBTY T TSRS UB/o4#11 119017

Gaps 1 nmerival segisenne ars diss fo the remove) of previousy seported ftems no longer reportsble on this part,
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Pare 1: Filer's Fositions Held Qutside United States Governmient

2 0rgun) ams iCity! Type |Position Heid i Brom Te

274 {Trump EU Marks Member Com Corparafion PrasidertiDicecier/Chaliman 0810414 11182017
275 The Teunp Enfreprenaur iitiative LLC (ffkiéa Trump University C4 LLG Naw York, NY RS Meatber (813108 /1802017
278 Trump Ferry Point LLC New Yo, NY L FresidentiMembsr 05104110 eeeir
277 Trump Ferey Point Member Carp Naw Yok NY Corporation PresidentDivector/Chiaitman G8f08/15 1152017
278 {Trump Fiorida Managsment LLC New fore, NY ue Menther 0811305 11808017
278 {¥rump Flodda Manager Corp, Maw Yok, NY Comoration Director/Prasident 08110408 11902017
280 _ |The Frump Fellies 11T Wew York, NY ue Wember & President 12114108 14202017
283 {Toump Golf Angulsition LLE New Yark, NY (e Memitiar/resident 0412310 11912017
284 | Trump Golf Coto Beach LLL New York, NY Le MembetPresident 12443407 Yi92u1y
285 {Toupp Golf Gose Beach Member Corp Now York, NY Corparation DirectorPrasidant 32117 1492017
286 Trump Golf Managemsat £L0 e York, MY [RX o] MemberPresident Q1428105

287 {Trump Home Marlis (4O New Yorl, BY LLC MamberfPresident 1irg0s )

288 Trump Home Marks Wember Corp Maw Yok, NY Corporation President/Uirector, 43{19/08 1182037
1289 {Trump lee bLC New York, NY Le Presidantifiember G8125/04 1oty
290 {Trump loe, bnc. bew York, NY. Compation BirectorPresident 030G 14192017
293 ITrump Intsrrational Development LLE Naw York XY we MemberfPrasidan 12840 WG
294  {Trump Internationat Developmant Member Corp New Yo, NY. Compnration Presidamt/Qirestor/Cheirmsn 11428110 11802047
285 Trump Interaational Suif Club L0 (Truep infemations! Golf Club - Flotida) Palta Beaeh, Florida e tember & Prasident BI3A1997 8 111413 182017
295 {Trump international Gioli Gl Scolland Limited Aberdesn, Scotland Forsigtt Entity Dirsctor & Chalrman H24i08 & 3M1308 14972017 |
297 b, I, Paim Beach, Flordda Conpeation Presidont/Diracior/Sesrataryf 1 1209/96

298 g inte g Towar Condominium Naw York, NY Condontinium Association Prasident Seplember-88

288 {fromp international Hotel Hawalf L1L.C Neaw York, NY. 110 Prastdent 0310/08 111812017
300 {Trump Intemational Hotels Menagement L0 New York, NY e PresidentiMernber 08/13808 14482017
301 ___{Trump internalional Managerdent Comp dow York, NY Lorpuation Presidentliacior 07602196 34182017
304 iTrump Korean Projects LLC Mew Yok, NY e Mambar 05104199 11192017
308 Trump ! LG New York, NY e Mermber DBACIS 1892017
308 Maw York, MY Carporation CiregtorPrastdent QBHEIS 1862017
307 fogas Corm. Las Vegas, NV, Carporstion Director/Prasident 12104008 1#19i2017 |
308 Trump Las Vegas Development LG Lag Vegas, NV 1LC Prasidentitember 10/10/02 3713512017
308 {Trurg Las Vegas Managing Mermber 11O Las Yagas, NV X3 PrasidentiMonibar 1071042 111812037
312 {Terump Las Venss Member LLG Lat Vegas, MV e Presidantiember 1001102 392017
314 {Tnanp Las Vegas Sales & Marketing Inc Las Vagas, NV Carporation Prasident 3018704 1192017
318 {Trump Lauderdale Development 2 LLC New Yok, NY. AR Mermber, U8/08/04 BT
317 | Trump Laudendale Davelopment LLC iew York, MY Lo President & Membsr 142104 & 912202003 11490207
318 Trume i New York, NY Qorparation Direcior & WP Q422168 3912017
318 |teur g LG New York, NY LIS Me 02110414 181002017
320 {Trump sia Corp Naw York, NY Carporation Preside sieman/Director 03103108 44192017
321 Teump Marks Asfa LLG Now York, NY £ Pragident 22902008 13114711 & 2029408 AMBE01T
922 (Trurep Marks Adants LLC New York, NY e Mamber/Fresidert 05101408 411912017
323 Tramp Marks Allante Mermber Com New York, KY Corgaration FresidentDirector/Chairman THI01/08 192047
326 | Trump Marks Batumi LL.C iave York, NY LC Mombar & Prasident 33 & ami 1182017
327 {trump Marks Batumi Meraber Corp e York, NY Corparstior President/Qirsstor/Chainman 0081 192017
330 i Teump Marks Canouan Cop New York, NY. Carporaion Bresident/UirectoriChaitnan GS/4707 HAREBLT
331 {Trump Marks Canooen LLE Naw York, NY LhO MeratarPmsident REI7IOT 141972847
32 {Trump Marks Chicsgo LEC G MemberPresident 4414710 118017
333 {Trump Marks Chicage Member Corp Corporation Prasident/DiraclorChalrman 044410 111912017

Gaps in numerizal sequence are due to'the remaval of previcusly reported itams no longer reportable on this part.
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Pars 1 Filer’s Positions Held Ontxide United States Government
3 iOrgantraton Name {City/Siute iy Type {eosition Held | From o
338 Tv syap Marks Dubai Corp e Yok NY Lorpnratinn PrasidantiireclorThelman 0513857 40382037
337 New Yok, NY L F’l"“&'di!ﬁllMG{i“baf [BA13O7 AR
438 Paw York, MY Guporation SHIYOT AHBIRT
338 e Yotk NY 5] Prenident Memrssr 8177 443812017
349 !\x_mjfg& Fina F09_g§z A% New York, MY 18] ProgidontiMasmbar 8109 3
241 $Yeump Marks Fine Finds Morbar Cong Naw York, MY Comporation Prasident/Sireston G51308
348 {Tiuing Mlarks FL Lauderdale LLG New Yok, NY LG Prosidenibomber TR 1113/2!)17
343 ___{Tnume Merks FL Lauderdale Member Corp New Yark, NY Canporationt FregsidentiDimetodChalonan 1306/07 1A9R07
346 $Yrump Marks GP Cop Haw Yaork, MY, Tarporation President/iy BrH12405
347 iTromg Marks Hoiding LB (FKA Trump Marks L8 New Yoy, BY Pacaarship Pante 52500
348 Trump Maris Hollywoud ferp Plaw Yoy, MY Coarporations DiresiorChatrmaniPresident SAROIOT 18307
348 $Trump Marks Holvwond WG aw Yok, MY, ue Prosideni@damber (G WEGIT
358 iTruong Macks stantut i Curp, Naw Yo, NY. LComuinting DirectorfChaitmandPisident 03108 145382017
381 Trump Metks istanbal R LLC e Yok MY [REY; Fresideniiminber C3418/08 18482017
352 {Trump Marks.ersey Of («um New Yok, NY. Corparsiion DirectodPrasiant 0512707 1190017
383 {Trump Macks Jorany Clty LLE Naw Yo, NY. LLG Prasideniienbear DRIZHGT IRROTT.
354 Tm’ng Marks Las Yagas Corp bew York, NY. Gurporation DienstoriFresident O9H0DT 3490017
Wew Yoris, MY, Lo Frosidentembar o107 W7
Neyw Yok, NY. 48 DRREE 3180017
disw York, MY “o 0813708 111972017
taw Yok, NY Copurstion Diracton/ChatrraniProsident UIOTI0R
mg ks M Iv‘unaweat LL(.. Mew Yonit, NY e President/Member O8/24iC9 ¥ .
382 {Truop Mirks Menswesy Marniar G K, Gorporation RirzetorPrasident 0824702 10902017
383 Trump Marks Mortgsus Cup, e Yok, Y Corporation Psas'denbcireclw EHYET a7
364 {Tnmo M Maw York, 8Y e OBI23007 1A
388 {Trump Marks Mumba L i i, MY 214 Adany hEVARTA 192087
368 ooy Mads Mumbal Mensdber Dorp W Yo, RY Lomuration SresidertilirectonChustunan kicaxiat PG
368 {Trump Marks Lo, Mew Yok, MY Garperation Dirastodfresigent O30T A0
370 |Truenn Marks My Rochelis LI New York, NY e Prasident/dember 881307 BT
37 T Marks Pals Boact; Com, e o, Y. Samomaton DirectonPenden B8I12/67 BT
373 Trump Masks Pafta Beagh LLE {Naw Yok, NY AR Presidenifember 084124057 1182017
373 {Trump Marks Panama Qorp et Yok, 1Y Curparetion DiractogPresident 0412607 18RE17
374 Tiump Matks Fansmae LIS 1O 4126107 B
378 irump Matks Philedeiphia Sorp Corpotation DAHSET 19017,
378 . {Trump Merks Ehiladeiohia LLG f\ia&v’far& WY LLE GA{{8/07 1HER017
377 e Marke Phifipptnas LG N York, NY jA%y) S30308 AHICIT ]
378 i Priippings Corp Dy York, MY Comporstion P 1713017
378 Tmmg Warks Product LS e Yok, KY LG PresmenvMambm [akialy] 1agaeiT
380 New York, NY. Gopgration PresigentfDicsslonChalaan oBMsML ARBI0IY |
381 Trumg Marks Puges Rieo ¢ LLC Yx LLO 12084657 1182017
382 {Trump Marks Puerto Rice | Meraber Com N Yok, 8Y Cotmrstion 1241407 14481263¢
385 g i P Yok, NY X PrasideniMenber et i 81?917
386 Reve York, 1Y Sorporation PresidentiDiractorChstman 84408412
387 1% . Tromp *"o’ggggy L Newe York, B AR £470714 -
388 iThe Tmmg Marks Real Sutats Corg N York, WY Corporsiien e R34 192017
289 Teomp Sacks Feal Estale LLG Newe Yok, NY LS resideatMenting 60107 e84
390 Trumg Marks S0HO Lisense Corp. Naw York, MY Corporaiion FresidenV/ChgirtasnDieaator QBT 111902117
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 Part 15 File's Pesitions Held Qutaide United States Goverament
i iOx’& § Pinie 4 itiggjmixmu Type h‘nsﬁ Gun Held i From l To

391 Trunp Marks SCHO LIS Maw York, MY e PresidentMamber SEMART, Wi
304 Trump Marks Stacnford Com ey Yk, MY Surporation DirestorPrasident OBA3HT 3F8R0Y
398 Yrump Marks Stamierd £LG Naw York, Y e Pfes mw s CEHINT HTSRT
346 arks Sunny faies 1LLC Mew Yok, MY 40 AT AARRGET
397 unvy Istes | Member Coro. New Yoek, NY. Serpestion leactoner 348507 4192047
388 i Trump Marks Gunny Intes 1LLE MNew York, MY AR} Prasicent/Nzmbsr 1HG6H7 MY
388 Teenp Sadks Surny tsles I Member Gorp. ey Yo, NY Corporation DirsctorPravident 13105407 143002017
400 Trurop Marks Tampa Gomp New York, MY Cotporation Dirattar/Cresidant 10626457 HABRALT
404 Tromp Sarks Tampa LD taw Yok, Y UG PragidentiVernber 10{25107 HABR0IT
40%  Trump Maiks Toronio Qo aw York, MY Cs:gemzl DirgstorFrasident it .
403 Tr\m\g Marks Tarm 0 LLC e Yok, )Y H Presidentiismbar QBIBICY AABR0IT
404 Ty Toyort L8 ¢ formutly Trunip Toronte Managemenf 1P} Mew York, NY G3LBn 1H5BRMNM7
406 Qx;_y;_) few York, JY HAGIGT G207
408 1LLC New Yok, NY i GAIBRT DT
407 Ulvumg Marks Wesichester Goro. Miw York, NY Cerperation Q843107 18T
408 [Tomp Matks Weslohastur LLC Wew Yok, RY 85 Prasident/idember 51307 RIALIAe NS
409 I Trump Marks White Plains Com Mew York, NY Criporation PreaidaniiDirscior 88307 .
410 iTrume Mads Whits Plains (40 taw Yok, NY LG Prasidentiidembsar GBMIRY AT
431 ITeump disrat Besort & 2 New York, NY LU Progkispiidenther fsxirad RREIT
312 ‘mmg_j{i&m) Resart Managemen( ember Goyg Paw York, MY i Prest daute‘f}imrmm,naimar O82HI2 g1
413 New Yot RY : PR IR
414 attanal { Golf Club Coltx Neok Member Corp Hlew York, MY, Carpgration i—‘fes;‘dant!t?imcrggm SH10/08 1482017
415 Taump Mationat Golf Club LLC {Trump Nations! Golf Civh - Wesichsster} e Yatks, WY R Ee; President OEI000 31 9&017
418 rump National Solf Sluy Member Sorp Mew York, NY. Cutporation SirsslonFrasidectiOhatman 14709413
417 Trump Natlonst Golf Club Wastingtop BC L0 taw Yok, KY. e Pragident S2HBHGY 2
448 {Tump off Liuh Washington DS Mewber Do, Mave ok, NY Corpayation pes ¢ ieRutor QROIMG uw,w
424 Trup Oid Posiu s York, MY [ake] Pstidmw&wt 8133113 181852817
428 Teump O Corporation PregidentOiosctonThaliman DEEALE 321BGIT
424 {Tnuep Goenizetion L1L Naw York, Y jAxv] Dhairman and Sresideniifember DR & Jugust 89008 11180287
428 (T Trump Dogenization, Ing, ew York, KY. Lorpueation Urector/PresiduntiChalinan CB01me $ARR04T
428 | Trump Peagents. Ing, Naw York, HY Carporation Dirscior & ChalmmaniFresident 1015198 & /1103 111812017
427 {Tounp Palags Condominium Kow Yok, KY Congdominium Assosialitg Prasident DHIR 1BR0T
428 | Trurp PalseeiPans LLD New Yok, NY e Mugnier Ritlioaticis At
429 {Tnimp Panams Condomintum Mansgement LIS Hew York, HY LG PraviduntiMembar hPIER 4N BAL 0
430 {Trump Ran Moembar Corp N i, NY. Lo 5 rector/Chairman kF Ky $44812017
434 {Trume Panaem Holet Marsgament LG New York, MY 4 et (S 1438047
432 . {Tounp Pansma Hotel Mansgement Marber G New Yok, HY Lorprstion PresideniDirectorihaiman SRIGEAC W80T
453 {Tnuap Pare Enst Condominium New York, Y Gondonsnium Association President 8443038 ANB017
434 Feump Park Avenus Aoguisition 110 Mew York, MY 3% MamberPresident Hov, 2004 $1R04T
435 1 Trurap Peek avenug LAO New York, NY LD President [alRadion 19017
436 Trump Payrol Chinags 110 ey Yok, MY e President oBrRe0T 3R
437 20m. New Yook, NY. Compoation py3esretaryiirecios Q4IEILE WI9H0IT
338 Trump Phoerix Deveiopment LLL Maw York, NY e o roing 39T
439 Tmmg Plaza LiC New Ve, NY e smber 16/2747 14902017 |
443 ; . Migwe York, MY Cporation DissctarFrosident/Tsasurer 2802104 plakziras
442 {Trump Pmductmns (%X gmm"er Ranche Lien L1.C) New Yatk, 1KY, LG MembedPrasident QB/18{06 e

Gags In ruimperics) xegquence are dus tn the rameoval of praviousty raperted Bems 6o hnger raportable on this part,
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Lasxt Xx PFider's Positinns, Held Guiside United Btates Government
N {Grgmtuntion Nomn {CiyiState {Orgunt Type iPosition Held { Sy Ty
443 |Trumg Production Managing Member lng New York, NY Corparation OBIIRIE
Tromp Reslly Sepvices, WO {Pida Trumg Martgege Sarvinss LLC (03} & Tower Mortgags
348 {Services LLC) sl Bemch, Flodida 3% PresidertMumbey DBORIGE WAHZOIT
447 {Tramp Restavrents LG New Yok, MY LD Brogidurtiantis 87433712 3197
448 Trump Riverside Managament LLG Nawr Yok, NY WG tiamber BBIZSIE 192037
480 {Tme Rulfn Cotmmeniat 10 Mo York, MY AR Pregident 8742887 34972017
451 1 Trump Run Lig L85 Vegas, My e Pragiiyrg 022
4572 Pnsnp Bultin Towsr LG Las Yanon, Y e President & Director, 412005 & T12I0%
453 | Taump Sales & Leasing Ciicage LLE Chicago, . 7 080K & LIRYCY
354 Chisann i Lompnration MemberDirentngPrasidan: RIS & IR LS & 1NR108
458 Sberdssn, Sootiand Garporation DirsutosPrasidentiGludamn 33010 PiBR017
456 Trump Susisborougt Saguace LLC Sootshorough 84, YA BE Progident D774 WIYR0IT
457 Teamip Scotsbomunh Square Membear Corp. Sootshiorounh 5. WA Gorporating Pessidert/ChaiimaniDiscior GPOTI R80T
458 i Tranp ScHo Hole!l Cendorinium New Yark § Condeminium Agsodiation | Member of_ths Hoanf 0B/0R07 ke
489 Trump Sohe Mambertil 3 (LC 04124105 RTaliriekg
45Q | Trump Toronto Development ine i i, 1Y Carporaitan 4102703 2180207
Tasnle, CA Corpmation QEI08 klaye 7z
taw Yok, MY Caporalion Dirsctor/ bt 373908 iaaty
Trump Tower Commendal LLE New York, MY L& Bragident UIRGT ey
Trugnp Tovsr Condominium Resldantiel Saction Maw York, 1Y Cordorainium Aggosiation Fregident Q3123783 sy
Teump Tower Managion Member lnn Bleow Yok, NY Car tor Prasidant 1222467 AT
Trump Vikage Construstion Curp, Maw York, KY BirectoriVins Prasident 8IS IHIGLT
Trump Vineyard Estates 10 Wew Yok, NY 1 Presidant B3hes1d
Mae Yok NY Loomsuntion FresidentifirectoriChalrman D284 1192817
e Yoy, KY [RX0) Presidant 08115411 INEGLY
New Yok, N Corporation FresigentitirectoriChaliman o8 119017
Ny York, KY 10 MemberPrasident 34412074 & 12511 IR
472 {Tomp Vieginia Acquisifions Maosger Cop, PresjdeniCirestorChaiman ORI 82T
473 {Trurep irgite Lot 5 WLE President 0828711 YR
474 Trump Virginia Lot 5 Manater Som. e York, N7 sidentCirector/Ghaltman o5/28M 1 11967
478 Tomp Wirs Maks LLG Plaw Yok, NY Ty ressuesr AT A 1192017
476 ITrump Wine Marks Merher Som. Wew York, 8Y Guporatios % s Prasident BN & 82108 3BT
477 {inamp Workd Pesdustions LLG Maw Yok, MY LG MambedBresident GBS iHgiy
478 Tnamp World Productions Masagsr Guep {dese Yo, WY Corporating DirectodCrsirmantPrasident 09/23/11 HUURGIT
479 {Teamp Werld Publicetions LG Naw York, MY e MemberFragiden QB30HY 363802847,
A0 rumpiiew World Propaty Menagamment (10 Naw Yok, KY [SEe President RRizeaL HIBREIT
481 1Trume's Castls Mansgement Cap ¥, Jd Sarporation Prazident s QY
bl Yok, NY Corperation PRI sy
Tumberey, Scotiang Couporgtion D084 1ABROIT
488 {Tuterny Tunbeny, Seotfand e Presidant 04468114 1952017
385 T Veriuee 1LLG Palm Baaeh, Fiorida (XA Presidant 13180438 HARBOIT
487 ITW Venime B LIS Doonbey, lreund e President Q4431414 343912017
468 TW Yentura | Manaeing Member Qo Florida Corpeation ProsidantDirscionChairman 1148712 HARZOIT
489 W Veniure I Managing Memhar Zem _ Carporation Presidetiiec Qi 14912017
4 wate Air Corp, ey Yok, )Y Corpasiion President TreaaurenSscreta 416196 RAZI190% AL
Chicsge, ik Queporation PresidentiDieusng Q721408 A1872017
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Part L Filer's Positions Held Outside United Sintes Government

CONFIDENTIAL

5 {Dryanizntinn Rame {Cityisiate 10 Type {Rosttion Hold i Fram To
492 jUni 2502 Enferotises LLC Chizago, i e WemberPresident THGIOB & 7018008 AS0IT
443 Los Angelss, GA Qomporation SeoretandProsidentDitactor IR0 & TR 11602 & 11645102 $19RM7
484 VPs LG Los Sngwliss, GA i Prezidentienber SRR & 1304 H1G20IT
498 Iwest Paim Operations LG PR, Flatida 58] amber/Eresiiont 8371106 WIB BT,
408  HWexdond Hall Ing, New York, KY Corporation Sirectorivicn Prsident [uistiag 141802087
487 1Wes Qourse LA Ity Flotida 539 Frasident 83128412
485 White Course Mananing Mamper Corp batares, Fionide Cusporetion DepcionChsionurTrasident 0320012
488 Iiishie Hati LLO sy Yok, KY e AURHCE 418
S0 SWoliman Sink Qneralions (LD fee ot MY LR k et B24/01 & 110G YRR
0% oo Read Extate LG (FAUN Y s Dovelopment Associates 110 ) WHe WambsrPresident QHBGYT 1197817
502 {Ths Fred G, Trump Decsmber 18, 1876 Trust: PO Uoneld J. Trump R i, WY Trust Tnistes Sreamber7% PIZT
504 The Feed O, Tromp Decermber 18, 1976 Tourt: FIH0 Robert 8. Taomp Newe York, HY Teunt Truztes Dersmbsids 1920T
_$¥he Frad G, Trurap December 18, 1474 Trust P8I0 Elizabetn J, Trump Résy Yk, 8 Trust Tiustes DRecembens 3192087
Frod &, Trump, SRAT Trust: FB/0) Elizebeth Toune Grau New York, ¥Y Frusl Tousiee Movembero7. At 7 d
B0 $Trust UG Fred:C. Toump- FIQ Bizabeth Trump Sray Mo York, BY Trust Tiustes MISR208T
514 itaryanne Tromp GRAT Trust FAQ Elizsbath Trump Orag New o, NY Trust Trustes Movember-47. HARIEGEY
842 {Truat UG Fred G Toump- FEID e grandebiidenn of Fred C. Tome, bow York, KY Teust Trustas Apridi 141912047
518 iThe Donald 3 Trump Revpoable Trast New Yark, KY Trust Trugtes Apriiid IMYRT7
516 iThe Poliue Mhletic Lesgue. Ing. dew York NY blor gosfit fdmmber of ths Board Jubp86
817 107 Bali Golf Manager LLD By Yur, §Y e President 52313
518 f sdansger Member forp New Yok NY. Crrperation DiracterChaltmaniPregident 0BI334S
812 hisw York, KY LG President CBIEES
820 o o, NY Corporation DirectoriChairmeniPawsident QRIZANE
§23 3 Plow Yok, KY we GE{23/45 gty
B23 10T Sak Technics) Services Manages Member Corp Corpamtian DBIRRE 11812017
833 _iDT Connsot Eurcpe Limited Farsinn Sntity GAYIE 33802017
824 107 Bndesyvor LG LLC Prasident DURAE 1ABE0IT
525 DT Endeavor | Member Qoip New Yok, NY Cuiporation Diresior/ChelrnanPresident 0104118 143812017
83¢ 37 1.tdo Golf Manager LLZ Mag Yori, NY LLC Progidert 5123618 10T
531 T Lide Golf Manager Member Gorg New York, MY Corporation Director/Chelrman/Prosident 0BI2311E 1RBIY
532 nager L0 Maw York, NY e Prasident 0B23188
533 = Member Cotp N (ot MY Gorporatian 06133118
534 Mew York, NY e ¥ 0523615 PNy
538 R Yarg, §Y Compamtion UirectedChigionariPoesiden DEII3HS 1192047
E36 DT Maike & Hew York MY WL WambarFresident 03123115 3390tz
837 107 Mads Bal Member Dorp Mo Yok, WY Sorpusntion DirectorChairmaniPagitinn; OIS Y
538 107 Maris Lids (40 Now York, NY L HombefPresident 05423015 02T
339 by ok, Y Surporstion DirsotorChalrman/Presidsnt o8 140101 Y
540 DT Tewee LA e ek, §Y RS teamberPresident 143448 w17
§43 10T Towsri k bow York, MY DirectoriChairman®resident 23048 ALY
543 S Tewer it e Yok, B Prosigent {44041 4492017
543 DT Towsy i Bember Com New Yok, §Y Cusporation Disector/Charman®President 0104 5% IBIGTT
e 07 Tower Hoikata (L8 Ko Yok, KY LG MembariPregidernd 14438115 141972037
845 DT Towar Rolkaia Managing Mentber Gorp New Yok, MY Cusporation DissstonChairanifogident 1255 3192017 |
546 DT Venture 1 LLC MNaw York, MY e Prasident {aeAE 1082037 |
B47 10T Vaniure | Membsr Corp New Yori, MY Corparation DirastorChaitman/Presiden 10418 14972087
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Fart 11 Piler’s Positions Held Outaide Unifed Sintes Government

i {Organicition Nase

lC 5 {()rgunizntia Ty EPexieirm Held I From T,
548 |DT Venturs H LIS Mew York, NY LG President 51104418 T
549 DT Vasture i Mermber Com Neow Yok, MY Comparation DirestorChaitcnaniPrasidant GU0aNE AMGIT
850 1DTTM Oparations LLC Miw York, MY e BHISB 392087
584 ey ek, MY Cotguration DHSA8 SERIRT
852 New Yosk, P WL 830418 HIGR0T
553 Yoy o, WY, Compuration DirsstorChaiinaniPasident DYBS WAL
554 How York, MY A%e] Memberffrasident 06/04115 392017
558 C Mow York, MY Corpangtion DirsctonChalrmaniPrasident DOIR4S WEMRGET
556 THG DU Ranigurant Hospitafty 10 New Yok, NY [Axe] Fragidant 08HTIS
561 JCDEVELOPMENT VENTURES L1 Mew York Y (R PresideniMeambear 410518
562 G DEVELOPVIENT VENTURES MEMBER CORP Mew Yok, NY Corprration PrasidentliroctonChalrmean QAIGIE AABGIT
Mew York, MY e Presidentembes Q4428418 14912047
New Yok, MY UG PresidanitSecratanyf Traasuraidanaging Mambar DRSS HARZGIT
Badminatar, Nd $He Prasident 02111700 31902047
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Page Mumber,
ii‘}ma% & Feump 13 of 46
Part 2: Filer’s BEmployment Assets and Income
# Deseription EIF  |atiached scheduls Value Income Typs Income Amount
{Part 2 - BXHIBIT A}
Heforepce #
1164 53 Yal Siveet LLO IS E005 Sremr FEDIBO,0GU st nese BS,U00.008
Linderhdng Asamiy commoiial real estale
Lonation: Mew Yok, 8Y
Hes stbeched svhadule
004 40T Morth Wkaeh YWertum LLE NiA 00R D FEOB0G.000 e £ 5,000,000
Uinderlving Aosaiy: rexddential & commersdal rosl exiale
Louation: Dhicage, i
Ses sdached schadule somin sales S A

BUE MORTH CANOM LLT
Unduriying Asesix rexidential
Losnation: Beverty Hillg, T8
Sus sfavhed schedude

)
4
iy

M 1009

8,000,801 ~ 25,100,080

Bons fov ey than 3301

307 845 UM Linsted Ratnonbip (D (D) S 000001 ~ L35 080000 e SV, 000,001 ~ 2B 000,000
Uridarlying Sonedw commmicial von extle
Lassption: Mow York, KY
Zae stiached sohedule
008 Cabusinses invesbnenis, 3R A, WiAOR025 31,000 031 - 55,000,000 Mo oy lnes e S200)
Linds *iﬂéﬁg B il
Lovation: Desyinizan Fepubic
Swe aftachad subudile
010 P "iii‘%ii‘é Aparients, Lij > M 032 $1A01 -$18.000 Monm {or ipag than B30
Sk atunyed soly
1113 #A 3034 FH001 -~ SHIG000 st for foxe than 8801
Lﬁcmfm plarialk, ﬂ,é\
Fes aachad schadaie
THE ACCOMPAMNYING SCHEDULE {PART 2~ EXHIBIT &) 15 AN INTEGRAL BART QOF THE ABOVE 4D SHOULD BE READ I COMNIINCTION THEREWATH. Gaps I numerical
seguence are due to the remaval of pravipusly reported Rems no longer regortable on this part, information balng reportad ficon January 1, 2007 Yo Deeembar 31, 2047,
CONFIDENTIAL
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Part 2: Filer's Employment Assels and Income

i Deseripiion

ww

attached schedule
{(Part 2 - EXHIBIT 4}
Reference #

Value

Income Type

Invome Amount

012 £ B Pave Aocpanion, LD

Lindsadlegy Asnais: Innd, buliding s &
Locatbes Moaw Yok, MY

Soe sltachad schadule

FREY

036

FLO60.001 - 35,008,000

diogr (o lews thae $301;

013 BT AERDERACE LIS
Vindeehubng Avswtsr sleorsh
Locetbuy Moes York, MY
Swe alschad sohedule

FEO0G06 - $R. 000 B0

Slong {or ses than B8R4}

(14

LDINGE LLC

el

§042

fsfwrast

317 CLET CRERATIONS { LD
Urdarlying & a0k
Lucation: Mow Work, NY
Sae aached schoetuig

113

MES

046

These B50,000,000

fesd

FLOWGNT - BABOGL00

338 LY DOHMRECT LG
Lindderlving Sasels sl
Location: Palm Baach, FL
Bep pifachad acheduls

A

035

1000001 ~ 35000500

SHEDUT - BILDL00

020 BT WANMIER LLD

059

BESUET - HAL.DOG

wrssagamant s

11 433

7 O
i vaportnd roBipady bonk aceoted holding only.
Sekditivral Linsdaiying 4
RGP LTS, BOREYS BTERMRY
SETERMATIONAL B8 WO COLTD - valus ned oy
s oaricinmds,

Licerme holder, Blaw York, BY; See stinched sohadide,

e deal with SRS BESDURD
OPEALL LA, HCRESTUING

o

258

063

ESEREE S SR

SHILLNY - BLID0.D0G

024 Exeat Vel 1LLD

Lingndying Sxeots; recidiriial nudsl progatty
Losation 3t Bavlin, Prenoh Wast butiss
See giashsl whalhide

7Y

098

$E.0006,001 - 32306000

te

OG- 310000

THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE [PART 2 - EXFIBIT A} 15 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABDVE AND SHOULD BE READ 1M CONJUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numerical
seguenc are due o the removal of previously reported Bems no fonger reportable on this part. Information being reported from January 4, 2047 1o December 23, 2017,

CONFIDENTIAL
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Part 2: Filer's Rmployment Assets and Income

i# Descyiption

RIF

atiached sehedule
(Part 2 - EXHIBIT A}
Ruference #

Yalue

Tncome Type

Ineome Amount

026 Filty-Sesnth Sowst Assusiaiss 110
Undertying Aogx syvsercial rel psiale
fhonstion M Yok, BY

Ris wltoched echudule

EONRXS

NEY

100

Crror FERIDG.H00

{3 $5,000.000

028 *13 o Produclions LLG
Waive ropabd y ¢
Ei:ﬁii}( PESTIAES gﬁif izzz S s> ?@»ssw
~cm¢> fsie

Wl not readily

cerialabin,

103

brye {or foxs ton $1.088

Nt

goif sulatesd vevgnue

F2IBH00

030 TR NATIOBMAL BULE CLLE  BEMTER
Underbrlg Aonste polf chas

Latation: Jugier, FL

Sag pitached schedule

17

Chear $83,000,000

pnif rdotad revanue

99,262 587

HXH LABSIMETON FARILY HOLIBKGE LIS
g &;fs%ia gl

Foaschnsis SIS, 53

Saw witached wohedudn

119

»ﬂs
B
o
et

Hovws {or feexs than b

Linderiving Sesain golf ohd
Lovatm Bedninster, K
Swe witached schaduls

032 TRIBAP NATIOMAL GOLF CLLES - BECRIMGTER

HA

120

Chvor SHLED 000

et radaled revenug

FIRBE 38

34 RESFAALAT0 LUK, L1
Undsrhving Rexabs resur
Lonstinn Polm Beach, FL
Sue wiachad sehadbls

13

Cover SERENG D00

rnist ralalnd revenos

528,138 A8

035 FIRE HHLL EEVELOPMENT LLD
Urnnderbylng Aseeta golf olui
Location: Ping Hi, B

Bee adandud sohahde

142

Mo {oF lexs W $201;

(37 Sevaw Bpivgs WO
Unahmteing fAssedy: resd eslate
Looaiiven W Blao, MY
Swe sitached sehedule

B

153

TEs 0. 001 - Ban 0. 00

Fone [ lues than $20%)

(138 TRLBSE TURNBERRY

Undpsting Ronedn: golf onunes ami reent
Losstion Tursbwery, Soadland

Sue sltached schedule

RS

Crgerr $RO,GUD. DG

gai! rtuled rwenue

LR RN

039 T internationa! Rewly LG
Sentu soporiced oaflonis baed st hnling oy
£ and Drohaiage
sreriad der, Sendonen 368 SLUDEHRYE,

S ch’;{ Y,

DA

180

ST - FABRND

nonrnisalons

$3 080,405

THE ACCOMBPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2- EXHIBIT A} 1S AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOWLED BE READ I CORBUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numerical
seguence sre due o the removal of previously raported Bems no longsr reportable onthis part, Information being reported from Jaruary 4, 2007 to December 31, 2017,

CONFIDENTIAL
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Part 2: Filer's Employment Assets and Income

i

Preseription

BIF

attuched schedule
(Part 2 - EXHIBIT A)
Reforence #

Vabug

Income Type

Income Amonnt

(340

TG CEMTRAL REQERVATIONS LLD

Watun reponian neflocts bank sonourd holding sy,

Additional Urnlorbying Sxsel holal company - valse nol ronlly
agnerialnide. Hote! oopany, K Yok, MY oo sliacherdt

MR

167

SEELIN - SB00,000

Nuee {or lnew than 3201}

041

THED CHINA DEVELOPMENT L0

Watue repoctad rofiagds hank ancoust boliling endy.
Sotdithorat Undedhang Asesl dovelsper ~ eshse nolre
gevmisivable. Daelonsr, Muws York, MY, See stlarhad schadule

A

169

ESRER IR SERUEY

Mo g leas than 3301}

043

T Eagl 81 Slsat Company, 1P
Lindsrbeing Asseby: sealdestial resl asiale
Lonethney Mg ok, NY

Siwe wltached schedids

A

199

st

SI0.001 - $1.000, 00

(144

THE TRIBSF CORPOBATION

Lindoriying Aaoptsl management spmpany
Loseation: Mew York, MY

Sem asbandumd schadiule

200

Chvar BS0,000.000

ansgersant avd
refatad feus

16,844 824

0435

The Tromp-Rgudiable Fift Sescae Qompeny

ke vaporied safiecs bank asnoird ondy. Beditys other holdings
arud asenis ars reporiesdl elvssdieny) son altchad soheduin. Pase-
St angiby, Koy Yok, MY

208

Hdeser (or Jogs Buoy 3LO0T

spre

CRIGIRE IS H R

046

TRUMP SNTERMATICHMAL GCLF LHEE - BIUNBED
rdardying Soassls golf courss and meso

Looation: Bowrdeg. iretand

B atlantund achaduie

22

211

F28 000001 - BEG000,000

st relnded covenueg

$34,156.574

047

THT COMMERCIAL LIL

sl Sosets: oupmreroial seud oxlide
Losatiorn R York, 8Y

See aliached suhodulx

40N

218

S8 BHLO0T - BERE0R00

ferd

ST 00,007 - FR 00 00

048

T HULDING CORIPARY LLO
imbrlying Soneds: oot sonde unit
Laoation: New Yok, §Y

Hoe giinched sehotuly

5

™x
—
W

AEECHRE IR S REIIRL Y

nend

30,601 - 310000

049

TRUMP MaTIOMNAL GOLF QLUR - CHARLOTTE
Lirsdaehriong Resels: polf slub

Logwtion Dharfolie, MO

See sttashen sohwshs

™2
>
s

$6 DML - BEB. 00000

it rebated revanug

{50

TRUMP BATIONAL GOLF CLUR - BUDSON VALLEY
Linndaelying Sgaels g it

Eansadion Hopewsd Juncian, MY

Gee attached srhehls

RN

$5 00,00 - F2ROD8.000

vt sodated rovanue

THE ACCORMPANYING SCHEDULE {RART 2~ EXHIBIT &} 15 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IM COMIUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps i numnerical
seqguence are dus te the cemoval of previously reported Rens no longer reportable on this part. Information being reported from fenuary 3, 2017 to December 33, 2047,

CONFIDENTIAL
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Part 2: Filer's Employment Assets and Inceme

52

Bescription

EIF

attached schedule
{Part ¥ - EXHIBIT &)
Refuronce #

Tacmue Type

Tnveme Amount

051

MATHOMAL GULF TLUR - PHILADEL PHIS
¥ golf ol
Lomation: Ping Bl )4

Sew alinchiod sohedule

229

bl velalod reeanug

B4R 4

052

TRUOMP 108 OPR LG

Vatue reporied milects bank sovount holding snly.
Ackdifions? Undlorbying Aonall nosx
Losation: Maw Yk, 1Y) Sew slleched schedids

Y

234

R (o7 lons e B30

Q57

TR BOGRB LLG
THE REDAS TORICH

Wakaw ) efisriy bank an

if hadding only,
ok el with Plaly Publishing L1450~

Hestcdur o ook contract, K Yk, BY,
Sew ailached schgdhsle
{Fysidinbed 2014

243

Moo {or love ten $1000)

nayaithes

359

TR CARGUREL LG
Wb sepaetyd 1ol
 Solsfitianat i
LY DERARTY
seaddily wasriainable.

Carmuse! npenior, Mow York, BY.
Sew aflached soheduls

g ondy.
savansd with KW YORK
ATHOHN - valos nat

250

BELOGY - BIE000

advdsshnn

{61

TRURP CPS LL0

Lamleriyivg Aowats commendsl snd residential ropl oxtads
Location M Yo, ®Y

Bew stiached schedule

REEY

265

v

LB 00T - $E.000,800

064

TRUBP MATIONAL DORAL

Lindorbying Ssoots polf sowress & sesort
Lanation: e, FL

See slachul yohabdy

AT resont spdated
FRYRITIOS

065

TR FERRY FOINT LLG

Lindntbring Soals) spawaling awresment with MEW YORK QITY
DEPARTHMENT OF PAREKS & RECREATION - polf counse
Lonation Mo York, MY

Bt st soreiuly

{Opening Dwy: Aprdl 4, 38

283

BHAUGOGT 52

Wt
P

RELRE

ceif vedated mesnug

66

TRUBE GOLF ADCHESITIONG LLG

s otk 3 BiEng vy,

(3253

T
o)
)

$1.001 - $I88

et vabuled voesnug

EHREE

THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDLILE [PART 2 - EXHIBIT A) 15 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE ARD SHOULD BE READ (8 COMIUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps In numerical
sequenne sre due 1o the removal of previously reported Rems no longer reportable on this part. Information baing reported from Sanugry 1, 2017 to December 31, 2037,
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{Filer's Name Page Number

{Danald 1 Trumg 1% of 46
Part 2: Filer's Employment Assets and Income
i Description BEF  jatinched sehedude Value Income Type Income Amount
(Part 2 - EXHIBIT A)
Referenes #
{167 THURP HOME MARKE LLG WA 4291 F1.007 - §18.000 coyutiian $IE007 - REO.U00

Yahs repotied reflects bank aotound hokding anly,

Adaiinnal Lnderlving Asselr license deal wilh DOSWMLITE
BITERMATIONAL MO, GOURBET HORE PRODBUCTS LLQ
SCHRTHPONT TRATRNG LIS, SHGH OF TRES 3, TRE BA
b vudt nealily secasiainabls,

Linenss holder, Mew York, MY

Sae aflanhel shehsds

68 TRUMP KR LLG M §294 Fone gw Insg that §1.004}
Satun reparied ety benk avaount hudding taly.
Axfchitionat Lndadioing Aaant ediodbushy sompers ~ vk ¢
BRCETIRLS Yo , awse ek, MY Sow g i
{65 TRUMP INTERNATHORAL GOLF LINKS - SLOTLARD Mk 1297 Cwer $80.000,000
trelestying Sesels: golf courss
Location: Aberdeen, Sesliand
See altanhwl suheds goif redgtasd revenue F3448 724
{370 TRUMP MTERKNATIONSL GOLE OLUS - FLOBIDA MA §209 FR5.000.001 - 3R 00,000
Lnshrlying Sesels: gl ol
Location West Pabm Baasoh, FL
Bee atinvhed swheiudy oI rmimded weanus 12828, 728]
071 TRUMP IWTERMATIONSL HOTEL HEWARLLQ A 8300 Sonwe oy s fan 531,600 vpaities 3100.001 - $1.060. 105
Yahie mporied roflects bank scusunt holding ordy.

Sodigional Urshadying Assell m&ﬁ'ﬁgﬁs aant and irense sgresmants
wrdihy IRUNCATE BZRER BW LLE - valus not resdlily ssnerainabls. sanmgemant fves 52 B 154
License hodder, Walkisi, 1
See stnched wrhednig

galgs H250 B

072 TRURF NTERKATIONAL HOTELS MANABERMENT LLD W& §301 Ovar 550,006,000
Linderiring Askei mumagemant svamye
Locution Meng York, BY s e &
Bae alached achaduis ather canfract $17,125.815
R
073 TRUME LAG VEGAS DEVELLIPMENT LG KR 1308 $1,000,001 ~ S2,00 008 Hereve fov lews than &30
Urideviving Aossdsl developrean Sed with TR BLUFFIN TOW
ST LD 1 o Qusdminnmant B0, Lan agsy, o e sohuhiy
076 TRUMP MARKS ASIALLC PR 1316 SE0U001 - 31,000,000 Hone for foss than §301)

Linderiving Assads: residentiol res! ssigle
Location: Serting, VA&
Buw alfached schadule

THE ACCOMPANYIMG SCHEDULE [PART 2- EXHIBIT A) 15 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ M COWMIUNCTION THEREWITH. Gag:;é i rumerical
seguencs ard due to the removal of previcusly reported Rems no longer reportable on this part. iInformation baing reported from January 1, 2017 to Deeamber 31, 20047,

CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520603



Filer's Mame

Pags Number|

Totsaid 4 Trump

19 uf 46

Part Z: Filer's Employmwent Assets and Inceme

#

Desoription

BIF

attached schedule
{(Part 2 - EXHIBITY A3
Relerence §

Valpe

Income Type

{nesme Amount

078

THUBS® MARKE I5TANBUL 110

Yalue meporiad rellngds bank acvount holding anly
Ackiitinat Undareing Assol Hnense desl véin iﬁxm%:}“‘“’\i
QTORIUTIY TICARET A8 - exhw vol rouslily savetisinabde.
License holder, Maw Yok, BY

See alisched sohetiule

342

Phovas (o baex than LG0T

soyutiien

SIONO0T - B U0G.000

079

T&&é ’%‘P w&*m ii&?

»“«f}dsimms i.e sty
e vl ceami, mcma
Sew sitstbued sohuduls

Mg o lovs thawe §1,004

royaities

$1.001 ~S2.800

080

TRLEAP MARKE MATTRESR IO

W atee repanind refiasts bonk sonount hokdlng naly,
Aohiigiong Underdving Sesel nenes desd wilhe BERTA -
madhy seontininable, Licanss holder, Rew Yk MY
Sou wifachw! schutdule

wabe ok

B

o3
L
<

royaities

001 - $15,800

081

TRIRSR MARKE RMEMRWESE LT

Wabae reporied mfackx bank avonaid hobidlng only.

Soidiiorst Unlerdving A w bl ey PWH OORP,

PESKLESE CLOTHING 41 ?,&%‘?i U LR,

OXFCHRD OPTHALBIC, KA valoe not readity
asvovdsioabia, Liostas ix”;kéé;; Bl ‘s’::s.réz\ Y

Seo mitschd sohwslule

revgsition

BRGO01 - B106,56¢

082

TRURA MARKS MEW RODHEUE LD

w%sw reparied wanis hank suonunt holding only

Additionsd Urletlying Ssont Bounus el kw ROU PARCEL
& LLE ~ wadew vod veadily sveerininable. Licuose hoider, New
Yok, }Y

Sww gilavhad schodde

A

389

E

o {0 foen than §1,001)

soysition

S15.001 - BELL00

(83

THUBP MIARKE PARAMA LLE
Welue reporied rmleoks bunk
Auditional Undeldng Aasst %
SEERES D - volue ot nesedil
w, Plw Yk, WY

See sHochsd sohadule

R

P

ppyaiting

FHELBOY - 31000000

087

THIRH MARKS WAL
wz wmfi@&‘i mfieuts bk ancount ?“ﬁif“i!‘{g Miy
$ ; H ¥
isrﬁsm
ok, ?»ﬁ
Bue sached sohahiy

B

351

o s Hhaw B9 000

rovaitios

FIOL.001 - $LOGIDG

THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2- EXHIBIT &) 15 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ I CORIUMCTION THEREWITH. Saps Iy rumarical
sequencs are due to the removal of greviously reported tems no longer reportable on this part. Information being reported from fanuary 1, 2017 1o Decembear 31, 2097,

CONFIDENTIAL

DANY_520604



Filer's ams Page Nurber

Dionald . Trump 20 af 46
Part 2: Filer's Employment Assets and Income
& Treseription EIF  {attacheit schedule Yalue Income Type Inceme Anount
{(Part 3 - EXHIBIT 4)
Reference #
(90 TRUMP MIAR RESDHT MANAGEMENT LG bR 1395 $1,000.001 ~ $5 800 100 Mo o foss than §201}

Vol seponiad seflects band atnos
Masagamant Sompeny - vl nol iy
S whtsched sohadide

081 TROME RMODEL WAMAGEMERT LIS M E398 FI8007 - 350000
Mudelng apmoy
Loralion: Raw Yark, MY
Sow gitavhed sohwdule sananisainng $¥ 14 014

Aoy oy,
nlly anomtainabds, Misad, FL

§092 TRISEP MATHONAL BOLF DLUE - SOLTE KECK PR 13090 Thewsy $86, 000,000
Undentying Aonads: golf chib
Lavatinn il Neok, M

Sue aifeched schetinds olf sadatedd rovamg IR0
093 TRBEP BATHEINAL wi)s,ﬁ? LU - WERTCHESTER A 2401 Chesy S50, 000,000
Lindustying Asse
Lotation: Brineglif 8 )
Gwe a%*ac*zew‘ grheritds gl rplatad ey BY 253 H08Y
094 | THUE NATIGHAL GULE CLUE - WAGHING TN 00 Kk 14 Ouer $R0.100.000
Vindedving Sssmw golf ehuk
Lonaiben Folomas Falia, VA
Sew siteched schadide oot radadud rewsniue F12PHR 228
515 TRUBR QLD POST GFFICE LD A T408 HRETR T REE R LY
Ungtardying Aasei huodsd
Loosiion: Woeshinglne, B

B atbentmd soboduis Hadet nedtent penus $33 408 037
057 Silns Unbagne LB, LILP MR E413 FIRG01 - SRR Koo (o dems thon §201
s hulding ondy

Wk raporisd mﬁmia bk @
Sefdtnnel Undeet Fanat nong
See sbached s

LG8 Hi& 1414 F1000 001~ 33000 000 surst 98,001 - BEE OG0
v«-{%’? a’tizsci‘@zﬁ %
fsh] TRUP PARE ;&’»‘S%{i}% LG ’EAE420 Oreor BREG,DOG.D0G st 100001 - SHOMLED
Urideriving Aossin
Lasnstion: Mo Ym& WY
Bae pilvched sobedude pesnde salus R15 A8,

100 THRUME PLAZS L.A, BA 424 S0 DOLGNT - BEDE0O00 rard F1I0.08T - SN0

B3
Lotiony Mew ‘{xsn ?\é‘{
Aas wilached sebedudn

THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE {PART 2 - EXHIBIT A} 1S AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOLUILD BE READ 1D COMNIINCTION THEREWATEH, Gaps in numerical
sagquence aredue to the removal of previously reported tlems oo longer reportable on this part. information being reported from fanuary 3, 2017 to December 21, 2017,

CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520605



[Piler's Nams

Page Number

Winrehd J. Trumg

21 of 45

Part 2; Filer's Employment Assels and Income

i Deserviption

ELF

attached schedule
{Part 2 - BEHIBIT A)

Referonee #

Value

Incoms Type

Tneome Anownt

181 FRUME PROIITIONG LG
Lhudadying Aaselts] produshinn comDay
foculinr Rew York, MY

Saw attnehed sehadds

B

426

ERRECIREEL I ST REEIRE

prvskichon mvvenag

103 Trump Fastaurenis LLD
Undubng Asasls resisurant
Lassation: Mew WmR, KY

Zoe sibarhed schedule

PEA

430

1000001 - $EHRIN0

st & bovetage wiated
sales

104 TRUMP RUFFIR TCWER TLLO
Lindedving Sesstu sevenernial real selwds
tocythory Lag YWeges, KY

Been pliachod achaduls

B

434

[RESE SCREVIRELY

sonds siles
frofd sedadad rovarnm

8,814, 1088
pEER IR

106 TRURP RCOTESBNROUSH SUSRE LLO
Erudndying Asseby rashianilal el setale
Lasation: Somphormugh Sauans, WA

Rae alanhed sohethde

26

SEULO0T - 5100

et

108 TRUMP TUAVER SOMBSERTIM

Lovathye Maw Yok, BY
S wlached achadude

fEA

444

vent

108 TRLIEE TV R MAMACING EMBER e,

seharkde, Pros-dhu entlly. New Yal, BY

Wilne repurtnt refonts Bank anonent holding only. B
hotdings and sesals wiw ool showhe) see sltached

bEA

F1O0T - $15.000

Mo (o eas than §861)

110 TR VIBEYARD EETRTER {10
Lidaetying Aoneds) vineyard
Locatinr Uharlotipaeliis, WA

Seoe atached sebedde

S

447

et

SIB0H0T - §1.000.00

111 RGP WINEYARD EETATEY (OT ITRVRER LLD
Linsladdying Aeseds) vinvymd

fougl srtotieavitie, WA

Sow sitachad sebeduls

448

SEOGO01 - §1.000 800

vt

SIELIE - $L60.000

112 TRUBE VIROMA ACIRISITIONS LLG
Linderiing Suseis) sonmvint seal salate
Lonstbey Charlotlenslite, Wi

Sow altached sohadls

450

SHOELET - S2B.000000

rurinl vedated svanus

BETRATE]

113 TR AR Wi Lot B LLG
Uriloslying Asaets wineyasd
Loostion: Chariniizoviiy, W&
Saw pilechel sohedule

272

452

BHOG.001 - 3100000

yEnd

W
5%

%

x

001 - L

116 TRAURR MATIONAL GOLF CLUB - LY ARGELES
Urplariying Asasin ol oourse and vnsohl fols
Loontion: Log Asgel :
Reowr wsbached avhadule

CONFIDENTIAL

PEA

455

Coyer BEGGIHE I

wodf rinted seven
lard sales

THE ACCOMPARNYING SCHEDULE fPART 2 - EXHIBIT &) 15 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READR I CONIINCTION THEREWATH. tiaps I mamerest
sequence arg due b the renoval of previously reparted Rems ao jonger reportable onthis part, information being reported from January 4, 2017 10 December 33, 2037,

DANY_520606



Filer's Name

Paée Nugrber

Borsdd J Tramg

23 ob 46

Part 2: Filer's Employment Assets and Income

#

Deseription

attsched schedule
{Part 2 - EXHIBIT &)
Reforenve #

Value

Incoma Type

Income Amount

118

Wintiman Rink Dpwations (LS

Ungwiyivey Ssaely sporating sprasend with REW YORE Oy
DEPARTRIENT OF PARKE & PECREATION - lon skaling rinks
Lonation Mew Yok, KY

Son allsched sohaduds

476

1,000,661 - 55,000,008

iow shating ok
aperaion

FAA B85 Qemerg, LID

Ursdeslying Azesis: onvneroial rost oxisb
Losation: Ran Franisog, GA

Sew miechud sohwdubs

HA

478

Cromy $HG.00G, 000

rani

Trowr §8 000,000

121

1R80 AVERUE OF THE AMERITAS, & TENAMOY-R-COMBON
Undgedying Soxels copwvercist nel esisie

Laoeadion: Key York MY

Sue slipchen suheshile

479

Dxver FHO G000

g

Owar BB.OOG,000

F4 Honitad peekoneabip et It Blaorels S8y Aaedates, L8 (vis thy
aniibee dhckoseat on Edbibdt A and disa swnerabip by The Roseid & Trumgp
Revecnsbie Tt

ing Asvats: ros

Locadion: Seothlyn, Y

G el wadnte

Rk

418, 141, 154, 446

LSTREEIRS SR B LR LR TS

i

CEREUARE R RERIREEE

123

ey wolifiny
Ferey

apuf soiaty

5§ MERER] O

Lonstiors Broasden, WY

&

018, 141, 154, 446

SHER ARELIRERE

Fevy

3106001 - $1.004.800

124

Tramp Yoy Tripley
Linderiving Ssneta sesidential ronf suty
Lonation: Mew ork, KY

%
o)

A

s BRE O G

Moy (e than $201)

PR YT WERTURE LLLG

Loowtian: Palm Headh, FL

Bap sstfochad sche

KA

533

fSRECIRE G R FHREIRELY

Muns jov leas than B30

126

RARIA DVTWOWEMTURE LG

Underiving Sseeby meaidertinl rost enlule
Loostion Paim ¥, Pl

Bow sitschad ache

B

093

EFRECREG R S RECIREE

P for bess than R340

THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2- EXHIBIT A} 15 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABDVE AND SHOULD BE READ IR COMNIUNRCTION THEREWITH. Gaps i numerical
seguence are du o the removal of previously reportad fems no longer reportable on this part, Information being reparted from fanwery 1, 2007 to December 31, 2017,

CONFIDENTIAL

DANY_520607



fFﬂar‘s Name

Paug‘a Number

onsid J. Trsmp
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Part 2: Filer's Emplovocent Assets and Income

#

Brseription

i3

sttached vehedule
{Part 2 - EXHIBIT &)
Relerenee

Value

Inceme Type

Ineome Amount

127

O farks Vel 11O
Uraheiviog Assele; Hosrgs i
Livsrmssish JAWALA RE&L
BEVELOPERE PRIVATE LD
Lonation: Maw Yok, WY

Hew attached schwdide

Wik i reudily ssnerainabiv

M

089

rayaiiog

F1.000,001 - 3500

130

THE VASCTUIVER RAMAGERERT CORP
Underlving Aspsin mursgamsed company
Lunafion: Varnomear, Canads

Raw wiinchad schadide

Yok red peadlly asvedsinebie

BR

190

ignagenent foes

F196. 953

THE THUME EMTREPREMEUR MITIRTIVELLC
Walow reporind rofiody bank et fededing onfy
Sfefit Underdving fased 30UNET BIOQEans
Esmadion Maes York, MY

See sfiaded sohmbdy

Wanias not resdily seceniaingble

A

201

SIGO0T - §50.008

resbiual ntomns

31,100

132

5 FURITER MARAZERENT LD

seportnd refinots bank soomed holdlng only.
s Andertying Ass agnrd Sumpue
ey shaptier, FL

See aitarhed schmbils

Watas nod resddily ssowrialnabls

Mi&

SB800T - FHEL 000

sewnagenent g

R

133

TRUMP CHIDARD COMBERCIAL MAMBER LIS
Usidedving Sesads: mansgement compay
Lovatien R Yark, §Y

Sge witeched sohaduls

Yok not readily ssonrisiatis

BHA

smrtageman feg

87,2

TRUMP CHICAGC BOTEL BANARER LD
Yoha rapoviad ¢ bk st hoblin
Urdurbying Rose sgomsnt cwneny
Laoatioer M York, KY

Sue wiached suheduly

Peuie red readily sacerisinable

Monw {or lsas than 31,000

ranapvant fees

135

THUMP SHICAGO RESIDENTIAL BIAMAGER 110
Unserdying Sasedy menngemant company
Location: b

B mtiad shimsdie

Wahse pot reotlly sromiainabls

R

260

managent foax

THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE {PART 2- EXHIBIT A} 1S AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN COMIUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in nurmerical
seguence are due 1o the removal of previously reporied temg no longsr reporiable on this part. Information being reported from January 3, 2017 to December 33, 2317,

CONFIDENTIAL

DANY_520608



Filer's Mame

Page Number!

Chonid L Trump

24 of 46

Part Z: Filer's Fmployment Assels and Income

Description

EIF

attached schedule
{Part 2 « EXHIBIT &)
Heferenes #

Value

Income Type

Trcome Amount

THURE MARKS FINE FOODLRS 1L

Yabus reported seflocts bank anomard holting moly,

Sdiditions! Underiving Assst toonse deal with TWG KIVERS
QOFFEE - value sol seadily ssoevisingble. Licsnss holder, Mew
saek, Y

Swe sltached sohedule

M

333

R4 - 318000

reymition

$15.001 - FRR.GH0

TRUMP MARKS FHILIPPINES LLC

ats vaporied voleady band ancmund hobling wnip.
Liverassdsh CERNTURY QITY DEVELOPMENT LORP
Lovathny Mew York, BY

See altachsd sthedule

ot rudl rnadily ssueniainuide

A

367

Sons for g Hhan $1.000

royaities

H1O00001 - $5.000,000

139

THURP MARKES STAMFIRD LLE

Lindasbying Aoxals: inense deal

Liverseefer 33 BROAD BTREET ARSOQCIATES &
Losution: Naw Yk, MY

Gee sached whaduls

Yalug not really ascsiainalids

380

rorpaiiies

3HLA01 - 31.000,000

140

TRUMP MARKES SUNKY IBLES LD

trteshying Reveia: oenae deat

Livensosfa) MECHAEL DETER & NaOR GEZERYOY
Loculion: dw Yok, MY

Swe sitached sohadile

Yaolie not remdily ssonsiainalin

KA

rovaiting

SO0 - 51 800000

141

TRUME PANAMA MOTEL MANSGERIERT LLD
Yolue roporiod rliecls bunk accot holding onfy
Undardying Ssaels: roanasgernwnt sgrawrent
Lotathon dass Yaek, MY

Bew sttached schadds

akie not renslily astariainaldn

A

417

Mo {0 fusy than $1,061}

mnnsgurnent fues

F45E 597

142

TRUMP TORDNTO HOTEL MANAGEMENT CORP

Natos reporied eoRoty bank ascound holding oy,

Andiffonat Undridng Aasel muvagemerd derl with TALON
TERMATIONAL O - vatoe not ropdly aacerivinasie,
banmsgermant company, New York, KY, See atlavhed schadule.

A

$100% - §15000

manapenent foes §
e gvdiie v
Ayl

143

T VEMNTURE FLLD

Sutue reporiad retfocts bank stowant holiting andy.

Additional Underidng Asssd nareptalion ssrvites Cempany -
walug not realily secetaingids, Palm Ssach, FL
See sifachent srhodule

A

462

SLO01 - $15,000

opreating Foams

KR K

THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2 - EXHIBIT AJ 15 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ARDVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN COMNIURNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numedcal
sequenne sre due 1o the removal of previcusly reported Bems no longer reportable ondhis part, tnformation baing reported from January 4, 2017 to Decembiar 31, 2007

CONFIDENTIAL

DANY_520609



Fiter's Name

Page NMambey

Drogsald 3. Trumg

25 0¥ 48

Part 2: Piler's Employment Assets and Income

i Peseription

E¥F

atfached schodule
{Part 2 - EXIIBIT 4)
Reference #

Valug

Tneame Typr

Income Amowmnd

144 Trurng Mansggesend g,
Yok xa:km’md m‘ier ¥

b aonowrtt holling only.
§ PRAANRIAnT clenpary - valus ot

%%3 a&&mmi shsordits

REA

480

FIE 0T -

35

£, 000

snanagonent fass

f SARLYTON HOTEL &Y 12 88
“W s>£§"é“’“£¢§2§~‘ LT

Lidoriving Sssels) mansgement agnmment
Loamsativey: R Wik, MY

YVahee nol rentdily asosrteinalis

145 STRAL PARK SOUTH R

535

uEnagRmant fons

ST, 5

£
£5

146
Frasa, & mamber of Parssus Boolks LD
§}:A:§a§er§gm§ ;t\ wz fouk
Lacation: Mow York, KY
Yalue not seadily saveriniisble
{Publiched 3008

P

reynition

§i8

¢!§

- RO

147 Fhw A 07 Thw Deald

o Mgrdom House
whlrrg Aasatsr Bk
Laocwtion: Mew York, BY

¥atan vusd reatlily weousiainalsis
Fusblished 188F)

B,

rirgaiiien

FIAGA0T - $LOM 0

48 Thoe To fRet Tough
Pubdishie Raguery Puliishing
Undlethving Asests’ Baok
ifwmw %mr York, ®Y

BiA

serpaliben

FIRE0T - BELLNG

149 T L skw & E%s oruire
Prabstishar Randons House
Linderiving Axsels: hnok
spatiory Maw Yok, MY
%651 '%:g asvsieinatin

soyuiion

$ES0T - $8.800

150

’miis»zs mt smf:isa_{g asvriahuaiis
Fubiishst 1397}

P

Hone {or bey than B3I

THE ACCOMPAMYING SCHEDULE {PART 2~ EXHIBIT &) 1S AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABCVE ARD SHOULD BE READY 1N CONIUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numerical
seuence arg due o the remaoval of previously reported Bems oo fonger reportable on this part. Informetion being reported from January 1, 2017 to December 31, 2017,

CONFIDENTIAL

DANY_520610



Filer's Name

Page Number,

Dogabd 3 Trenp

26 of 48

Part 2: Piler's Employment Assets and Income

i3

Descriptiom

EIF

attached scheduls
Part T - EXHIBIT A}
Reforence #

YValue

Ircome Type

Tueome Amount

151

Wy W Want You To Be Bl
"mis@m. # Eai:z %i;ii&e%‘aie‘«,g LA

ﬁz%(m ”'3\93;“5 York
s vusd sy v}wmama@@
el SO}

s
ke

RMone {or o e 3204

Trusvp T8 The Way I Buosess
sz» soi‘w; Aol Aeziay & Sans, b,

WA

Mo b beon than $20H)

'%s»%samr\ F‘rgr EE e Wa%s

Liraleriidng Axenis book

Lovation Mew Yok, Y

Salus rudt readily senerisinmide
biffnbase 20065

PR

Mons {or gy than §201}

154

ahve Lip
Publishord Jobe Wilsy & Suns, g,
Lingderiving Asender i

v B
6% D %
N mz} 33

By {0 bays than 3201

}“m* Bavt Brat Baiate Advion | Beer Reosbead
Pupinher: Thomes &iamsz fr

%fam& st vty sacarininabls
FPrubdiahun 2DOE)

R {or foes than Bant)

Thaz Way To The Top
Publiz ?‘&r B ,i\z'* 57 {m %%&x
Linyehsrdod 33

Losath
Waue not tasdily aaceriainabls
{Peadiahag I0043

royaities

P

5
j
Al

SO - i

i o

157

o B Gt Raoh
Pyblishor: Bandom Mouse
Llyudseriph
Lotatien No
Yadue ot readlly sscurieinable
f?->§,° Bahad X {}é

8

roysities

FHE00Y - $BL0M0

158

iy mc&s tainabde
§Ealindecd FOOTY

Ybiie not e

THE ALCORPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2 ~ EXHIBIT A} 1S AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABQVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN COMIUNMCTION THEREWITH, Gaps i maneringt R
sequence are due to the removal of previousty reported items no longer reportable onthis part. Information being reported from Jarmeary 1, 2017 1o Decamber 33, 2047

CONFIDENTIAL

Mons {uy lese fhon $201)

DANY_520611



]Fﬂez‘s Name Page Nusber,
IDonalt 3 Tromp 77 of 46

Part 2: Filer's Employment Assets and Income

|14 Desexiption

jMiY

attachesd schedule

{Part 2 - EXHIBIT &)

Beferencs #

Value

Tocome Type

Inconie Ampunt

159 Trogvpe Sueviving A The Yop
Publisbar Bandom Mouss

Linndsrlydng Assels Iy
Ltzmiim’z ¥x§wﬁ °‘s’f3¥§( ?*3’

A&

blorws {o bens than B304

160

Location: Burbang, G4
rhue nol readily ssoedainable

K%

$54, 848

169 THE SHAME BESTAURSHT HOSPITALITY LLD
Yalos repurtnd spfiacts bank avcuuwt beiding andy
Restaurant oporalisne of Toang Mol Dorat
Lanaborn Riand, FL

RSO0 - 580000

frond & Bowersnge relalsd
sades

172 A6 WALE BYHY K
Salue reporied sefiecis bark
Holdbs aad assels o neporied ol :
sohedhdn, Pawol pompany, Rewr Yok WY

HIRN S

et Me;zmﬁ ey, ‘%n{s%; @ oy

K&

Mo for fovs e B20Y)

173 DT CURAHH ODLF MARAGER LIS

Wahio copartad rofnis benk sucnun hokiling ool
St Undsriving Ause i ek with FRD
PIVERTRIENT MAKSGER
DABATY - vadun vl el
Blmenensed Covnparsy, §

AR AFPRISTE OF

s atieohssd scheduds,

BEN

061

BIBI01 - 350,000

o for igsn fhan §204)

174 T TOAVER SGUBBADKN LLS
sf,}s,,se veputnd refincis ban
Sefditierat U
kg o &
Licevae hoider, By

RS

631

180 - 315,800

Monw for e than §200

178

qsm{?&sm‘nw

Lasoation: Mew Yok, MY
Sas stiachad stiwinln,

RN

177

B850 - 558,008

fore for fogn than 3201}

THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE {PART 2~ EXHIBIT A} 15 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN COMIUNCTION THEREWITH, Gaps in numerical
sequence are due tothe removal of previously reported ftems no fonger reportable on this part, Information being reported from Jenuary 12017 to December 31, 2037
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Filpr's Nagm

Pag& Mugber

Lioraisd . Trump

28 of 46

Part 2: Fiter's Employment Assets and Income

% Deseription

£

gitached xehedule
FartZ - EXHIBIT &)
Reference #

Yatue

Invome Type

Income Amount

180 '2"%‘22)?%&3 &%&?’%ﬁ'&é ?’d?ﬂ&”ﬁ% {}KL EYTE Li{l

ondy.

gsﬁg msﬁ@ isomw ¢
ésém‘z wi

AETOR A

RN ]

ttached sehodule,

Bih,

374

Mo o ey than 3000

rpyalting

RERCEAREIHE STRV VIR

181 DY 28U TECHRICAL RERBVICER MANABER LIS
Yaiue repuried reflanis i)@nk snersed huiding on
S Mnai Jr*sxiweévm i B el ti;\f&%

et

497

180001 - F250.0100

sarnsyement fbox

$168.887)

182 O SOMRECT BURGPE LHSTER
Urntasbving Aoswis: afrorafl

ot iy, Sooand
Bes atschad schadule

S,

459

serid

SHHLGT - BLA00000

{83 DT ERBESVFG IO
Undeiying Sesefs; aiesit
Lovatiom Paly Baasky, FL
See siiached whehds

A

560

$5 000,601 - BRER00.060

s {ov foss B $361)

ESAMAGER LLC
§

184 DT LIS TROMHMICAL BERVICES
Yadue reporied refiscts bank soonunt huidding
Adiditlnat LUndeiyin &
PHANA PARSHY AR
Managerrsd Cenpsy, Mo

~ wadue ol rendily
. S ormsis, Sy alle

anagement ded wiiln PT LIDG
cortaingtie,
vt sohathule,

Bid

309

R100.601 ~ B2E0 100

wanagemeyd fos

e O

187 MCHHELE PAYRODLL DORBTRLU
Seahan reparied reflsals bank ag
Additiral Urderbdng Aesel nong

Pagrol company, Sadimingier, BE Sae sttaohed s

Pt

523

REGO01 - S OGN

B {ur e than 201}

188 CRIPPLED AMERICA
Publishnn Thresbold Bdittons
Lndachying Syeels baok
Locwtion New Yk, MY

Wabes yol vendily ssowisinabie
{Pubiished S8}

R4

Mons v than $204)

191 Foers Lag Yogss Bales & Madeling, o

Walax repuckad refinnis i& PR Ao ssmzﬁmg iy
Fubilioes iim;ﬁr*rés«m s&
RUFFN TIAVER S st radiy B0
Ly o reonkes brok éamge sornendeiiang, Les VYegas,
sttached wwhadule

abn & svwsoaliveg des

THRU
ks, Sty st
MY See

MA

311

S1H.001 -

4‘93
52
t s
S
Tx

e

norsriasinng

F13.488

THE ACCOMPANYHIG SCHEDULE {PART 2 - EXHIBIT A} 15 AN INTECRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE REAT IN CONMUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numerics!
seguence ars due o the removal of previously reported tems no fonger repartable on this gart, formation being reported from larnary 1, 2017 to Devember 31, 2087

CONFIDENTIAL

DANY_520613



§Fi§far‘s Namie

Page Numbey]

{Doakd J Trump

29 of 48

Part 2: Filer's Employment Assets and Income

4 Deseription

{41

atinched schadule
{Part 2 - EXHIBIT &)
Reforenes §

Valug

Tncome Type

Income Amennt

DY TOWER KOUKATA LIS
Ve roported wdlents bank sovourd holding mig
Sddifionst Undedbdng Seast hngnne shaad with DIRCART
PEFRASTRUDTURE PRIVATE UBIITED, THIBEDS CREAY
LLE ﬁﬁum}“ HIRISE PRIVATE LBITED, BAJ
‘”T’C FRIVATE LINITED, B B

192

mmw fuslcher, Moty Inby; See slached euboriuls,

DR
} ONSTRUCTION

REICTLHE LBITED < vl %s%s iy wsoarisiabin

M

517

100 - 315 000

coyaites

SR

TR0 G

O SARKES VAMCOLRER LR
Watus repuiad refleuds Mr}% eooury holding sdy.
}«:E\xi%i el Underiving Ssssd s deah wilh WEBYT
EYELOPMENT LIBITED *A‘RT:"@& HIP ARG WE
si)Liz RCS BT - wales el oondlly ssrarialnabla.

193

i,swms» hodisr, Vaooouver, Daneds; Sow sllschad schadhule,

FEA

1087

P {ow s then $1.80%

smynitieg

S REER

w

m

B >’v‘é
i

S0 000

(‘”.c

194

?’é@w \ m’x “@‘f
Swe witeched schoadule

K&

542

s

SYHE N

< 54,000,000

S CLEVELAND BS BAKAGERMENT L
Wubuer roprbed roflpds bunk actou oy unly
Achiionst Linshariydng Asssd mumagement donl will
PORITE, L0

Managsnend sumpany, Claiand, M8
Safue not readily sorerisinalin

SHAWLA

; Bee atiached schoduls

545

Mo {or jess thun $1.08%)

srsanagmnas b

GRS

THRETAILLLC

wliie rotoll Dusiness; starlup
1 Mese Yok, HY

Sne sitached scheduie

156

S

548

FLOOY - BIB.000

78

5/
ko]

WWERTRINGTER HUTEL MANSGEMENT 1L
"w 35 ;e;}w{zﬂd redhaniy Dok anosud ho
L:’X{ ?’M;\S‘c Q?{ »i.w

Mansgsmard sompary, Livingston, M
Yalue ot medly senonainalls

197

Lnderving Sasst menagament dead ws*& ERPLANALE

Saw siiached scheduly

M

350

Mg {or logs than FLO0T

sarsgaTneny o

THE ACCOMPARNYHIG SCHEDULE {PART 2- EXHIBIT A} 15 A INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOWE ANL SHOULD BE READ 1N COMIUMCTION THEREWITH. Gaps In numerical
sequence are dus to the removal of previousty reported fems no lopger reportable on this part. Information being reported from fanuary 1, 2007 & December 31, 2017,
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Filer's Name

Page Number

Dansid L Trump

34 s¥ 46

Part 2: Filer's Employment Assets and Inecome

i# Description

attached schedule
{Part 2 - EXHIBIT A)
Reference §

Valu

Fncmune Type

Incoms Amount

198 AMEFICAN FEDERATION of TELEVIRION and RADIO ARTIITS
FENSHIN

Undorbying Asseit: penion

Locatiorr M Yok, &Y

YWatue ot reodly axceriainnldy

pansion

%
fd
o
o
X

199 W Shudio Frierpasss ing

Resnlfdfual novme samed fros moviesfalovision
The Frash Prince of Belajy

A ottars genorated loss than 3800 ofincoma
Louatinm Bawhand, C&

Yalue not readly asceriainabia

seyaitisn

201 - 51,000

200 Unbrsreat Gty Shatins LLO

Besidug! incoms samed fon rooviewisdewdsion
The Litle Ruscals :

A3 ashars gunsraiag s e §206 of Inoowms
Location: Mow York, 1Y

YWabas rad sy secwrininable

DEA

roysities

B30 - 51,000

201 Enuriubunent Pardnon

Resighast oo eamsd oo movissiekevision

information rependivgs the apenile moviseilalavizion programs i rot
ot avmiinble, Shondd the frwalion becmre syalialin, i vl be
ey prpvided.

Losontion: Suchank, 8

Wakas i rsadife asperisinable

x>

roryalisg

281 ~ 51,000

THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2~ EXHIBIT A} 15 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOU LD BE READ IN COMILIRCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numerical
segpience are dus ta the removal of greviously reported tems no longer reportable on this part. information being reported from January 1, 2017 to December 31, 2047,

CONFIDENTIAL

DANY_520615



OGE Form 2780 (March 2014}
Instructions for Part 3
Mote: This is o public form, Do net ncdude scoount numbers, street sddresses, or Bl member nemes, See Instructions for requived Information,

Files's Name Page Namber
Donald 1 Trump 31 of 48
Part 3: Filer's Employment Agreements and Arvangements
#  1Employer or Party City/State Status and Terms Date
L Terean Actors Guld Barion Plan for Motion Plolure Aciors; paymerds mosdved on g mordhly basis, The date was ohanged o rellest

b ‘”w’{}"(i“;\@ );3 ) Surbank, 04  [the vear that Dongld & Trume began pticiosting in the plen, The previows repoeis vellected the Jdube that the St g

) s pavyment was receivad,
2
© AN &3 F RA, , . . L R . .
gxmiﬁgzﬂgﬁg&?ﬁ ;2{324 Pergion Plan &y Televisiog amvd Radio Svtiats, payrnands renelvad on 3 monthly basls, ndormation sbod the plan
e ai’ Mo Yook, WY Dwas hadvertenthy conitted fore Parts § and 1 of the prior fnencial disclosurs reports. The dete reflects the year THRG
RADIO ARTISTS that Dol L Tromp bagan participating in the phan Srst payment meebead in ?&3&&3{ HY
Ratiremant Fund e R

LN
4.
5
6.
7.
&
Q.
1.
i1,

CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520616



OGE Form 2782 {March 2014}
Instructions for Part 4

Blotes This is o public form. Do oot include secount numbers, street addr

25, o Faendly roenber names,

Sew ingtructione for requirad inforroation,

Filer's Name

Page Number

Chonadd J, Trasp

3% of 46

Part 4: Filer's Sources of Compensation Exceeding $5,000 in a Year

W [Source Mame

City/State

Brief Deseriptinn of Duties

1.

2.

10.

11,

12.

13.

14,

15,

16,

17

18

19.

20,

CONFIDENTIAL
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DGR Porm 278 {(Marck 2014)
Instructions for Part 5

Mote: This s 2 public form, Do not Inplude aocount nenbe

%,

streel adire

by membey names, See b

witons for reauivesd iInformation.

Filer's Name

Page Number

Donald 1, Trumg

el 45

Part 5: Spouse's Emplovment Assets and Income

1% |Description

EIF

Value

Inceme Type

fncome Amount

1. {delanis LLO
Undarlying Assets) naciiv
Locations Mew Yook, MY

M

More (o

ines then 31,000

Meswe {07 lnss than $201)

7. (RELAMIA MARKS ACCESSORIES LLD
Liwdorleing Asssts Boensing agrsament
Licormesisy MZ BERGER & COMPANY LLG
Lovationy Mew York, MY

Wale not rendily ascenainabls

RN

None for lnss than $201)

MELANIS MARKE ALTEREDRIES MEMBER CRP
{pans-thru company Tor MELANES MARKS AUCESSORIES
Ll

Lotetion: Maw York, WY

Yalue not rosdily sucerainabls

LW

Mo oy less han §201)

4, 1721 3 LLC
Undderbeim Assels) residential resl aotala
Lonation Mew York, MY

FLO00.001 - 85,000,000

Borsy {or bees than R201)

5. TN A8H Hodefinos LLO

{pans-thry company oy T2 23 LD
Location: New Yok, pY

Walus ot readily asosisinalds

Mone {or less than 3200

6. sy images e
LUse of photographin bnages
Locstion: Naw ok, 7

Wl not readily asoetsinatds

MiA

Roysitles

SHEL - $1O00,000

it

11,
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$GE Foom 278e (March 2014)
Instructions for Part 6
Meta: This is g publle foem, Do not include socount numbers, street addresses, or fornthe msmber nares, See Ingtrustions for renudred Indonmation,

Filer's Name Page Number
Dronald 4. Trump 34 of 45
Part 6: Other Assets and Income
#  |Descriptien BIF | Value Income Type Income Amount
FRODCUEAN CREDIT OPPORTUNMITY FUND LP MIDOCEAM] . y y Ordinary Inooms, . SO
i CREDIT PARTNERS) ¢ Bovte for fess than 31000 Interest SHGO0Y - N0
FRICGREAN THASE - CHECKING AND SAVINGS . ‘ .
2 [ SRR HASE - CHECKING AND SAVINGS A | $1.000001 - 85,000,000 intorast $1,001 - $2,500
3 CAPITAL ONE BANK - CHEDKING AND SAVINGS B 58000001 - $38.000,000 interest ABG.001 - FIO0000
4 | SIGNATURE BANK - CHECIGNG MR 100001 - $280,000 indprest $1,001 - 82,8500
el BAKK LISITED. NA - MONEY MARKET BfS SO0.001 - B2R0.000 nferest FLOOGT -~ 52,800
& FIRST BEPUBLIC BANK - CHECKING MR SIB001 - BRG000 fraterest Mone (or less then $200
¥ SVESTMENT B GOLD BEA SHOGO0T - B250.000 Moris for onn than $204)
% WIRTEAE LLO (U5 RANK CASBH ACCOLNT) W& S5G.001 -~ FIDBL0D Mo (o teas San §301)
The Fred O Trump Degernber 18, 1878 Trush PR
Dioogld & Trump
} UP BOBGAN CHASE - SAVINGS ALCOUNT Mty $1.000,001 - 35.000,000 frierest 1,001 - §2.500
P RAORGAN CLEARDBES CORP - BROKERAGE ACCQURT
HOLDINGR
H R Mo for less than 3LO0Y Uapdtal Gain 1000 - §1.000.000
SAPRLE NG
2 CATERPILLER IO A Bone (o7 less Ben 3LO0G Capliad Galn $15.001 - $80.000
¥ ICROBOFT CORE BA L Mone (or fass then SO0 Capital Guin FA00, 001 - 31,000,000
4 PEBSICG NG WA Mong {or ees Hwn 21,000 | Dividends Caplid Gain $18,00% - 380,000
B0 TER 3B G
% dikis ;M?i{}& AL ; ASHION TECHNCLOGIES) FR3Y S, 001 -~ $IR 000 bons {or fess than $2301
CONFIDENTIAL
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OGE Porm 278 (Mareh 2014)
Instructions for Part &

Bote: Thiz iz g pubilic foem, Do sot nclude aocount numbers, street addvenaes, o Tamily member rames, See structions for requlred nfermation,

§Filer‘s MName

Fage Mumber

Donald gL Trump

35 of 46

Part 6 Other Assets and Incowme

#  |Description EIF | Value Income Type Income Amount
6 Liat LIBURTON COMPANY s | None for bees than $1.007) Capital Gain $15,001 - $50,000
7 PHILLIPS 55 0O AN Borws or esy than $LUMD Capital Galn F5.00% - 15000
The Doasld F Trumn Bewsoable Trst
1 ;ﬁ;"; ;ﬁég’g}iﬁ;\? - SHECKING AND BAVINGS (aocount | sy Ceer B50,000,000 interast FIO0001 - $1,000,000
DEUTEOHE ABSET & WEALTH MANAGEMENT A0 2
BOND ACCOUNT - HOLDINGS
i DEUTSOHE GOVERNENT MONEY MARKET MiB Hone {or less than 1.0 Prvighends £5.007 - 315,000
Family Trust 1¥ ’“‘gigg gigf;gf‘”’* $15.001 - $50,000
U IAMERICAN BEACON GLG Total Return - Ultra ¥ ¥1,001 - $15,000
2 |AMG ME PICTET INTL-Z ¥ $1,001 - §15.000
3 AOR LONG-SHORT EQUITY-RG ¥ 31,001 - $15,000
* |AGR MANAGED FUTURES STR-RG ¥ ¥1.001 - $19.000
5 | ARTISAN INTL VALUE FDANS ¥ $1.007 - 315,000
6 BLACKROCK HIGH YIELD PI-RLAC ¥ 1,001 - $15.000
T lCHILTON STRATEGIC EURDPEAN EQUITIES FD ¥ $1,001 - 15,000
¥ lnonGEe & COR INCOME FD ¥ $1.001 - 315,000

* J.P. Morgan I5 the sole Trustee. Donald 1. Trump retains an Income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority.
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GGE Poun 278 (March 2314)
Instructions for Part 6

Mute: This s a public forre, Do not Include gooount numbsers, stret aiddresses, or family membey numes, Ser Instructions for reguived indormation,

Filer's Name Page Mumber
Donald J. Trump 36 of 46
Part 6: Other Assets and Income
# Description EIER | Value Income Type Income Amount
Y IDODGE & COX INTL STOCK FD ¥ $15,001 - $50,000

Hlenat LARGE CAP BUND-INST y 1,001 - $15,000

HHGHARES CORE MSTI EAFE ETF ¥ ¥1,003 - 515,000

P2 HSHARES INC MSCI JAPAN NEW ¥ 51,001 - $15.000

3 HSHARES MSCIEARE INDEX FUND ¥ $15,001 - 350,000

Mnmnt HAN 1-ABS RET CURR-RE ¥ 1,001 - 815,000

5] i SHET-INT MURNI BND-! FUND 3602 1.88% ¥ $1.001 - 815,000

161 ispORGAN GL RES ENH IDX-RE ¥ $15.001 - $50.000

1 IPMORGAN US L/C CORE PL-RS y #15,001 - §50,000

1 A TROPOUTAN WEST Total Return Bond-PLN ¥ $1,001 - 515,000

19 104rs EMERGING MKTS DEBT FD RS ¥ $1.001 - $15.000

20 I rUBERGER BER MU/T OPP-ING ¥ $15,001 - $50.000

2 PIVCO URCONSTRAINED BOND-ING ¥ $1,001 - $15,000

22 I pRIMECAP DDYSSEY STOCK £D ¥ #15,001 - $50.000

23 {sppm SRP 500 ETF TRUST ¥ 50,001 - 5100.000

455 Bank Cash Account NiA F15.001 - §50.000

23 SHARES RUSSELL MIDCAR INDEX FUND y | None{or tess than $1,000

28 | yora WD CAP VALUE FD - L FUND 758 y | Moo (o iess than §3,001)

* .. Morgan is the sole Trustes. Donald §. Trump retains an income interast only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority.
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OGE Torm 278z (Mareh 2814}
Instructions for Part 6
Mate: This i ¢ public form, Do net include sooount numbers, sirsel addregses, or family vember names. See Ingructions Yor reauirad information,

E,Filer’s Name Page Number
{oneid 4. Tramp 37 of 46
Part 6: Other Assels and Income
i [ Description EI¥F 1§ Value Income Type Income Amount
Famiby Trust 2% m?ji;;; ﬁgﬁiﬁ“ $15.001 - $50,000

UL AMERICAN BEACON GLG Total Return - Ultra y $1.001 -$15,000

2 1 AMIG MG PICTET INTLZ ¥ $15.001 - 360,000

3 1 ADR LONG-SHORT EQUITY-RE ¥ $1.001 - $15.000

4 ARTISAN INTL VALUE FD-INS ¥ FEO.001 - 450,008

* TRLACKROCK HIGH YIELD PORTFDLIO ¥ 1,001 - $15.,000

& ICHILTON STRATEGIC EURGPEAN FQUITIES FD ¥ §1.001 - 15,000

7 IDODGE & COX INCOME £D ¥ $1.001 - 515,000

¥ InODGE 8 COX INTL STOCK £D ¥ 315001 - $50.000

¥ |EQUINOX FDS TR IPM SYSTMATC ¥ S1aot - §15.000

18 enit LARGE CAP FUND-INST y #1001 -$18,000

1 HSHARES CORE MSCI EAFE ETF ¥ 1501 - 560,000

12 LISHARES INC MSCHIAPAN NEW ¥ 1,001 - 315,000

13 1ISHARES MECTEARE INDEX FUND y $15.001 - 860,000

L 1OMM HAN 1-ABS RET CURR-RE ¥ $1.001 - 518000

131 1P SHRT-INT pAUNI BNO-! FUND 3602 1.88% ¥ $15.001 - $50.000

16 L pMIORGAN GL RES ENH IDX-R6 Y 15,007 - 590,560

171 1PMORGAR US 1/C CORE PL-RS ¥ $15,01 - $50,600

* 1P, Morgan is the sole Trustee. Donald J. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority.
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GGE

Ponn 278 (March 3014}

instructions for Part 6

Bt This is g public forr, Do vt inchade sooount numbers, street addressas, or family member names, See instrictions for regulred infonmatinn,
Filer's Mame Page Number
Donabd & Trump 18 of 46

Part 6: Other Assets and Invome

CHILTON STRATERIC EURDPEAN EOUNTIES FO

%  |Description BIF | Value Income Type Income Amount
Y LETROPOUTAN WEST Total Return Bond-PLIN v $1.061 - $15,000
19 hIFS EMERGING MKTS DEBT £D K6 ¥ $1,001 - 315,000
2P| NEUBERGER BER MU/C OPP-INS ¥ 315,001 - ¥0.000
HPIMCO UNCONSTRAINED BOND-INS ¥ $1.001 - $15.000
“2 | PRIMECAP ODYSSEY STOCK £ ¥ $15.001 - 550,000
S lepom s8P 500 £TF TRUST ¥ 30,001 - $100,000
#1158 Bank Cash Account MR $15,001 - $h0.000
23 HSHARES RUSSELL MIDCAR INDEX FUND y | Noae {ortass than $1,00%)
18 o WD CAR VALUE FD - L FUND 758 y | Mo forless than §1.00%)
Family Trust 3% “’;ﬁ*;:{ﬁ‘gjﬁ;% $15.001 - $50,000
EIAMERICAN BEACON GLG Totel Return - Ultra ¥ $1.001 - $15.000
2 1AMG MG PICTET INTLZ 4 $15,001 - $50.000
3 LACIR LONG-SHORT EQUITY-RE ¥ $1.001 - $15,000
¢ 1A0R MANAGED FUTURES STR-RS M $1.001 - 15,900
* ARTISAN INTL VALUE FDHINS M #15,001 - S50.000
 IBLACKROCK HIGH VIELD PORTFOLIO ¥ $1L.001 - 15,000
7 ¥ $1.001 - 816,000

* P, Morgan Is the sole Trustee. Donald J. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority.
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OGE Form 278« (March 2014)
Instructions for Part 6

Mote: This is & publl form, Do aot nelude scoount numbers, strest addy

ws, o farily member names. Ses instructions for reguired information,

(Filer's Name Page Number
IDonald 1 Trumg 39 of 46

Part 6 (Hher Assels and Income

* 3P, Morgan is the sole Trustee. Donald J. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority.

CONFIDENTIAL

# | Drescription EIF | Value Income Type Income Amount
¥ IDODGE & COX INCOME FD N $1.001 - $15,000
9 IBODGE & COX INTL STOTK 5D ¥ $15.001 - FE0000
‘0 LISHARES CORE MSC! EAFE £TF ¥ $18,001 - 350,000
HHSHARES INC MSCHIAPAN NEW ¥ $1,001 - §15,000
“ | ISHARES MSCLEAFE INDEX FUND M ¥50.001 - $100.000
P3 1501 HAN 11-ABS RET CURR-RS N $1.001 - §15.000
191 1p0 SHRT-INT MUNI BND-] FUND 3602 1.88% Y $15,001 - $50,000
IS iBMORGAN GL RES ENH IDX-RE ¥ $0.001 - 100,000
6 IPMORGAN LS 1/C CORE PLRE Y $15,001 - §50,000
' IMETROPOLITAN WEST Total Return Rond-PLN ¥ $1.001-$15,000
{8 [MES EMERGING WIKTS DEBT FUI BB N $1,001 - §15.000
9 |NEUBERGER BER MU/C OPP-NS Y $15,001 - $50.000
22 1 pICo UNCONSTRAINED BOND-INS ¢ $1.001- 515,000
1 |PRIMECAP ODYSSEY STOCK FD N $15,001 - $50.000
2215ppR SBP 500 ETF TRUST ¥ $100,00% - $250,000
U8 Bank Cash Account MR $15,001 - $50.000
23 ISHARES RUSSELL MIDCAP INDEX FUND y | Mome foriess ihan 1,009
23| 1paa M0 CAP VALUE ED - L FUND 758 y | Doreoriess than $1,000
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DGE Porm 2780 (March 20143

instructions for Part 7
Mot Thiz s g public T, Do not include sooount nuimbers, steeet addresses, or family member naroes, See siructions for reguired Information,
Piler's Namse {Page Number
Donaded L Tramp 40 of 46
Part 7; Transactions
#  |Deseription Type Date
MIDOUEAM CRET OPPORTLIGTY FUND LP (MIDOLESN CREMNT o3 £7 s P LR
1 PARTHERS) - nutice of sale tdate racelved after June 14, 297 Gale GorEyavty 1000001 - 35,000,000
Family Trugt 1
b5 s s FASRLI207 T ST
VO METROPOLITAN WEST Total Retumn Bond-PLN Purchase 2 1001 - $15.000
5 [SHARES CORE MSCIEAFE ETF Purchass 0E/28/2017 $1.001 - $15.000
3 i&*";ﬁc%{gg {OHE Mgﬁé EAFE ETF Furchase Gg;ﬁ%;zgi? gq)ﬁgz . ﬁ;? f)\ﬁ%
47 g?{}g\ S"&? 53{33 Evﬁt ?ﬁ&jf}? ?‘ﬁf&?ﬁaﬁﬁ §§3;Z§§{Eg§,? g‘%{}{}@ . §1§ 5’{}{33
s {ISHARES CORE MSCIEAFE ETF Pusehss L T 1 $1.001 - $15.000
g |AQR LONG-SHORT EQUITY-RE Prrchase ORSI9S3017 $4 0501 - $15.000
7 (CHLTON STRATEGIC EURCPEAN EQUITIES FI Prpchnge aefefny 1,001 - $15.000
g |AMG MANAGERS PICTET INTERMATIONAL FUND C1ASS Purchase DEF2BI3GLT 3004 - $15.000
s G8/38fe017 S5 ey L s
10 | AMERICAN BEACON GLG Total Return - Utra Purhase i $1,001 - §15,000
13 SHARES MSCHEAFE INDEX FURD Purshags ORS 101 $1.001 - 318,000
13 |AMG MANAGERS PICTET INTERNATIONAL FUND CLASS yrehans 05/10/2017 %1.001 - $15,000
14 [IPRASHINT MURIBD FD - CLY FUND 3802 Purchase DASO8/3017 1,001 - 15,000
15 |AUE MANAGED FUTURES STR-RE Purchasa Q32017 4 007 - $15.000
16 |SPDRERP 500 ETF TRUST Purchase 01/31/3017 $1.001 - $15.000

* LP. Morgan is the sole Trustee. Donald ). Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority.

CONFIDENTIAL
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CGE Form 278 {Maxsh 2014}
Instructions for Part 7
Mobe Thiz ds g public form, Do not nclude socount nianhers, streot sddresses, or family member names, Ses sbructions Tor renutived nformation,

Filer's Naime 1Page Number

Powsald 1 Trump 41 0f 45

Part 7: Transactions
# {Description Type Date Amount
17 [ISHARES INC MSCHIAPAN NEW Purchase 0173372017 24,001 - $15.000
13 |BLACKROUK HIGH YIELD PT-BLAD Gafe 14222017 $1.001 - $15.000
1o |ISHARES RUSSELL BUDUAR INDEX FUND Sl CFAORSA01Y $98,001 - $50,000
30 PR MDD CAP VALUE PG - L FLIMD P58 S {}ﬁfﬁi}ﬁ{{?l? $9.001 - $1B.000
o1 PR SHRT-INT MUNIBRDFD - CLL PUND 3802 Suie GEIAN 2017 $1.001 - $15.000
) BLACKROCK HIGH YIELD BY-BLAC Sain DEAGIMNT 1,007 - $15,000
a3 |MFS EMERGING MKTS DEST £D- Saie O6/30/2017 4001 - $45.000
04 [ISHARES INC MSCLIAPAN NEW Sale Us/15/2007 $1.001 - $15.000
os  [IPRA BUD CARWALUE FIb- L FLIRD 758 Sede YRRt 51001 « 815 000
96 PYANGUARD INTR TRM NV G-A08 ol DASIR2087 31001 - $15.000

SEFE TP PV
27 Eopsnoy PR Systerastic Maoro Fund Sale ' $1.603 - 535,000
28 fp?‘ﬁ g‘i’% QN? BALINE BD PO - BNSTL FLINE 3803 Bale {}2/?{}3;2{%3? 51 009 - $»§§5}§{:{{}
Family Trusy 2%
et 1R 2007 S AR L AR A
U BMETROPOLITAN WEST Total Return Bond-PLN Puchase ! 1001 - $15,000
5 JISHARES CORE MISCEAFE £TF Sy srohane OSFIRI20LT §1.001 - 315,000
3 |IBHARES CORE MSCHEAFE ETF Py rchoss 65383017 31,007 ~ $15,000
4 [SPDRSEP B00 EYFTRUSY Busehase GG/ 3972017 516601 - 350000
5 [ISHARES CORE MSCEAFEETF Purchase OB M7 51,001 - $15.000
* 1P, Morgan is the solg Trustee. Donald J. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority,
CONFIDENTIAL
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GGE Forn 278 {March 2014}
trstructions for Part 7
Mote: This i g public form. Do not include stoount numbers, sireet addrasses, or family member names. See ingtructions for reaulred Information,

Filer's Name E.Pagﬁ Number

Dongld J. Trump 43 of 45

Part 7: Transactions
# |Description Type Date Amount
¢ |AORLONG-SHORT EQUITY-RE Purchass 06/29/2017 1,001 - $16.000
5 [CHILTON STRATEGIC EUROPEAN EQUITIES FD Purchase 06/29/2017 51,001 - 345,000
g |DODGE & COX INTL STOCK £ Purchass 06/29/2017 $4.004 - $15.000
g |AMG MANAGERS PICTET INTERNATIONAL FUND CLASS | Purchase 06/29/2017 $4.001 - 515,000
10 TAMERICAN BEACON GLG Total Return - Ultra Purchase 06/29/2017 1,001 - $15,000
11 |ISHARES MECIEAFE INDEX FUND Burchase as/10/2017 $1.001 - $15,000
12 [ISHARES MSCI EAFE INDEX FUND Purchase 05/10/2017 4,004 - $15.000
13 |AMG MANAGERS PICTET INTERNATIONAL FUND CLASS | Purchass 05/10/2017 51,001 - $15.000
14 (PR SH INT BUNIBD FD - CL1 Purchase 04/06/2017 .00 - $15,400
15 |SPDRS&P 500 ETF TRUST Purchase Qifarsamy £1.001 - 515,000
15 |ISHARES INC MSCHIAPAN NEW Burchase D1/34/3017 $1.601 - $15,000
17 |AMG MANAGERS PICTET INTERNATIONAL FUND CLASS! Surchase G1/a1/a007 .00 - $15.000
1g |BLACKROCK HIGH YIELD PT-BLAC Sale 11/21/2017 $1.007 - $15.600
1o |ISHARES RUSSELL MIDCAP INDEX FUND Sale 06/28/2017 45,001 - $50.000
o [IPM BAID CAR VALUE FD - L Gale 06/29/2017 $1,001 - 515,000
71 |HPH SHRETAINT MUNIBND FR-CLL FUND 2802 Sale Q642842017 31000 - 515000
5y |BLACKROUICHIGH YIELD PT-BLAC Sale O6/28/2017 $4.001 - 315,000
93 |BAFS EMERGING METS DEBT FDA Hale 063572017 £1.001 - $15.000
4 |ISHARES INC MSCLIAPAN NEW Sale 05/10/2017 1,001 - $15,000

* 1P, Morgan is the sole Trustee. Dongld J. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority.

CONFIDENTIAL
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QGE Form 278e {(March 2014)
instructions for Part 7
Rode: This is 2 public form, Do not Inchede sccount nuimbers, styset soldresses, or fTamily member nomes. Ses atructions for reguived inforoation,

Filer's MName

IPage Number

Donatd 4. Trurmg

43 of 46

Part 7: Transactions

# {Description Type Date Amount

55 |ISHARES INU MSCUIAPAN NEW Kt U8£10/3017 &1 007 - 315000
2 [PMEMID CAR VALUEFD - L FLIND 758 Sate D8F1072017 1,001 - $15.000
oy [WANGUARD INTM TRM INV G-ADM Sate /1273007 $1.001 - 315,000
ag |DORDGE & COX INCOMEFD Sain SXTES NI ¥ $1.001 - $15.000
29 JPRA BH T MAUIKE BD FD - INSTL PUND 3002 St DifRifenny £1.001 - B15 000

Family Trust 3%
! METROPOUITAN WEST Total Return Bond-PLN Puschiase /207 $1,001 - $15,000
o [ISHARES CORE MSC ESFE ETF Burrhase OB/3RF2017 1001 - $18.000
5 [SPORSEP 500 ETF TRUST Purchase 0672972007 $45.601 - 550,000
4 [ISHARES CORE MSCIEAFE ETF Purchase G6/29{2017 §1.001 - 515,000
s [ISHARES CORE MSCIEAFE ETF Pchase OB/28/2017 $1.001 - $15.000
¢ |AGR LONG-SHORT EQUITY-RE Puschass OB/39/2017 1,601 - $15.000
o |CHILTON STRATEGIC EURGPEAN EQUITIES FD Purehmse OB/23/3017 34,001 - $15.000
g |DODGE & COMUINTLSTOUK FD Prurchase LTI $1.001 - 518 000
o |AMOG MANAGERS PICTET INTERNATIONAL FUND CLASS | Pussiee GB/29/2017 54601 - $15.000
10 1 AMERICAN BEACON GLG Yotal Return - Ultra Purchase oer2ep0n §1,001 - 15,000
(] |ISHARES MSCIEATE INDEX FUND Purahass aB/10/2047 %1 007 - $15.000
17 [ISHARES MSCI EAFE INDEX FUND Prurchase US/10/2017 51,001 - $15.000
* 1P, Morgan s the sole Trustee. Donald 1. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority.
CONFIDENTIAL
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O35 Form 2782 (March 2014}
mstructions for Part 7

Bote: This is » public form, Do not include socount nambers, stveet addresses, or Bamile member nomes, Ses nstructions for reoubred information,

Filer's Name EPage Number

Domvald 4. Trump 44 of 46

Part 7: Transactions
# iDescription Type Iigte Amount
15 (AMG MANAGERS PICTET INTERNATIONAL FUND CLASS Pyrehass DRAIGF0LY S 004 - $15,000
14 |IPHA SHINT MURIBDFD - CL Purchase 450852007 $1009 - $15.000
15 |AOR MANAGED FUTURES STR-RE Phichuse O8/02/2017 31 004 - $15.000
16 |SPDR S&P 500 ETF TRUST Purchase 01/31/2017 §1.001 - $15.000
17 [ISHARES INC MSCHAPAN NEW Puschse Hifa1/a017 $1.001 - B15.000
18 |BLACKROCHK HIGH YIELD PT-BLAC Sala ENTFS N 51,001 - $15.000
1o |ISHARES RUSSELL MIDCAR INDEX FUND Guie 08/29/2017 $96.001 - $50.000
n [IPM MHD CAP VALUE FD - £ FLIND 758 Sale 06/29/2017 $1.001 - $46.000
oy [MPMSHRT-INT MUNIBROFD-CLL FUND 3602 Fabs (B8 $4.001 - $15.000
gy | BLACKROCK HIGH YIELD PT-BLAC Sule OB aRi3007 4,001 - $16 000
53 {MEFS EMERGING MKTS DEBT FDH Sate Q672872087 24,004 - 315,000
0q |ISHARES NC WIS IAPAN NEW Sule RN/ 2017 $1.001 - $15.000
55 [ISHARES INC MECHAPAN NEW Sale 05/16/2017 £1.001 - $15.900
6 VPR WD CAP YALUE FD - L ale 05/10/2017 $9.004 - $15.000
g7 [VARGUARD INTR TRM 1NV G-ADM B Q1273007 $1.001 - $18.000
28 ravinox IPRA Systematic Marro Fund Sale 03/02/2037 $1.501 - $15,000
ag PR SHINT BMUNIBD FD - INSTL FUND 3602 Sude g1/33/am7 $1.001 - $15,000

* 1P, Morgan is the sole Trustes. Donsld J. Trump retains an income interest only In the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority.
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DGE Form 298¢ (March 20143
nstructions for Part 8

Mote: Thisls sy

i forrn, Bo ot g

s anGaint 8

shars, streat addregses, o Baplly member names, See babructons Tor requived information,

Fiier's Name

Page Number

Dorald J. Tramp

45 of 46

Part §: Liahilities

i

Creditor Name

Type

Amount

Year Incurred

Rate

Term

1.

Trump Tewer Goemmpereiad LLD -

Larddar Gaplist Fiaancs LLO rrosiasne Crer $50,000 000 2012 £200% Adisten B 2ORE

H At
2 25 3 ey s § FoE g i g v PR, H y o
- Lapsiber Daptial Finanos 1L S0 el Bivest LLG ~ o e BEG 0N presates % OA5% aturey i 3028
; . o~ . g - - " LOR + 1. 75% or Pmae ] -
3. Drattanke Bank Trest Compary Amakss Trarnp Matiored Doral - rolgage Oy REG, D00 00 R ~ N S ristures n 3003

s TR

Breutsahe Bank Trust Compary Aoioes

Trumg Mationa! Dorsl ~ movigage

EHO0G - BREI00

2

LI+ 1 75% v Prime
e 5%

Bobrs by 2OR%

The Bandoof Bae York Maliun Trast Comgpeny
B4, o busles

ohaies LD ~
5~ ORI WS

arihs Smed Aag
iiradd uee boy

N

Drecaraber 31,

BB - BRINEL N ¢

-y
i
e
£33

Loan Bafisfied

invesion Savings Bank

Trpng Fark Sversus LLO - movigege

$5.000.001 ~ S35 000,000

raduras I 2030

Ladder Qapdtad Finangs LLG

Tooarp Phags WO - soeigge

FR000.001 - ARS8 GO0 I00

Mntures In 3084

Tromg Nafoos Do Olab Dolls Raok LLG

Aoy Hank corgage BEAN0,001 - 325,000,000 08 5.250% Mataras in 2025
ad L °
9, Uhewy Dhass Trost Holdlings, Ine. 88 sucossees | Trieny Mationat Golf Club Weshinglon RG 5 00 00 - 525 s000 5 500% Kintutes by 2006
i1 st i Bondy Wy Dowslopment LLI - muorigaos DA v e R RS s
1. Royut Bard &Americs Sevenn Bprings ~ roipags S8 B00001 - B3R 800.000 PLEE £ Matures in 39

Devernber 31, 3017

Ladder Capltal Pinsnne UL TIHY Cornrmoinl L0 - mseigage BEIEEL T - 528 000 (00 IR & Blaturas In 2026
] S 5 Ooe 2o - onrigags - e way .
12, . o L 5 em(%ﬁiw f m?agg %mn S8 ) o N Stix i LIBOR + o
Baart Lynch Crad Comporation fully satielnd bafore year-anmd on 100,007 - §250,000 Rl PR Loan Satielied
Diacmrvber 31, 2047 R
13, 134 Wondbridgs Boad - morigags - oan i rorth LIBOR +
Serrilt Lynoh Crait Gorponstion wan iy setisfiod befwe vearend on HO00T - FHELO00 1503 e Loan Sutisfied

8%

Chioagn Ui

THT Chivsge ~ springing laan

2

Prirps + 5%

Spwinging loan

Umutsche Bank Trust Sompany fnaioss

Trinp (g Pogt Olflos - e

Cronr S0 LI 83

patiis

13, Dautuohs Bank Trust Compeny Amerioes THET hiongo - s an 28 5N Y - BBO M0 000 22 §_,§'§_~‘%€}§QZ NN ’{}i}%{f o Hatues in 2024
; i S eneEeE R ’ Breira minus 80% )
&, LIBOR + 1.78% or Prime

it 2B

Matures i 2024

{¥} Prior year's report reflected a serivener's sxror of $500,000 - $1,000,000. Value range should have beew showa az §1,000,000 - 85,000,000,

{3 Change atirihutable to correcting a surivener's grvor.

In the interest of transparency, whils ot required to be disclossd as “reportable Habilitics” on Part §, in 2016 expenses were inowrred by ore of Dionald L Trump's aftomeys, Michsel Coben. Mr, Cohen

soughit retmbursement of those expinsss and My, Trump fully reinbursed 3y, Cohen in 2017, The category of valug would be $100,001 — $250,000 and the inferest rate would be zero,

CONFIDENTIAL

DANY_520630



008 Form 278¢ (March 20143
instructions for Part 9
Boter Thin i g public form, Do not inchede socount nupabers, strest addvesses, or feeslly member names, See abructions for reguived informatian,

Filer's Name

Page Number

Donald J Teump

46 of 46

Part 9; Gifts and Travel Reimbursements

i

Souree Mame

City/Siate

Brief Deseription

Yalue

1.

Kavin Straelman

Socdisdaly, AL

Giokt ClubsiGalt Bag

$1.180

S«)

Bryson Delhambesy

Piaan, TX

Golf Clubg

760

(Y
<

16.

17.

18.

13,

20,

CONFIDENTIAL
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Rafarence 8

I3 Form X382 Atargh 284Y
ans for Part 2
s oublls Jor Ds ¢

fage.

i Numier

Daprsssind 3, TVisssgr

] AL o1 4G

Pt dlsclasad arthive with aszets sver 51,000 5¢ whith readticad ficome of ovas 3250, This Sehedide (EX8BIT A discipsas
additlonst entiics that ars not disdosad on Part 2. For vach of the entities haluw Hisd acp not disclosed o Part ¥, the
applies. The nusmenios isbels eve 28 follows: *{) hava ne

i

yatux or §

d a1 paytof the sntlly stniste

proviss back office suppart Ransilons o othey entitias; {3) are A

othervwize do not cusrently have valuslie sasets of srasta neome; of {5} haw

This Sche

igis bed

proviind to pasure a camplets ploture of the aszets and okiings of the

143 rgon

td 3

20

et oy e fabet tndics:

= owragship stessture of the sntitles on fast 3, o el ax

Tes Weddch tesson for fise-disedscura

fistad in Part 2 {2} huve wo Indipendant value of Yactme sad
vahur or ingome sng exist to Hmld Hrene doals tht are prozpeciive, Insctivs, or
ependat value or icome, not inwsiive nor dormant, 1ot pant of an entity structue o license duat,
Gaps I numerical sequence ars dug te the temeval of predousty Teparted fems s

longer repottably on thic szhibit. 81 of the inferasts fistad helnw In this axhibl, which ware formwsly held by Donald & Trump, dissctly of indirectly, are now Beld by Yhe Doneld 3, Yrump

Revncabie Trust,

1 4 SHADDW TREE LANE LLT "5}

tramiad by ¢

L A SHADOW TREE L ANE MEMBER CQRE Y1}

Cwned by

s swnership interset i ¢

% Swnsishin
W

4 5HA«OW TREELARE LT

% 40 Wakt Development Assochites, LLE %1}

Swned by ¢

Has owoership intuerid e

4 40 W

Qrwreeet by £

5 40 Wall Streer LLT

Dsvnad by ¢

% Gwnershin
3.1
93

Entity Nurme
40'Wall Streat LC

40 WALL STREET COMMERCIAL
e
A0 \Walh Street Mumbar Corp,

5 40 Waif Strart Member Lo, *(1}

Qe by 5

Hax ownership inteyastin ¢

¥ 40 MEZZ VENTURE LL.C N1}

Quned by s

Has awnership intarest i3

S Quinnobly
koo

Batioy Hams
AT Wal Srest L0

% Ganership
1

48
53

&

iy Hame
403 North Wabash Vanture UL

TRUMP CHICARO RETARRLLC

§ 407 Morth Wabash Yenfiue LT

Lvanen by

Has ownarship inturest Inz

CONFIDENTIAL

% Qenershin
100

Entity Same

TRUMF COMMERCIAL CHICAGO

(o

Hame

4 SHADOW TRES LAME MEMBER
CORP

DIT HOLDINGS 118

Ramn
0T HULINGS MANAGING MEMEER
Riw

Namg
PareLonaulting, ing:
“Ths Bovsbd & Trump Revocibls Trist

Duencyshin
99,90%
100.00%

IWL.U6%

Hame
40 Wall Davelopmsant Aszocistes, 18

48 Walt Steast Member Carp,

45 Wil Development fssoetates, LS

Name
A0 Walt Drvalopiment Asiosistes, M8

2.49%

HNams

TRUMP CHICAEQ MANAGING
HAEMBER LD

TRUMP CHICAGO MEMBER 110
GO MEMBER

Nomg

401 MEZZ VENTURE LT
Hwnershin

100.00%

ki

Wrnaging dember

Iin
Marnbar
Membar

Sharzholder

Aanaging Marabss

Title
Member

Maraber

Fiste
hiember

Managing Msmbar

fhembar

fgle
Shasehaldar

Role
Member
hlamber

Munsging Marnbsser

Marnber

‘Rele
Shagsholdar

fdanaging Meinhar

Susnbes
Member

fiole
tamiber

DANY_520632




OFF Foeeo Z48x (loek X3}

tnstructions for Pert 2

:‘ﬁzsm“{h& 38 %9 iz, seexat wdd s Sarntly : S s for pmpsived i
Filer's Nome: § e Nussbus
Peoedd 2. Taomy 1
Ruference #
TRUNMP PAYROLL CHICAGC LULT 10000 Maraging Hlember
? 809 NORTH CANON LLE
Qwned by ¢ HSmnachin Hame Rele
A0 NORTH CHNON MEMSER Hansging Membar
TORPORATION
33 DIY HORLDINGE O prmber
18 808 NORTH CANON MEMBER QORPRRATION *(1}
Dwrd by 3 % Dwnershin Hame Kol
Uz DT HELDINGS MANAING MEMBER Sherahoidar
we
Has ownership intersst fn 2 ntity Name Qwnarshin Tide
808 RORTR CANON LLC 3.00% Managing Mermbsar
11 81 Pine Note Helder Ing, 3}
Caned by ¢ Namg Bole
DT Holdings LLC Shareholdar
1% 848 YN Limited Partnarshin
Tsned By : % Qwnarshin Nawe Bsls
50 Trismp 345 L9 1S Pariner
40 Trumgs 285 UR 8P LLC Partney
1% Aoo Entertainment Hofdings inc, %3}
wned by.: % wnership Hames Bolg
300 DIT Holdings LLC Shareholder
1 Afl County Buifding Supply. & Maeintenance Corp. 3]
Shanad by % fhwniership Hams Rolg
25 OIT Holdings (1€ Sharshsidsr
% Trusnp Family Mambsez Sharehwider
15 AUATION PAYRQLL COMPANY *(2}
Qwrpd by > % Swnneatip Nams
0

17 Beach Haven Apartments #8LLC N3}

Dwned by < % Qwenership
23
s
1% Beach Haven Apt #3, fne, (1
Cwed by« % Qunership
%5
»

Hag ownership interext fn Butity Namse
Stayrstt TRy Associates, L,
Saring Creek Flaza UL

20 Beanh Haven Shogping Cenfer LLC (3

Cunjert by ¢ 3% 5581
%
78

21 Bedford Hills Qorg. *i}

Dumed by % Qwrinrship

100

£ntily Neme

Seven Springs LLT

2 TRUMP BRIARCLIFF MANDR DEVELQPYMENT LLC %2}

Has ownership interast in:

Ownigd by > % Qwnarshin
0.1
93.8
23 Briar Half Qearations LL.C YA}
Twoed by % Shwvarshin
8.3

CONFIDENTIAL

DI HOLHNGE MANAGING MEMBER
e

The Dunsid 4, Trump Revocabis Trost

Trump Family Mesmbers

Name
Tha Donald § Trump Revasable Trust

Teump Family Mambears
Dwngsship

feX: 129

Q86%

Nasg
DIT Holdings 1€
Trumyp Family fMaabers

Mams

DIT Holdings L4C
Owingrship
2.10%

BRARCLIFR PROPEATIES, IO
DY HEATINGS U

Mange
Davslopment Mambss Ing

Title
Partney
fdember

Tite
Membar

Merdar

f3%3;
Sharehoiter

&3

Shambolder

Ralg
Megabing
Hobne

Rols
Shareholder

Mambar
$ember

Role
Member

DANY_520633



O Feorm e fhtends 2038}

Refeyans i

24 B

frstru s for Part 2
z  SYEEY 3 3 sy fe fops,
Fifer's Nome $Pugge Waweber
Voot £, T i Al et d6
BT Holdings 112 Member
Do by ¢ % Danershin Hame Roly
ion DIY HMDINGS MMANABIRG MAEMBER Sharehatder
ue
Has ownership interask i Entle Nume Dbl Titla
ENAR HALL REVELOPMENTILC  D.40% Namher
SNFKIR TRIDAP BRIARCLIFF
SMANOR DEVRLOPIMENT LCE
25 Qaribusitess pvpstmanty, SHRL
Owried by % franership Bame Rule
1 THE CARIBUSINESS RE CORP Member
a8 CARIBUSINESS MRE LG Memnbes
I CARIBUSINESS MRE LLC ()
Quned by % Ouenprsliin Name fols
i THE CARIBUSINSSS RE CORP Mansging Membar
DIT Heldings B0 fember
HMas ownershin intersst i ¢ Dwnershis Title
8B.00% Marabes
¥ Lhelsea Half LA N3
Qunes by : 3% Qwaershin Name Rols
5 4T Holdlnge HE Member
7S Trump Fatnlly Mambers beriber
23 CHICAGD UNIT ACQUISITION LLC 8}
Quwned by % Quenaeahiin Namg
104 £ Holidings 1HE iember
29 CHINA TRAREMARICLLE X2
Duned by 3 % Qomseshin fame Rols
09 257 Holdingz UL Netnber
3¢ Ciyde Hall, fne, ‘(3¢
Ciwoned by < % Qenerstin Bame fols
25 DY Holdings LLC Shsyeholder
k2 Trumip Family Members Stisreholder
81 Qorepet Hafl, fus, 23}
Swned by % Dwpurshi; Name Rols
25 I Hotdings 1AC Shureholder
k3 Frump Faraily Mombers Shareioldar
32 Country Apartments, LLO
Dwned by % Qwnzrhin Mame Role
% DY Hoidingz UL Mambat
¥l Trump Family Mumbers Member
23 Country lnvestas LLENY
Twned by Name Role
DIt Holdings UL Mamber
Trurnp Family Membars Member
34 Dountry Pronerfiss, LLC
Qunedby: Name Role
DIt Holdings O Mamber
75 Truanp Fsnlly Mambars Member
35 0 8 PACE ACQUISITION MENBER CORP %1}
Qwnrd by % Gowmeabiln Rame olg
L] SRMBES MANAGING MEMBEIR Shageholdsc
e
Has owmership intersst frs ¢ Enthy Rame Dwnseshin it
© B Pace Scuisition, 4C 1.00% Managiog Member

36 D R Pace Acguisition, LLC
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OB Vo s Pt NS
instructions for Fart 2
k& ¥ s, $h53 £10 B HERE i s, i el smamdony v, See hatrostions for ox
o8 Nassie. lPeg;e Ruihes
25 3, Trssg | Ad of 46
Referancs £
Owned by ¢ * Dwrershls Hame Bale
1 0 8 PACT ACOUIAITION MAMBER Bhnnaging Muraber
COORP
83 DI Holdingz LS harabar
37 Development Member ite, %3}
Dwnad by ¢ % Semershin Nams Rols
B3 DIT HOLDINGS PAANAGING MEMBER Sharaheidas
Uz
Has ownership interasting Entity Name Lwenprshin ule
Briar Wl Gpecations UC 2.380% Stembar
38 fx Asrospucs (Bermudal Limited 23}
Owinad By 2 3% Qwnershin Nams Fole
400 DT Holdings LLE Sharehaolder
32 RJT AERQSFACE LLE
Ownud by # Qunership Name Rale
W The Donald 4 Trutrgs Revoosbie Trust paenibnt
A0 DT ENTREPRENEUR MANAGING MEMBER LLC Y3
Ot by hS ship Hame Role
1 3T poldings 115 Mermbns
HMas swwnership frderext s Entite Berme O3 Tle
THE TRUSAP ERTREPREBIEUR 2.30% Mansging Member
HABATIVE LLCINY DOMESTIC)
41 DT ENTREPRENEUR MENMBER LLE %1}
Buned by ¢ % Dwrmeshin Nams Rale
pish] 3T Holdings L1C Mamber
Has ownesship Interest fre: Eatity Name Gumershio Title
THE TRUMP ENTREPRENELR 91.90% Marnber
HHTATIVE LLC (MY DOMESTIG
A2 QIT HOLOINGS L1.C
Aszsrned Nanas Ri8IA Jurisdisting ExpiationDate Filing Pate
BIT 3 HOLDINES LI Fiorida
fhmed by ¢ % Dsynzeahin Hams Rola
b3 T HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Hanaging Menber
R1N
39 Tha Bonatd J, Trursp Ruvacsbie Trust Messiber
Hag awnership interest i various entitfes os indicetad elsmwherse it hiy schadidy
43 DT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER LLL Y1}
Owned by ¢ % Quinarshio Hamg Bule
we The Boasld 1, Tramp Revocahle Trust Mamber
Hix ssvmership iuren in various antities as indicated slsewhara in this scheduls
44 DT £ AND HOLOINGS MEMBER CORP "3}
Draned by % Osiesbly Homs ole
piuy] 27 ROLDINGS MANAGIRG MEMBRR Shapsholier
HG

45 DAY QPERATIONS CXLLE X8

franed by ¢ % Qwnersbin

8
45 DJT OPERATIONS 1 LLE
fhoned by ¢ # Qwnaetin
100

47 AT QPERATIONS HILE N}
Troaned by ¢

Hasownership interest i

Entity Bame
TAG AR RC.

CONFIDENTIAL

“The Donald §, Trump Revocable Toust

Hame
The Romadd S, Trump Revorable Trust

Quensshdis
100.00%

Tike

Sharshoidey

Role
fernber

i)
pamber

fole
bember

DANY_520635



G Tron M8 DI 2638
instrutions for Part 1

stadideesses, sed srnes, Send foor gty oo
Fifer's Neosse Fape Naber
onehd 4, T A% of 46
Refarence #
a8 Donsfd J Trump Enterprises LG 181
Dwned by 3 Hamz Rele
3 Trump Samify Membars hMamber
49 Sonald & Trumn Srteroriens HE30 231
fwmed byt % Qwasrshin Mape fsle
i Trusep Farelly Membery Meerdine
50 Qonald J, Trump Enterpsriass #1446 31
Owand byt % Gwnarship Hamg Ruln
we Trssrops Family Meorders dasnbms
53 DT APP WARRANT HOLDING LLS 63}
Owned by Nagy Hole
DT APP WARKANT HOLDIRG Wsraging Member
SARNAGING MEMEER COBRF
3% DI OPERATIONS UL Nisenbar
54 OT ARE WARRART HOLDING MANAGING MEMBER CORP >3}
Owrad by % Gwnarshin Hame Sols
hivs] DTTHS Dipevativns Manasging Sharahotder
tsmbar Corp
Hae vwnership irdarestin Cntity Name s Yitle
O7 APP WARRANT H NG L 1.00% Thanagiog Memhar
53 DY CONNECTHEILC
Cwngd by % Quneestin Nasme Role
i BT CONNECT it MIRMBER CORP Managing Member
9 13T HOLIMNGS LA Mesbar
58 DT CONNEQT I MEMBER CORP N1}
Ouned by % Qwnarship Namg Baly
160 The Bonatd 3. Trurmp Revocabls Trust Sharahalder
Has ownership interast in ¢ Srtioe Name Lwnership Tge
DT CONRECY B UL 1.00% Mansping Memibser
58 BT DUBA GOLF MANAGER LLE
Twoned Byt ershil Bame Rds
i DTRUBA COLF SMARBEER MEMEER dsnagiog Mambey
CORP
S T Heddfings L8 Membar
80 DT DUBAL BOLE MANAGER MEMBER QQR2 1.
Swned by < % Quenesshio HMame Rl
100 DT Holdings Managing Mermber LT Sharehotder
Hax gwnarship nterest in £iity Nasae Sanvrshin Tige
DTDUBA GOLF MANSGER LG 1.850% Hanaging Membar
81 DY DURAIH QULE MANAGER LLE
Guned byt % Qwneyshio Name s
5 DT DURA! 1 GULE RASNAGER Marging Membes
BENIBER SR
53 TOTVERTURE L1.Q Member
& DT DUBAI § GOLF MANARER NENBER CORP (1)
Owned by 2 % Qwaeesbin Magg Role
240 147 Beddings Managing Member 10 Shareholder
Yz oweneshlp Intars ¥n Bedigy Mo Buangrshin il
DTOUBAL | GOLF NMARAGERLLC  1,00% tanaging Mamber
& DT HOME MARKS INTERNATIONAL 4L
Cwned by : 3% Quengrship Mama Rule
1 T HIORE MARKS INTERMATIONAL Mensging Member
HAEMBER CORE
] DTTH OPERATRING LU Member

8% QT HOME MARKS INTECRATIONAL MEMBER CORP (1}

CONFIDENTIAL
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CHIE Foren 28R PInak I

SRR BRRR T e 35 Varnily ey B . Seow ¥ s gaapairnd i
Pages Mawsber
Ad ot 46
Reforance #
Dwaed by ¢ % Ouwnensbiy Hame Role
300 DYTH Cparstions Messging Sharshoider
Magsibss Corg
Has owngestdp nterastin ¢ Batity Nams Dwngshin Thiz
DT HGME MARKS INTERNATIONAL 1.00% dansging Marsbss
ue
55 DT INDIA VENTURE LLE "3}
Quined by % Quweneyshin 13 Role
1 DT NDIA VENTUSE MARATING Mernber
SAEMBER DORP
35 DTTH QPERATHINS LAC dzmber
&6 DT INDIA VENTURE MANAGING MENMBER CORP 3
Ownadby: % Dsunaezhin Name fole
pivy DTTM Oprrstions Msnsging Starsholder
fmmber Corg
Has awngrship interesd i ¢ Eutity Namg Gwngrshin Title
DT fRDIA VERTURE 11C 1.05% Mearnbar
§7 DT MARKS BAHRULEC 3
Gunedby s * fomership Role
& BAKS MANAGING Mssuging Mambar
RER CORP
94 HTTRA QFERATIONS (18 flatabar
58 DY MARKS BARU MANAGING MEMBER CORP (3
Cwsied by & % Franesship Mame By
hied] DT Dperations Menaging Shayenhoider
flember Carp
His ossonaeship Interest i Entity Name Title
DT MARKS BAKU LIC Marisging Member
LT MARKS DUBALLLE 14}
Ssenad by s % Qwinseabin Namy Role
k3 T IARKS DUBAT MEMBER CORP Maneging 84
ed LT DFERATIONS U Tssenybne
7z BT MARKS DUBAI MEMBER CORP N8}
Gamed by % Sanership Name Agle
kil DTTM Dparations Mansging Sharehoider
Mersbas Lp
Has ownership interast in: gty Mg Sramprshin Tide
OT MARKS DUBAILLC L30% hanaping Mendme
73 DY WARKS BURGAONLLE (4}
Cwnad by % Dwnershiy Role
1 DT MIARKS GURGACH MANAGING MEMBER CORP Sharagiog Member
b DA OPERATIONS LC Ifernber
4 DT MARKS 3 4 CORF (4,
aned by % Eanershin Name Aale
100 DTI64 Dparstivns Maraging Shareholder
E Marsiber Corp
Has ownesship interest i : Entlty Mare Sumarshin Title
LT MARKS HURGADN LI 1.00% Manaping Membear
5 DT MARKS JERSEY CITY LEC Y4}
Dunedby: % Dangrshid Name Baly
00 DYTM SRERATIONS 148 Mmber
6 DY MARKS JUPITER LLC (4]
Tunedby: Hwnership Name Bole
W00 DU OPERATIONS UL Manuging Mamber

77 RF MARKS PRODUCTS INTERNATIONAL LLE Y4)

CONFIDENTIAL
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ORE Frore X35 {(Neoh 2052}

{nstrustions for Perd 2

Heaes Fhichy 3 gl fe o
Files's Name {rage Number
Tionsbt & TR i A7 ot 46
Anfarence #
OQwnzd by s #wmecshln Nag Bole
1 £ MARYS PRODUCTS Mansging Member
INTERNATIOMAL MEMBER CIURP
83 DTN OPERATIONS UG Mgy
78 DY MARKS PROBUCTS INTERNATIONAL VERBER CORP
Owrzd by % Swnetshin Hams Bels
1m0 ¥1Th4 Opserstions Mensging Sharstisites
tamber Corp
Hag ownnrship ntarest n ¢ Eatity Bame Quwnesshin Tids
D MAHKS FRODULCTS 1,404 Maraging Mender
IRTERNATIONAL UL
78 BT MARKS PLNEH LLE XS
Owned by % Quneslin Role
1 7 RARKS PLINE 1} MANAGING Mansging Membar
MBEMBER CORR
4 DT OPERATIONS 1T Marghar
80 DY MARKS PUNE | MANABING MEMBER CORP Y3}
trmed by % Oswaneabin
i 1 Opssations Managing
Member Cog
Has ownership Interestin Entity Name Panarship Title
DY MARKS FURE I LLC 1.000% Managing Membar
3% DT MARKS PUNE LLC (4
Osenad by ¢ % fromership Harns Bale
1 DT RIARKS PUNE MARRBGING Munsging Member
MEMBER CORP
98 ST GRERATIONG UL Mentns
83 07 MARKE PUNE MANABING MEMBER CORP *(4)
usevened by ¢ % Quneshin Hame Bole
2] BTTM Uperativns Managing Shareholdes
Meenbr Corp
Hoxawnership Interssting ity Bl Lusngsshin Tite
T MARKS PUINE LLC 1005 Kfensging Meraber
83 DT MARKS QATAR LLG 3-RUISSLH.VED 1/28/17
Owned by ¢ Hamg

¢
83 Q7 MARKS QATAR IMENRER CORP H3b-DISSOLVER 173601 ¥

fhened byt

Has swnership isderestin:

85 DT MARKS RIQLLE A
Dwried by s

% Qwngrshi
picH

Eatity Rame
DY MARKS CATAR A0

g
B8 DT MARKS RIQ MEMBER CORP XS

Cisand by

Max ownersdp intastin

87 DT MARKS VANCORVER LR

Quenpd by 7

CONFIDENTIAL

3 thanership
W

07 MARKS B ULC

% Svmershin

DT MARKSE QATAR MEMBER CORP

OTTM OPERATIONS U

4 Goerativay Managleg
fMembar Corn

Sempuship

1.00%

BT MARKS R MEMIBER CORP

BTTH GPERBTIONS 11C

Hamg

DITRA Oparstions Managing
Massibss Corg

Swnershin

150%

Hame

Title
fsneging Membsr

ngiog Membe:

Marbiar

fole
Shayeholdar

Rals

ttanaglng Mamber

Mernber

Stransbimbter
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tnstructions for B

Femen Thin i skl S, Danat ushude pesmet s st meisivener, v fondly by comes, Ses instrantinns foe eanul g
{¥ilers Name ﬁ‘ngc Nupibey
{Dsonsisd 3, Trop | Al of 46
i DT MARES VANCIUVER MEMBER  General Phrther
CORP
28 Tha Bonsid §, Trump Revoorbie Trust Limitsd Partner
a8 07 MARKS VANCDUVER MEVBER CORP Y
et by % frwasrshin Namg Bl
hiv] DTTHA Cperations Marsging Shureholder
$dembane Covp
Fias owmnership interest in: Entity Bame il
BT MARKS VANCOUVER LP DO5 units {30000 %) e Partaer
88 DF Macks Worll LLC
Quuied by ¢ % Qwnership Nome Role
i 27 Marks Worll Mambar Corp Managing Member
35 DTTR OSERATIANS LLC Plzmber
9% DY Marks Worll Mamber Corg *(5}
Ot By 2 % Onvoanain Hame Bole
iy BYYH Quarstions Mansging Sheretnider
fsebsr Corg
Hzs ownarship intecert 2 Batity Baoe Qe sl Title
07 fisrks Worli L1C 1.OCH% Banaging Membst
31 DT TOWER QURGAON LLC
Thwnad by ¢ % Crangrshin Rams Fole
1 LT TOWER GURGAOH MARAGING fianaging Sember
MEMBER CORP
35 T Venturs UC Member
82 DY TOWER GURGAON MANAGING MEMBER CORP (1)
Ownnd by % Owinarstip Bams folg
hixi) DTTM Qoerstivns Mansging Shacsholder
Manhar Corp
Hag ownership intarest in: . EntBy Nams Osenpstin Titde
OTTOWER GUREAON L LR fanaging Mawhar
92 GTW VENTURE LLC
fined by : 5% Bumershin Name Rale
00 D47 Holdings LG Mamnbaer
o4 OTW YENTURE MANAGING MEMBER CORR, (3}
Oweted by % Lwinarshin Hamy Baly
100 DIT Holdings Manuging Mamber LLC Sharatiolder
/s S0 Vanture § Corporation "’{32
Dwazd by : % Donershin Nume 3
wn DTN Operasians Mamagleg Sharabatder
Marmnber Corp
$6 S Venwre fLLC 03
foaned By ¢ S Ebunership Name
0 DTN OVERSTIORG UC

7 Exenf Vanture { Corporation 31}

nined By 2 % Samershin
W
Has ownership irderast in ¢ Entity Mame

Encol Venture | LLT

88 Exsel Ventura { L1

Quuned by ¢ % Bunership

3
£

23
98 Fity-Seven Managemant Corp. (1)

Dt By s

CONFIDENTIAL

bﬂ :)Edmgs Managing Mamber LT

Ownarshig Litle
L.00% Managing Mamber

Nams

Exce} Vanturs { Cotporetisn

DITHOLBINGS 1LC

Sharetwidar

Hole

taneging Member

Mamber

Bole

DANY_520639




O Poren 1036 (e D4}

tnsteuctions far Part 2
$ SOy Nt st 5, 35t ore oy SR,
§Fiicen bim E!’npge Nsaber
Dy 4, Tousnig AY ot 46
Refsrence #
plaied T Dansbd £ Trorep Revocadile Trust Shersitolder
His mwnership intevnstin ¢ Eadivy Nagz g YOG Title
Eifty-Saventh Glrest Assovistes  LIO% hanaging Mamber
31
100 Fity-Seventh Streef Assvafates £1.8
Guned by ¢ ¥ Bunership Hame Rale
1 Fifty-Seven Mansguiusst Torp. Mansglng Mumber
&g The Trurap-Buitable Fifth dvanue Mamber
Cornpany
101 FIRST MEVBER ING Y3}
$hned byt % Dwneyship Name Role
100 The Janald & Trimp Ravoeabis Trust Sharabiolder
Hos nwnership Interast i 2 Lramership Titde
TRUMP PALACEPARCLLC B.10% Maraging Marabey
2 PLIGHTS ING ™8}
Duynnd Sy 2 X Demershin Rafe
pisis} DIT Hoidings Munaging Member 0 Shareholdes
103 PLORIDA PROPERTIES MANASEMENT LG X231
Ownndhy: B Dunership Name Balg
i DIY Hoidings LLC Marpbsr
WA Fountainblen Apartmants LLG 63
Owned by s el Name Role
% DT Holdings 18C Maphar
743 Teurap Fanlly Membars Member
105 Golf Progdustions LLC
Ownedby s ATIR Hame Reds
3 Helf Productions Membear Cafp Pznaging fMembsr
2 LY Holdings LLC Mismbrr
108 Folf Produstions Membsr Corp (%)
Deaned by « % Dwngrshin & fole
105 Hostfings Managing Mamberiic Sharsholder
ras awnership interest in 2 oty Namig Sunseshin Tide
Falf Froductions LLC 1.00% Managing Membar
107 Golf Recrestion Scetand Linited
fumed by : % Qwaprshin Sole
huy) Sasta Mernber

Hos ownerghls intarest s

RMBERRY

108 HELICOPTER AR SERVICER NC "3}

Duwned by ¢

% Swogrship
100

110 Hudson Waterfront Asseclales § L8 (1}

{iwned by

Has nwnarship intarest s ¢

X
24
3

Butfty Ramg
HAR 558 Owness, LT

133 Hudson Waterfront Associstes #, P 6}

haed by ¢

CONFIDENTIAL

# Sranershin

Ty
Sharaheldar

B HOLDINGS MARKGING MEMBRER

uc

Namz

HUDSON WATERFRONT

CORPIRATION

HURSOR WESTAINE ASSOTIATES 4,

if.

‘The Donsid 5, Trump Revoostd Trist
Idlg
Barings

Partner

Partney

Prringr

DANY_520640




Referanca

£U3E Foon X786 (Mageh 20843

instructiong forPart 2
Hobs: i i 2 pubill & st ke oot puwes, beel fo eased Faviss ).
Tiir's Nung {Page Mubor
Sronehi 8, Yrarg
i HUDBON WATERFRONT H Pardner
CORPORATION
88 HUDRSON WESTSIDE ASSQUIATES if, Partner
L
30 The PDorald §. Trimp Revocabie Trust Partner
112 Hudson Waterfront Associates i1 LP (1}
Ownad by % Ownership Name i
1 RUDSON WATERFRONT il Partner
CORPORATION
83 HUDSON WESTSIDE ASSQUIATES Hf, Partner
LR,
30 The Denald £, Trump Revocable Trust Parinier
Hax owaseship interest in: Entity Nama Dwanrzhip Title
HWA 1200 111 L1C 100.00% Pariner
113 Hudgen Waterfront Associates IV, LP %1}
Duned by« 25 Qunership Nanwsy Role
1 HUDSON WATERFRONT IV Pastner
CORPORATION
2] HUDSON WESTSIDE ASSOCIATES 1Y, Fartner
1P
30 “The Donald & Trump Revocable Trusy Pastner
Has ownership nteresting Entity Nemg Dwagrshie Titls
FWA 123D IV LI 1Q0.G0% Pastner
114 Hudson Waterfront Assosiates V LR (1)
Dwmed iy 3 Qumershin Name Hols
1 HUDBON WATERFRONT ¥ Partnar
CORPORATION
52 HUDSON WESTSIDE ASSOTIATES V, Pastner
LB
30 The Deneld 4 Trump Ravorable Trust Pariner
Hoas awmership Isterest jo Entliv Name Cumership Titds
RWA 3280V IC 180.00% Partnzr
13% Indian Hitls Holdings LLC 2}
Owned byt % Dwneeship Name Role
100 DIt Holdings L& Member
117 TRUME NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - JUPITER
Duwned by 1 % Owsniership Namg Role
1 JUPITER GOLF CLUB MANAGING Manuging Member
MEMBER CORP
] 04T HOLDINIS LLC Member
118 JUPITER GOLF CLUB MANAGING MEMBER CORP 1)
Qwinad by % Owaersiin Name Role
100 DT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Shareholder
ue
Hae nwnership intedast in 2 Entliy Name Dumership Tide
TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUS - 1.00% Managing Member
RIPITER
138 LAMINGTON FAMILY HOLDINGS LLC
Owined by ¢ *y Name fole
jkals] DIT Holdings LE Membiae
120 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLE CLUR - BEDMINSTER
Gumead by e % Dwinershin Name Role
ine LEB ACQUISITION LLC Membac
121 Lawrence Towers Apattments LLC 3}
Owined by ¢ % Qunecship Name Rolz
25 DIT Holdings LT Membar
75 Trimp Family Members Membae
127 LFB ACQUISITION LLC 1)
Lwaed by ¢ % Dwnership Name Rolg

CONFIDENTIAL

:
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Rafarence #

HIE Feon 278 (hazet 2003)
instructions for Part 2

Hotn T 1 & el fore, o vl lashude v

ssp Fussdy spassnidones

Titor's Ramss

Phas Numbes

Lioneid & Yoo All ot 46
1 LFB ACOUSITION MEMBER CORP Managing Member
99 DT HOLDINGS LLT Meamber
Hes dwnershigintarestin : Entity Neme Ownership Title
TRUMP RATIONALGOLF CLUB - 100.00% Membar
BEDMINGTER
123 LFB ACQUISITION MEMBER CORP *4)
Owrtiedd tay 2 % Qwngrship Namg fale
pivy] DIT HOLDINGS MANABING MEMBER Shareficidss
i
Has ownership Interast i ¢ Enitity Narae Duwngrshifp. Title
LFB ACOUISITION LG 1.00% Maneging Merabar
125 MAR-A-LAGO CLUB ING (1}
Owned by + % Gwaershin Nawme
150 DT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Sharahelder
LS
Has pwrership Inferest fn ¢ Entity Nams Ownesship Title
MAR-A-LAGO TAUE, LG, 0.01% Memibar
MALLE, tne. 100.00% Sharsholder
126 MARA-LAGO CLUA, L.1L.C,
Assumed Names: DIBLA
MAR-A-1LAG0 CLUE, LLL, L&
Chned by : 3 Dwmershin Name Role
.01 MAR-A-LAGH CLUB INC Membey
29,92 The Demald J, Trusmp Revosable Trust Membar
127 Midland Ssaoclales Y3}
Owned by % Dwnership Hams Bole
25 DIT Haldings (40 Fartier
75 Trurmp Family Members Partrar
128 NIUTTO WORLD CO., LIMITED (3]
Qumed by x 3% Dwnership Name Role
00 TRUMP TURNBERRY Shareholder
129 QCEAN DEVEL OPMENT MEMBER INC X3}
Cuned by« S Dumership Hawme Role
100 BT Holdings 1LC Sharahotder
Ras ownership interest in Entity Nams Swasrshil Tide
OCEAN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 1000 Membar
uo
13Y One Ceniraf Park Waest Associates *(3)
Qwned by : % Ownorshin Namp Role
50 TRUMP CENTRAL PARK WESTTORP Parthar
S0 GALBREATH COLUMBUS CIRCLE Partner
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, LR
Has awneyship Iderestin: Entity Mame Qunarshin Title
Qe Cential Park West PT 34.30% Member
Assocfates
132 One Central Park West PT Associates (3}
Owned by ¢ % Ownership Name Rale
4.3 e Centraf Park West 8ssaclatss Partner
65.7 CPW PT Pariners, G.P. Partner
133 OPQ HOTEL MANAGER LLC (8}
Ownaed by % Qwnership Name Role
i QPO HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER Mariaging Member
CORF
22,50 Frump Family Membars Meamber
7550 DIT HOLDINGS LLC Meamber
124 OPQ HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER CORP (1}
Gewned by ¢ % Owaership Mame Role
100 DIT Holdings Mansging Membar LLE Sharatiolder
Has owsarship interest in 3 Entity Name Owwnesip Tile

CONFIDENTIAL
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O Porm 2T8a Qazch 20043
instructions for Part 2
Sheetses Vs b & paditie Sapss, Do

.
g

RENES,

Reference #

Filer's Hama {Page Number
i J, Toan Al2 ot 46
QPO HOTEL MANAGER LLC 1.00% Maneging Member
135 QWO DEVEL QPER LLT 3
Owand fyy 3 Bwaership Name Hole
100 DI Holdings LT fMember
136 PANAMA OCEAN CLUB MANAGEMENT LLE *(3)
Ownad by : 56 Quunerships ERITY Role
1 PANAMA DCEAN CLAB Managing Mernber
MANAGEMENT MEMBER CORP
83 DIT Holdings 14C Member
137 PANAMA QUEAN CLUB MANABEMENT MENMBER CORP X3}
Ownad by % Ownnrship Hawe Relg
300 DIT Holdings Managing MaemberiLlC Sharsholdar
Has ownearship Intersstin Entity Nams Qwnzrship Title
PANAMAQCEAN CLUE 3.00% Marnaging Member
MANAGEMENT L
140 Rarp Consulting, e, 1
Ownedby % Qwnership Hame Bote
100 DT Holdings Managing Mambar LIC Shareholder
Hrs swnership intesest in Enmpley Mame Dwnership Title
46 Wall Development Associstes, 0.10% Nembsr
ue
181 Park Briar Assoclates *(1}
Qwned by % Qwnersh Nams Rols
5 Thie Donald J. Trurap Revocabile Trust Partier
7S Trutop Family Membses Partner
Has pwngrship interest in @ Entity Name Quinership Jithe
Starrett City Associates, LP, 147% Pariner
Spring Crsek Plaxa B.C LAT%R Membar
142 PINE HILL DEVEL DPMERT LIC
Dwnedby ¢ % Ownershio Name Role
i PINE HILL DEVELOPMENT Managing Member
IMANASING MEMBER CORP
99 DI HOLDINGS LLC Mamber
143 PINE HiLL DEVEL OPMENT MANAGING MEMBER CORRP Y1)
Ouned by : % Qwnershin Nams Role
10D DT Holdings Managing Membar {18 Sharehcider
Has swnership interest In: Sotity Name Title

144 Plaza Consulting Corp, (1}

Owned by ¢

Has vamnership Intarest ins

145 POKER VENTURE LLC (3}

Ownad by ;

PHYE HILL DEVELOPMENT L

% Owosrship
160

Entity Name
The East 51 Street Company, LB

% Qwnarshin
1

38

146 PORER VENTURE MANAGING MEMBER CORP (3}

Dwned by ¢

Has twnevship interest ins

147 Reg-Tru Equities, LTO {3}

CONFIDENTIAL

% Qwngezhin
100

Entity Name
PORER VENTURE LI

Swnership
D:10%

POKER VENTURE MANAGING
MEMBER CORP
DTTHM CPERATIONS LI

DTTH Operations Managlng
Messhieg Corp

Dumarship

1.80%

Managing Membar

Title
Partonr

Title
Managing Member

Holeg
Shareholder

Rele
Managing Member

Member

Role
Sharshalder

DANY_520643




(3R Poox 2% thfoech FAVES
Instructions for Past 3
o) Iy v v, St ;5 Sarnily Far Aeees, Sand S
s Nars {Page Runiber
e Al3 ofd6
Refarence #
fhaned by e % Dwnvvshin Bame fiole
s DIT Holdings Managlng Maraber LI Stisrsholder
150 SRV DEVELGPMENT LLE XD
Damed by ¢ 5 Shwmershin Hame fole
poud DIT HOLDAMGS MANASING MEMBER fMember
ue
Has ownership interastin: Enthiy Name Owneestin Title
TRUMP NEATIONAL GOLFCLUB - 100.00% Shareholder
L3S ANGERLES
151 BCOTLANG ACQUISITIONS LE& (38
Dwned by ¢ %5 Quneiship Hame Rale
1060 DT Holdings 1L frember
153 Saven Sprngs iiG
Qe by > ¥ Qunarship Nama Rofs
a1 Badiard Hills Corp, Aanaging Marmbar
83.8 DT HOLDINGS LIC Member
158 Shors Haven AStEY, ine, {1}
Dwnad by < % Owaeeddp Hame Role
25 Tha Donald & Trump Revocable Trug Shurehoider
Trump Farlly Membars Sharabaliar
Has pwriership interestin Oumershis Tifle
173% Fartnsy
Spring Traak Plaxa L1C 173 Mambar
156 Shore Haven Shogping Center LLL
Dt by ¢ % Dwnsobl !
b33 T Baddings 440
7 Trusep Famdly Meembers
187 TRUMP TURNBERRY
Owand by % Dsunzealin Hamg Rolg
hvy) Folf Racraati Scottand Limitad Sole Shargholdes
Has owmershilp lnteyestin: Entity Meme Dunershin Title
NITTO WORLD Q0. LIMITED 100,005 Shareholdar
158 Russex Hall, fnn, A3
Tamed by ¢ % Duwngrghin flams Role
25 The Donald J, Trump Revocesbis Trust Staseholder
i Trueng Family Membess Sharatsldes
160 ¥ intemationsf Rsafte LLC
Ownad by 25 Bwnership Neme Role
55 Tha Danxld §, Trump Ravocabia Truxt Managing Membar
45 Tromp Farodly Memb %
161 TAG AIRING. N2
Ouned by % if : Role
3 PERATIONG 1 L1C Shareholdar
163 YHG BAKU HOTEL MANASER SERVICER LT XA
Owned by % Quinershin Name Bole
kS THC BAKU HOTE, MANAGER Manmglng Mambar
SERVICES MEMBER CORP.
A ST Holdiogs WO Messbss
185 THE BAKY HOTEL MANAGER SERVICES MENMBER C0I
Domed by % Qwngeahi Nawme Raols
100 BT Holdings Managing Member 1LC Xharaholder
Has ownership interast in Ently Nome Suareshin Titls
THE BAKG HOTEL MANAGER 1.08% Managiog Member
SERVICES LG
164 THC BAKY SERVICES LLG %4}
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ikdrech 26523
ns oy Park 2

s % inern, Ho vol inshude pvsant steeni - Jpeastly sorprg. S dnsteandinny fue sopdred infoory
Fiter's Nawe: $¥aze Nusmbes
Thonaid £, Trump Add of 46
Aaferense §
Quned by % Qwnarship Raegs Bols
i THE BAKIS SERVICES MENEBES Masaging Motk
GG BT Heldings L1 Kemper
165 THC BAIGE SERVICES MEMBER CORP ¢
Osonad by © 3 unershin femg i
pios] 7 Rotdiags Mansging Member UL sraholder
His ownarshils Inferast i Entie Namse Quenershis Jite
TRCRAKL SERVICES {1C 10% Maraging Membey
156 THE Barra Hotelarts LTOA, 44}
Qwned by % Owansrshin Narys Rols
5% BT Hedsdings 1C Zharaholder
1 THC DEVELOPMIERT BRATIL Hareholder
MANAGING MEMEER CORP
187 THC CENTRAL REBERVATIONS LLC
Geref by £ Rale
FRTRAL RESERVATIONS Maneping Membss
MENBEH (CRP
3% O3 rlofdings UG Samber
168 THE QENTRAL RESERVATIONS MEMBER CORP 1}
Dwned by « % Dwainestdy Hame Kolg
100 3T Hoidings Managing Mamber U Shareholdey
tas awnership interest in s Entity Namg Ownsebie Title
THO CENTRAL RESERVATIONS LLC 1.00% Managing Mesmber
16% THC CHINA DEVELOPMENT LIT
Oswnad by ¢ Hamg Rele
it TRUMP INTERNSTIONAL HOTELS Membst
MANAGEMENTILC
136 TRC CHINA TECHNICAL SERVICES L10 ™A
Owaad byt % Susnershis Sama Raolz
3 THCCH TECMMICAL SERVICES Maneging Mernber
PIARAGER TORP
b2 T Helding 1 ember
171 THC CHINA TEQHNICAL SERVICES MANSBER CORE X3}
Qe by - Hiwnershio Rule
100 5T Hnidings Managing Menber LIC Sharabodder
Hisz owneassidp fnterast te ¢ Eliy Mame Qunershiy Title
C CHIRG TECHIICAL SERVICES  LOOX Manaping Member
a1
172 THC DEVELQPMENT BRAZIL LLE. "3}
Tened by % Dwinseship Namng Bde
i THC DEVELOPIMENT BRAZIL Minnpng Marsber
MANAGING MEMEBER CORP
9G DT Holdings UL Membar
373 THC DEVELOPRENT BRAZL MANAGING MEMBER CORFE "3}
Gwned by 1 Hame Rolg
DIT Holdings Mannging Momber LLL shareholdey
Has ownership interest in: Entity Nums Dwnasshis Titte
THC DEVELOPMENT BRAZLLIL,  100% hansging Marmbey
THU Bates Hoteferia L1048 2.00% Managing bMembar
176 THC HOTEL DEVELOPMENT LLE X3
Oomed by i
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177 THE IMEA DEVELOPMENT LLC
Dwned by : %Owneuship Name Rele
100 TRUMP INTERNATIOMAL HOTELS Membar
MANAGEMENT LLC
178 THC MIAMI RESTAURANT HOBPITALITYLLC
Owned by % Ownzeshin Name fole
1 THE MIANIE RESTAURANT fansging Mamber
HOSFITALITY MEMBER CORP
39 L7 Holdings LC Mernber
178 THC MIAMI RESTAURANT HOSPITALITY MEMBER CORP 1}
Cumed By @ % Bwoershin Name fale
100 DIT Holdings Managing Mamber LLC Shareholder
Has swnership interestin: Entity Name Swnership. Title
THC MIARE RESTAURART 1.00% NManaging Mamber
HOSPITAUTY LT
180 THC GATAR HOTEL MANAGER LLC "(3-DISSOLVED 12617
Duwnsd by : 6. Qwmesshie Hame . Rale
3 THC ATAR HOTEL MANAGER Managing Mamber
MENMBER CORP
99 3T Holdings LLE Membear
181 THE QATAR HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER CORP N3)--DISSOQLVED 1/26/17
Oreined by ¢ % fwmership Name Bole
00 BIT Holdings Mamnging Mamber 1€ Sharahoider

Has cwnarship interestin: Esitity Wame

THC QATAR HOTEL MANAGER LLC

182 THEC RIO MANAGER LLE X3}

Cwriad by % Qwnershin

1

8
183 THC RIQ MANAGING MEMBER CORP 3]

Dwned by § % Qwnership

100

Hes ownershipinterestin Entlty Marss

THC RIO MANAGER LLC

184 THC SALES & MARRETING LI.C *(5}

Dvned by ¢ K 0wogrship
1

9%
185 THE SALES & MARKETING MEMBER CORP 1}

Guwned by ¢

% Qwnsrshin
100

Has ownarship intarestin

Cwned by ¢ 56 Dwnesship
1

99
187 THE SERVICES SHENZHEN MEMBER CORE (3}

Qwned by 1 % Gwnarship
100
Has ownership fntersst in ¢ Entite Name

CONFIDENTIAL

Title

Bwnership
Managing Member

1.60%

Narne
THC RIO MANAGING MEMBER CORP

BJT Holdings LLC

Name
DIT Holdings Managing Meamber 11C

Title
Mataging Marmber

Ouwengrship:
1.00%

THE BALES & MARKETING MEMBER
CORP
DIT Holdings 1€

\jame
LT Holdings Managing Membes LT

Tile
Managing Member

CORP
DIT Heldings 1O

Nare
10T Holdings Managing Membar LLC

Owngership

Bgle
Managing Member

Member

Role
Sharaholdar

Role
Manuging Mermber

Mambar

Rolg
Shareholder

Role
Mansglng Mamber

Mambar

Bole
Shareholder
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Refsrence #
THC SERVICES SHENZHEN LI 1.80% Managig Member
188 THE SHENZHEN HOTEL MANABER LLC *(3}
Dwesed by % Dwmerain Hame flola
i THC SHENZHEN HOTEL MANAGER Managing Member
MEMBER CORP
2] DIT Boldings 1LC Menber
188 THC SHENZHEN HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER CORP *(3)
Ownad by ¢ 1 Swnership Hame Bole
i00 DT Holdings Managing Member LLC Sharzholder
s ownership interestin: Enity Name Dumership Tiie
THC SHENZHEN HOTEL MARAGER  1.00% Maraging Mamber
L
188 THC VANCOUVER MANAGEMENT CORP
Owned by 2 3 Owenershin Name Rule
100 3T Haldings Managing Member L1C Shareholder
151 THC VANCOUVER PAYROLL ULC (2}
Owngd by : S Chenprshin Nargg Rale
100 THC VANCOUVER MANAGEMENT Merubar
CORP
182 THC VENTURE TLLC 438
Owened by ¢ % Dwnersidy Name fole
93 DIT HOLDINGS LLC Member
h THEC VENTURE | MANAGING Merber
MEMBER CORP
188 THC VENTURE | MANAGING MEMBER CORP, 43}
Qumed by % Ownership Name Rale
100 DTTM Operations Managing Shatshaldar
Mermber Corp
Mas swaership interestin : Entity Name Dwnarship Titla
THCVEMTURELLLC 1.00% Managing Member
194 THC VENTURE §LEC 3
Ownzd iy s % Qumnrshin Namez Role
1 THC VENTURE {f SMANAGING Managing Member
MEMBER CORP,
33 DTV OPERATIONS LT Menibsr
193 THE VENTURE §l MANAGING MEMBER CORR (3}
Qunzdby %Qwmnarahlp Hame Role
00 OTTM Operations Mansging Sharehalder
Member Corp
Has owpership interestin ¢ Enfity Nemig Buwmnesship Title
THCVENTURE R ILC 1.00% Managing Menthar
198 THE VENTURE M LLC - NBY/A TTTT Venture 1LC (1}
Owned by % Cwnershly fame Rule
1 TITT Venturz Member Corp Managing Member
76.272 DTEM OPERATIONS LLL ember
22,728 Teurnp Family Members Member
Has ownership interest in : varfous entitiss as indicated elsewhers in this scheduls
197 THC VENTURE i MEMBER CORE ~ WAUA TYTT Venture Member Carp *(4}
Owned by : % Owingrship Name Rels
100 the Donald §. Trump Revoeable Trust Shareholder
Has-ownership Interestin ¢ Enifty Rame Qwnership Title
TITT VENTURELLC 1,005 Managing Member
198 THE CARIBUSINESS RE CORP 1}

CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520647
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Reference #
Oryueeed by ¢ S Dumershp Namg Rotz
100 DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Shareholder
e
Hax ownarsiip interast in: Eniity Name Dunershin Title
CARIBUBINESS MRE LLE 1.00% Managing Membar
Caribusiness investrnants, SiRL. 1.00% Membar
195 The East 81 Strest Company, L
Guned by % Duenershin Hame Rele
99,3 Tha Donald 3. Trump Revoesbls Trust Partner
0.3 Plaza Consulting Corp, Partner
200 THE TRUME CORPORATION
Owned by 95 Ownershin HMame Role
308 The Domald 3, Tremp Revocsble Trust Shersholdar
201 THE TRUMP ENTREPRENEUR INITIATIVE LLC.
Owned hy': % Qwnesship Name ols
300 THE TRUMP ENTREPRENEUR Managlng Merber
JITIATIVE LLC {(NY DOMESTIC)
¥Has ownsrship interest o : Entity Nams Duwnsrshin Tle
TRUMP EDUCATION ULC A00.00% Sharshoider
202 THE TRUMP ENTREPRENEUR IMTIATIVE LLC INY DOMESTIC) (1)
Owned by sl Name Rale
61 DIT ENTREPRENEUR MANAGING fisnsging Mamber
IAEBABER LLC (FORMALLY KNOWN A%
DT LIRVERSITY MANAGING
MEMBER LLC)
3.5 Spitatny, Jonathan hembsr
4.5 Sexton, Michast Member
218 DIT ENTREPRENEUR MEMBER LLC Membar
{FORMALLY KNQWN AS BIT
UNIVERSITY MEMBER LLC}
Has owaership interestin : Entlty Name Titls
THE TRUMP ENTREPRENEUR Managing Member
BUTIATIVE Ll
203 THE TRUMP FOLLIES LLC "3}
Ounad by % rwnarsily Name &
1 THE TRUNP FOLLIES MENMBER INC. Managing Mermbes
a9 DT Holdings LLC Mermber
204 THE TRUMP FOLLIES MEMBER INC. (3}
Ownad by ¢ % Ownesship Narge Bols
e DT Holdings Managing Member LLC Shareholder
Has ownership interast fn: Entity Name Qunarship Title
THE TRUMP FOLUES LLC 1.00% Managing hMember
205 The Trume Hotel Corp. *(3)
Oroened by % Qwnarshig fame Role
100 3T Holdings Managing Memiber LLC Shatrehclder

206 THE TRUMP MARKS REAL ESTATE CORP (1)

Tuined by

Has ownership intarest In:

Entity Name
TRUMP MARKS REAL BSTATE LLC

0¥ The Trumg Orgsaization, ine. M3}

fumed by ;

% Qwnarstip
100

208 The Trump-Egultable Fifth Avenue Company

CONFIDENTIAL

Merber Corp

Quinership Title
100% Member
Nawng

DIT Holdings Mensging Mermbsr LLC

Sharehoider

Ruole
Sharehelder
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Reference #
Dumned by 1 % Dwaershin flame Sola
2] The Donald J, Trump Revocatle Trust Partner
1 TIPPERARY REALTY CORPURATION Partner
Has awmarship lotersst in: Entity Name Qwmership Title
Fifty-Seyamh Strest Associztes  88.00% Member
e
TAUMP TOWER COMMERCIALLLC 94,005 Mesmber
208 TIGE COMMON AREA MANAGEMENT CORP Y3
Dwned by ¢ % Ownurship Name Role
190 BIT Holdings Managing Manmbier (1.0 Shareholder
it TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLF LINKS - DOONBEG
Owned by ! # Duamership Hame Bole
100 TW VENTURE fLLC Sele Meratar

202 JIGL IRELAND MANAGEMENT LIMITEDR “fassets & income already disclosed on Part 2 under TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLF LINKS -
DOGNBEB; opsrator of sultes)

Ownerd by % Dwnership Nema Bole
100 TRUMP INTERRATIONAL GOLF LINKS - Sala Member
DOONBER

3 TIHC RESERVATIONS LLC {3}

Oemed by ¢ % Dwnership Name fols

100 DIT Holdings LLC Niatnber

234 TIHH MEMBER CORP (1}

Oumed by 2 % Qwnershio Narme Rele
100 The Donatd X Trump Ravetsble Trust Shareholder
Has ownarship interest in 3 Entity Wgme Dwasrship Tide
TRUMP INTERNATIONAL HOTEL  1.00% Mansging Member
HAWAM 1€
218 TIHH MEVBER LLC YU
Owred by % Gwostshin Mame ol
108 The Dorald & Trump Revocable Trust Managing Membar
Has ownarship interest in: £ntity Name Quwaseship Titde
TRUMP INTERNATIONAL HOTEL  99.00% Member
HAWAH 8
218 T MEMBER CORP, 1)
Gwned by > % Qwnership Name Bols
108 DIT Holdings Managing Merober L10 Shareholder
Has ownarsidp interestin: Entity Name Dwnership Tig
TRUMP INTERNATIONAL HOTRLS  0.10% Managing Membar
SMANAGEMENT LI
217 TIHT CHICAGQ MEMBER ACQUISITION LLC Y1}
Owoed by > % Bwnarshin Mame fola
100 DIT HOLDINGS (LG Meimber
Haz awnership intersstin ¢ Entlty Nlams Qumership Tde
401 MEZZ VENTURELLC 50.00% Member

218 TIHY COMMERCIAL LLC

Dwned by: % Owneyship Name Rels
801 TIHRT MEMBER (10 Maember
99,53 The Danald 1, Trump Revoesble Trust Managing Member

Oamned by ¢ % Owaarshii Name Rols

106 DIT Holdings UE Metnbsr
220 TIHT MEMBER LLC 1}

CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520649
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Ownadby: 3 Qwnership Name Role
100 The Donald . Trump Revocabte Trust Member
Has ownearshig interast i ¢ Entity Nama Owanrshis Tidde
TIHT COMMERCIALULC 0.01% Membar
22t TIPPERARY REALTY CORP, 1}
Quned by : % Qwnarship Name fdle
100 The Donald J. Trump Revocable Trust Shargholder
Haz ownership interest in Enstity Name Ownarsiip Title
The Trump-Eguitable Fifth Avenue 1,00% Pariner
Cormipaty
222 TMG Member, LLE (1)
Ownedby % Ovnershin Name Role
i) DIT Holdings LS Member
Has awnership Interest in Entity Mame Dwnsshis Title
Trump Modet MaragementLLC  85.00% Member
223 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLE CLUB « CHARLGTTE
Owrred by 1 % Qwnership Namg Bole
i THEC CHARLOTFE MANAGER CORP Managlng Membar
93 DIT HOLDINiES $LC Member
24 TNGE CHARLQTTE MANAGER CORP 1)
Owaed by % Bwaseahip Hania Bale
100 DITHOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Shargholder
LC
Has ownership nterest in: Entity Name Dwiership Title
TRUMP NATIDNAL GOLF CLUB -~ 1.00% Menaging Member
CHARLOTTE
225 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLFE CLUB - HUDSON VALLEY
Quanzd by 3 % Dwasrsip Name Role
1 THNGE DUTCHESS COUNTY MEMBER Managing Member
LURE
99 DIT HOLDINGS 1S Mambar
226 TREC DUTCHESS COUNTY MEMBER CORRP (1}
Dumed by 2 % Dumeyship Mame Role
00 DITHOLDINIES MANAGING MEMBER Shareholder
uc
Has ownership Interast ing Entity Hame Dwasesls Title
TRUMP NATIONALGOLF CLUB - 1.00% Mansging Member
HUDISON VALLEY
227 TNGC JUPITER MANAGEMENTLLE
Owred by % Ownsrshin Mams Role
1 TNGT SUPITER MANAGING MEMBER Maneging Membar
CORP
99 DT HOLDINGS 1L thember
228 THNEC JUPITER MANAGING MEMBER CORP (1}
Qunedby 3 Creeneyshiv Name Rola
100 247 Holdings Managing Member LLC Shareholder
Has pwnership interastin: Entity Name Dwnsshin Title
THGC JUPITER MANAGEMENT LLC 1.80% Managing Mamber
229 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF COLUB - PHILADELPHIA
Dwmed byt S-Qwnership ame Role
1 TRGC PINE HiLL MEMBER CORP Managing Member
58 BIT HOLDINGS LLC Messbng
230 TNGC PINE HILE MEMBER CORP (1]
Cwnad by HNama Rolz
RITHOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Bharehaldar
Lo
Has awnership interastin Entity Name Qwpershin Tite

CONFIDENTIAL
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Ref #
TRUMP NATICNALGOLFCLUS - 1.00% WManazing Member
PRRADELPHIA
23t Toronto Development LLC *(3)
Dwned by': % Dwnershin Name Rofg
00 DIT Holdings LLC Membar
284 TRUMP 168 CPSLLC
Quwaed by : % Qwnegshin Neme Rofe
we BT Holdings L1C Member
235 Trump 845 LR LLC (1}
Owaied by s % Owanrshin Hame Bole
108 The Dosiald §, Trump Revecakle Trost Mansging Mamber
Has vwnership Interestin Entity Name Qunership Title
$45 UN Limited Partnership B0.00% Partnar
236 TRUMP 848 UN BP LLC *(1}
Dwned by : % Ownershin Name Bole
0,1 TRUMP 845 UN MGR CORP Managing Membar
99.9 The Donald §. Trump Revocahie Trust Member
Haz ownershipintedastin g Entity Name ownershin Jitle
845 UN Limited Parthership 4DH0% Fartnes
237 TRUMP 845 UN MGR CORP (1}
Owaed by % Quinership Hame Rola
100 The Donald §, Trump Revocable Trust Shargholider
Has ownarship interastin Entity Nagms Owaryship Title
TRUMP 845 UNGP LLC 0.10% ianaging Meraber
228 TRUNP 848 UN MGR LLC (3}
Ownedby: % Ownershin fome fole
100 ‘The Donald §. Trump Revocabls Trust Managing Membay
23¢ TRUMP AC CASING MARKS LLC %3}
Cned by 2 % Dwnershly Name Bole
1 TRUMP AT CASING MARKS MENIBER Managing Member
CORP
98 DTTM OPERATIONS LT Member
240 TRUMP AC CASING MARKS MEMBER CORP N2}
Guned by« % Swrnershin Narng Rofe
100 ETTM Operations Managing Shareholder
Member Corp
Has ownership interest i Entlty Name Ownershio Tite
TRUMP SC CASING MARKS LLC 1.80% Maraging Mermber
241 TRUMP ACQUISITION CORP. X33
Owsmed by % Qwnarshiz HName Role
100 BT Heldings LLC Sharsholder
i4as pwnership interast in ; Entity Name Qwinzrship Fithe
TRUMP ACQUSSITION, LT 2.060% Managing Member
242 TRUMP ACQUISITION, LLC (8}
Qremed by < % Ownershin Narme Rale
1 TRUMP ACQUISITION CORP, Managing Member
23 DIT Heldings LLC tembey
03 TRUMP BOOKS LLC
Owaed by Name. fole

CONFIDENTIAL

TRUMP BOOKS MANAGER CORP

DIT Holdings LLC

Managing Mambsr

Member
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248 TRUMP BOOKS MANAGER CORP 1}
Owned by 3 % Ownership Name Baly
100 DIT Holdings Managing Meraber (LC Stareholdar
Has ownayship interast ta ¢ Entity Nang Bwanrshin Title
TRUMP BORKS UC 1.00% Managing Merber
285 TRUMP BRAZN. LLC (3}
Gwnad by ¢ % Conership Nzme fola
pisii] BT Holdings LL& Member
245 TRUMP CANADIAN SERVICES, INC. X3}
Qunsd by » % Dwnsrship Name fole
100 The Dopald J. Trump Revovable Trust Shareholder
247 TRUKP CANOUAN ESTATE LLC M8}
Quwnad by & 36 Shwasrshilys Hamg Role
1 TRUMP CANCUAN ESTATE MEMBER Managing Mamber
CORP
99 3T Haldings LLC Mernbar
248 TRUNMP CANQUAN ESTATE MEMBER CORP *(1)
Owand by 3 Qwnership Mame Rale
100 DIT Holdings Managing Mermber LEC Sharshoider
Has awnership Interest in+ Entity Hams Owasrshin Tite
TRUMP CANGUAN ESTATELLC 1.00% Managlng Mamber
288 TRUMP CARIBREAN LLE Y(3}
fwned by ¢ % Qwngrshin Name Role
108 [T Haoldings L£C pMembst
250 TRUMP CARQUSEL L1LC
Dwnad By % Qwnershi Mame Role
1 TRUMP CARQUSEL MEMBER CORP Managlng Membey
9% 37 Heldings 1L Mambar
251 TRUMP CARCUSEL MEMBER CORP %1}
Taned by ¢ % Chwriershin Nams Role
100 DIT Holdings Manaping Member LK Sharaholder
$tas ownersiip interest i Entity Mame Gwpership Title
TRUMP CARQUSELUC 1.80% Manzging Member
252 TRUMP CENTRAL PARK WEST CORP *31
Owaed by ¢ % Quitinrshin Namp Rels
100 DIT Holdings Managing Merbar LLC Shareholder
Has awnership nterest in ¢ Eetlty N Oswnership Title
One Central Park Wast Assoclates  S0.00% Pactner
253 Trump Chicagn Commercial Member Corp (1}
Owaed by < % Quwnership Name Rale
1060 BIF Heldings Managing Mesnbey LLC Shareholder
Has ownership interest in Enkity Name Dwnershin Title
TRUMP CHICAGO COMMERCTIAL 10096 Managing Member
MANAGER LC
254 TRUMP CHICAGO COMMERCIAL MANABGER LLC
Gwaed by ¢ % Cwngrship Name Role
% Trump Chicago Commaratal Matmbar danaging Member
Corp
48 DIT Holdings LLC NMember
255 TRUMP CHICAGO DEVELGPVENT LLE 3
Cuned by % Owanership Namg Rola
pleg D37 Holdings LS Member

256 TRUMP CIICAGA HOTEL MANAGER LLE

CONFIDENTIAL
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Dwaed by % Quanrrship Nama Role
1 Tramp Chivago MHote! Membsr Corp Managing Member
33 DIT Holdings (1C tMember
257 Trump Chicago Hotel Member Corg (1}
Owned by % Ownsship Nams Role
168 017 Habdings Managing Member LIC Shareholder
Has owaership fnterestin Eetity Nawe Qwnership Title
TRUMP CHICAG HOTEL 1.08% Mznsging Membar
MANAGER LLC
258 TRUME CHICAGD MANAGING MENMBER LLC 1}
Owned by % Qwnarship Name Role
ki) DITHOLDINGS LI Member
Has ownership inteyast in g Enlity Maina Owngrship Jitle
401 MEZZVENTURE LLT 1.00% Marmbar
258 TRUMP CHICAGQ MEMBER LL.C 1)
Owned by 3 Narng Pole
DITHOLBINGS LULC Mawmber
Has ownership interest in Entity Name Twrrershin Title
403 MEZZ VENTURELLE 48.00% Mermber
260 TRUMP CHICAGQ RESIDENTIAL MANAGERLLC
Quned by ; % Qunershin Namg Rats
1 Trump Chicage Residential Member Managing Member
Lorp
93 DIT Heldings LT Membar
261 Trump Shicage Residential Mamber Corp (1)
Owned by ¢ %5 Qamershis Heme Sde
100 PIT Holdings Manrzing Member LEC Shareholder
Hus ownership Intérast ing Entity Nome Ownership Title
TRUMP CHICAGO RESIDENTISL 1,00% Managhp Mermnber

262

spacs)
Owned by

Cwned by ¢

MANAGER LLC

TRUMP CHICAGO RETAHL LLE Yassets & income girea

% Ownership
100

1

23
64 TRUMP CHICAGO RETAIL. MEMBER CORP {3

Qunetd by

Haz ownarship Interset i

% Qwnership
100

Entity Nams
TRURAF CHIZAGD RETAIL

MANASER LLE

disclosed pn Part 2 under 401 Hed

Name
401 MEZZ VENTURELLD

Name

TRUMP CRICAGD RETAI MEMBER
CORP

DIT Heldings (1

Nagme
BT Heldings Managing MemberttC

Quanarship
1.00%

Title
Manging Member

£ Yenture L3.C; vperator of reta

Role
Mermber

Ralz
Managing Mambar
Member

Role
Shareholder

257 TRUMP COMMERCIAL CHICAGO LLC Yaszels & Income slready disclosed on Part 2 under 401 Noith Wabash Yenture LLC; oparator of

caommercial space)
Ouned by :

268 TRUMP CPS CORP 1}

Trangd by 3
Has awnarship interest fn

28 TRUMP CPELLE

Owned by :

CONFIDENTIAL

% Dwasrshin
100

% Qumnership
100

Entity Name
TRUMP CPS LA

S%Qwaershiy
&1

39.9

Narmg
401 North Wabash Varture LT

Name
The Bonsld J. Trump Revotable Trust

Swngtship
0.10%

Name
TRUNP OPS CORP

The Donald L. Trump Revosable Trust

Title
Mansgiog Member

Sharaholder

Role
Mangging Member

Meinber

DANY_520653
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Referance
270 TRUMP DELMONICO LLC 1)
Gusiniaedd by 3 % Bwnership Name Role
00 The Donald §, Trump Revocable Trust Member
Has ownership Interestin Entity Hame Qunayshig Title
TRUNMF FARK AVENUE LEC 50.00%. Maneging Mambear
271 YRUMP DEVEL OPIMENT SERVICES LLC *(3)
Owned by ¢ % Quinership Name Roels
1 TRUMP DEVELQPMENT SERVICES Managing Member
MEMBER CORP
82 T Hoddings LLEC bMember
272 TRUMP DEVELOPYENT SERVICES MEMBER CORP (3}
Owned by % Ownsaiship Mame Rale
160 DIT Haldings Managing Membar LT Sharshalder
Has ownership interestin: Entity Name Demershin Title
TRUMP DEVELCPMENY SERVICES  1.00% Managing Member
we
275 TRUMP DRINKS ISRAEL LEC Y3}
Cuwried byt % Qunarship Hame Bale
1 TRUNMP DRINKS ISRAEL MEMBER Manzging Merrsbay
CORF
55 BI7 Holdings LLC Marnbar
276 TRUMP DRINKS ISRAEL MEVMBER CORR *3}
Owned by % Owaership Mame Role
100 DIT Holdings Managing Member LG Shareholder
Has swnership interestin: Entity Name Title
TRUME DRINKS ISRAEL ULC Manasging Member
277 TRUMP EQUCATION ULE 2}
Owned by : % Owngeship Name fole
100 THE TRUMP ENTREPRENEUR Shasaholder
SNITATIVE LLCINY DOMESTIC)
278 TRUME EMPIRE STATE INC Y3}
Owned by % Qwnership Name Raols
100 4T Holdings Menaging Mernber ULC Sharaholder
279 TRUME NATIONAL DORAL
Owned by ¥ Dwaership Namg Rote
1 TRUMP ENDEAVOR 12 MANAGER Wanaging Member
CORP
] DIT BOLDINGS L Member
280 TRUMP ENDEAVOR 12 MANAGER CORP (1)
Ownedby % Qwnership fame Rols
100 DIT HOLDINGS MAMASING MEMBER Sharsholdar
uo
Has ownership interesting Entity Name Ownership Iile
TRUMP NATIONAL DORAL 1.00%. Maneging Member
281 TRUMP EU MARKS LEC (3
Owned by % Qwnershin Name Rols
1 TRUMP £U MARKS MEMBER CORP Managing Member
a9 DTV QPERATIONS 1T hiember
282 TRUMP £ MARRS MENMBER CORP (3}
Cwngd by % Ownership e Role
100 DBYTN Operations Managing Stiarehalder
Member Corp
Haz pwnership Intarestin ¢ Qvenarshin Ile
1.60% Managing Mermber

283 TRUMP FERRY FOINTLLC

CONFIDENTIAL
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¥iker's Nane QPugc by
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Reference #
Aszumed Names: BIBIA furisdiction
Trump Goif Links Ferry Palnt Refaware
Trurp Goif Links Ferry Polnit Mew York
Teump Golf Links New York
Owned by : 55 Qwnrrship Narne Role
1 TRUMP FERRY POINT MEMBER CORP Managing Member
33 DIT Holdings LLC Member
284 TRUNP FERRY POINT MEMBER CORP (1}
Qwend by ; % Dwnaeshin 3 Role
180 Bonatd §. Trump Revacable Trist Shareholder
Has ownarshig interestin ¢ Entity Name Qwnership Title
TRUMP FEBRY PIRNT LLC 1.00% Managing Mamber
285 TRUMP FLORIDA MANAGEMENT L1.C (3}
Qwnad by % Qs Namg Rola
1 TRUNIP FLORIDA MANAGER CORP Mamber
2] DIT HOIDINGS LLC Mermiber
286 TRUMP FLORIDA MANAGER CORP (3)
Owned by % EBwnership amg BRols
100 DIT Holdings Managing Member LLE Sharaholder
Has ownerships intersst in ¢ o Ownershis Titfe
TRLUE RIDA MANAGEMENT  1.00% Nersbas
e
287 TRUMP GOLE ACQUISITIONS (L0
Qwned by: % Qwinaeshin Rame Rola
100 DIT Holdings LLC Member
282 TRUMP GQLF COCU BEACH LLC *4)
Owned by s % Ownerzhis Name Rolg
1 TRUMP GOLF COCHO BEACH MEMBER Managing Member
LORP
2% DIT Holdings LLC bembey
289 TRUMP GOLF COCO BEACH MENMBER CORP 4
Owaed by 2 % Qunership Namz Role
100 3T Holdings Managing Member LLC Sharsholdar
Has ownership interagtin: Enthiv Neme Tithe
TRUMP GOLF COCO BEACH UL Managing Mermsber
280 TRUME GOLE MANAGEMENT LLO %3)
Qwned by % Qwnership Hame Rale
100 DIT Holdings LLC hMembex
291 TRUMP HOME MARKS LLE
Ownad by % Qwngrsilp Name Role
1 TRUMP HOME MARXS MEMBER Managing Member
TORP
ki) DTTM OPERATIONS LU Membse
202 TRUMP HOME MARKS MEMBER CORPY1}
Gwned by : * Gwnershio Name Bele
100 DTTV Oparations Mansging Shareholder
Membae Carp
Has ownership fnterastin: Entity Name Dwaershin Yitle
TRUMP HOME MARKS LLC 1.50% Manzging Member
293 TRUMP ICE INC *(3)
Ganed by % Ownershis Nama Bole
100 DT Moldings LLT Shareholder
284 TRUMPICELLC
Guned by Name Rale

CONFIDENTIAL
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Foifer's Name f}"ugc Ruwbar
T 4, T RIZE G
Referance #
w8 DIT Holdings 10 Mambar
255 TRUMP INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPNMENT LLC Y3
Owned by s Jichad fole
1 TRUMIP IRTERNATICHAL Managing Maralse
DEVELOPMERT MEMSBER CORP
33 RIT Holdings 1A Menaber
285 TRUMP INTERNATIONAL DEVEL QPMENT MEMBER CORP YA}
Qwned by : % Shwinershin Homg Rols
08 4T Holdings Maneging Member LLC Shiasshelder
s ovneraidp Interast in: Entity Bame Dwnsrshir Yitle
TRUMP INTERNATIONRSL LO0% Managing Member
SEVELOPMENT LLE
287 TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLE LINKS - SCOTLAND
Duned by ; % Qwsrahin Name Rl
55 D57 HOLDINGS MANAGING MIEMIBER Muamber
e
L UAP SCOTLARD MEMBER INC Hermbar
282 Trume faterastional Salf Club, ine, (1}
Ownmsd iyt X Gonershly Hume Ruls
plad [T HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Sharehoider
e
Hins owaershin Intassst tn ¢ Entity Bagms Fitls
TRUMP STARNATIONAL GOLE dernheyr
CLUS - FLORITA

95 TRUMPINTERNATIONAL GOLE CLUB s FLORIDA

Osuaisk by

feieiesd

93.993

395 TRUMP INTERNATIONAL HOTEL HAWANLLS

fhemed by ¢

% B B
i

33
30t TRUMP INTERNATIONAL HOTELS MANAGEMENT LLT

Assumed Names:

fowned by ¢

Hag ownershilp interast i

308 Yrump Korea LALLM

Qunzd by 3

304 TRUMP KORE,

Owaed by <

Hus ownerstip interastin:

408 JRUMP LAS QLAS LLE 3}

Semed byt

bisfa
TRUMP HQTEL COLIECTIOR
TRUMP HOTEL COLLECTIOR

% Quangrship
8.4

88.8

Entity Nawe
TFHELHIR E
THE BEES SEYRLQAMENT LIS

43

38
YECTS LLE (3}

% Dhanership
105
Entity fsmg

Trumg Xores

S Qunsishin
1

98

306 TRUMP LAS CLAS MEMBER CORRP Y3}

CONFIDENTIAL

Nams
Truemp Indsinatione’ Golf Cub, e,

The Bonstd L Trump Revacabsfa Trisst

HMame
TiHH MEMBER COBF

TiHH MEMBER LS

Jurisdistion
Hawail
Haw York

THIM MEMBER CO8S,

DT Holdings HC
Ownership
pREREGN
100.00%

DARNGO AMERICA DEVELOPIMENT
{WEW YORK} UOEP
TRUMP KORSAN PROIECTS 1L

Hame
U Huldings 18

Swrisrship
GHU0%

tame
TRUMP LAS GLAZ MEMBER LURP

TUY Holdings (10

Title
Member

Rolg

Masshar

Mamber

Rals
Manaping hiember

ey

Hisnaging Member

hlembar

Rola
Marmbey

sernber

Managing Mamber

itember
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, Stigsd . o fa sssrs, Bee Seatiuaions for o SRED,
1Page Mianber
Tionid 4, ¥ et RIGnt 36
fefarence i
Cymsd by % Qunership Mzme Role
picd D47 Moldings Mxnaging Mambsr 1S Stsseholder
Has auenership irderest in Erity Name Dwmership Tile
TRUMP LAS CLAS LD 1.80% Managing Member
357 JTRUMP LAS VEGAS CORP *(1}
Owned by ¢ 3 Role
100 DT HOURNGS BIANAGING MEBIBER Shrreholder
“e
Has swnership interest in: Exntity Raeae Susershiv Title
TAUMD LAS VEGAS MANSEING  6.60% wging Memt
MEMBER {18
TRURMP LAS VEGAS MEMBER 110 8.00% Manaping Mamber
W08 TRUMB LAR VEGAS DEVELORMENT LLC
Bwnad by % Quearnsshis Rame Kels
pieie] ENT HOLDINGS LK Membrer
309 TRUMP LAS VEGAS MANAGING MEMBERLLC Y1}
Cwnad by ¢ & Qunership Name Rels
é TRUDAP LAS VEGAS CORP Mamber
&4 0T HOLDINGS 1 Member
Has ownership Interast in ¢ Entity Name Owasrship Titie
TRUMP RUFFINLLC 1.00% hanaging Marmbar
310 TRV LAS VEGAS MEMBER LLC 1}
Gwned by ¢ % Qrenershin Name
€ ¥ P LS VERAS CORP
<4 DTHOLBIRGS {1C
¥as swnership infarestin: Emity famz Lvnershi Tile
TRUMP RUFFK LLC 43.00% fember
313 Trume Las Vegay Safes & Marketing, fng,
Quweand by % Dumershin Name Role
piv) DIT Holdings Rdaneging Member LLC Shiaeahiolsdus
312 TRUMP LAUDERDALE DEVEL OFMENT L4, %3]
OQuwereed by 2 3 Lvmershin Hame Boly
jivo i Holdings LLE #lamber
313 TRUMP LAUDERDALE DEVELOPMENT NQ 2LL.C *(4}
Oued by % Qumurshin Nams Sole
WO £UT Hedellrsgs LIS hlembar
34 TRUMP BIARKETING LLC Y4}
vmed by ; % Qwnership Hamg fole
R tzy] 47 Hededings L Mambar

315 TRUME MARKS ASIA CORR *i}

Semed by v

Has swnership inderest in:

318 TRUMP MARKS ASIBLLC

Qunad by

o

KS ASIALLC

% Qvragrshly
1

22
37T TRUMP MARKE ATLANTALLE %3

Qwenzd by :

% Busnneslin

]

318 TRUMP MARKS ATLANTA MENBER CORP 3

CONFIDENTIAL

Nasie
DT Heldings Mansgiog Membsr O

Mams

TRUMP MARKS A5A CORP

DIT HOULMNGS LD

Name

TRUMD PAARKS STUANTA MEMBER
LCRP

DTTH CPERATIONS 1AC

fole

fanaglng Mamber

fetamber

fole
Mansging Member

Marnher

DANY_520657
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Nt Vhiz b 5 oiiddis fooy, i not rhids Srsou £ ¥ nes, S insrusiding ¥ X
P's Nume § Pags Nusmber
AZT ot 46
Tremedby o % Dwensrshin Hame Rula
160 OTTH Opsrations Managing Sharahotder
Member Corp
Has swnziship Interestin: Entity Naene Qunershii Thie
TRUMP MARKS ATLARTA LLE 1.00% tManaging blember
328 TRUMP MARKS BATUMI LLC (3}
Cwned by % Qwngrship Hame Rafe
1 TRUMP MARKS BATUMI MANAGING Managing Membar

99
322 TRUNMP MARKS BATUM MANAGING MEMBER CORR Y3l

Owand by:

100

Has ownership interest in Entity Name

TRUMP IMARKS BATUM LLE

325 TRUMP MARKS CANGUAN CORP 43}

Cwned by e % Qumershly
pli]
Has ownership Interest in Eniity Name

TRUMP MARKS CANCUAN LLC

326 TRUMP MARKS CANBUANLLC %3}

Ownad byt % Qwnershin
1
99
327 TRUMP BARKE CHICAGQ LLE %8}
Ghwned by 3 % Qwnprshin
1

53
328 TRUMP MARKS CHICAGO MEMBER QORF *(3}

Ouened by : % Qunnrshin
o
Has ownership Intersstin Entity Namg

TRUMEP MARKS CHICAGO LLC

323 TRUMP MARKE DUBAI CORF *(3)

et by ¢ 2% Gwnership

100

Has awnership interest in ¢ Enbity Name

TRUMP MARKS DUBAILLT

330 TRUMP MARKS DUBAILLE X3}

Caned by ¢

i

39

331 TRUMP MARKS EGYPT CORP (3}

Qwned by % Qwnership
100
Has ownership interest fn | Entity Name
TRUMP MARKS EGYPT LIC

332 TRUNF MARKS EQYPT LLC Y3

CONFIDENTIAL

MEMBER CORP
DT OPERATIONS 1AL

Name
DFTM Operatinng Managing
Merrbsr Carp

Name
DTV Oparations Managiog
Mernter Corp

1.00%

ams
TRUMP MABKS CANQUAN CORP

DTTM OPERATIONS LiC

Nomg

TRUMSP MARKS CHICAGD MEMBER
caae

DTTVM OPERATIONS LiC

Nams
DTTM Opsrations Managing
Mizmber Comp

Ownarship
1.000%

Name
DTTHM Operatipas Managing
Mesber Corp

TRUME MARKS DLEAI CORP

DT OPERATIONS UL

DTT.h'A Cperations Managing
fdember Corp

1.80%

Managing Mesber

Title
fansging Member

fanaging Member

Titls
Managing Member

Title
Managing Membar

Member

Hole
Shareholder

Role
Managing Member

Member

Role
Managing Mambar

Moembey

Bole
Sharaheider

Role
Sharehcider

Role
Managing Member

Mernber

Role
Sharsholder

DANY_520658
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Reference #

Ownerd by :

% Qwnershin

3

]

333 TRUMP MARKS FINE FOODS LLC

Owned by

5 Dwinership
1

99

34 TRUMP MARKS FINE FOQDS MEMBER CORE (1}

Dwned by ¢

Has swnership fnterestin:

335 TRUMP MARKS FT LAUDERDALE LLD X3}

Owusd by

=

=530
TRUMP MARKS EGYPT ODRE

DTTM OPERATIONS LLC

Name

TRUMP MARKS FINE FO0ODS
MEMBER CORP

DTTM OPERATIONS UG

Dumed by >

Has ownership interastin:

337 TRUMP MARKS GP CORP *(1}

Owsaad by v

Huge ewnership interest in

333 TRUMP MARKS HOLDINGS LP *(1)

Ownad by

Has awnership intarext in

339 TRUMP MARKS HOLLYWOOR CORP 43}

Owned by ¢

His sswnership inparest in ¢

340 TRUNE MARKS HOLLYWOOD LLE Y3}

Owned by ¢

241 TRUMP MARKS [STANBUL I GORP (1}

Owaad by s

Haz owaarship intarest in

342 TRUNP MARKS ISTANBUL #LLE

% Owagrship

100 BYIM Operstions Mansging
Member Corp

Entiey Mame Dunership

TRUMP MARKS FINEFOORS LG 1.00%

% Qwnership Hame

% TRUMP MARKS FT LAUDERDALE
MEMBER CORP

93 OTTH OPERATIONS LLC

336 TRUMP MARKS FT LAUDERDALE MENMBER CORP >3}

% Gwnershin Name

100 DTN Opearations Managing
Metnher Corp

Entity Name Ownershiy

TRUMP MARKS FT LAUDERDALE  1.00%

{8

% Gwnnrhiny Name

00 DTTM Operations Managing
Mambar Corp

Entlity Name Qwneyshio

TRUMP MARKS HOLDINGS LP 1.00%

%Qunesilin Nams

3 TRUMP MARKS GP LORP

83 DT Opmeations LLC

Entfiy Rama Qwinayship

TRUMP MARKS 1LT 10000%

2% Qwnarship Namg

306G DT Operations Managing
fember Corp

Eadity Nama Quanership

TRUMP MARKS HOLLYWOOD LG 1.00%

5% Qumershin Name

1 TRUMP MARKS HOLLYWOOD CORP

38 DTTM OPERATIONSLLC

% Qwreezhin Hama

pitie] DYTM Qperations Managing
Member Corp

Eatity Name Owsarship

TRUMP MARKS INSTANBUL # LAC  1.00%

2 Qunsrship Neame

Ownad by ;

CONFIDENTIAL

Tite
Manzging Member

Tide

Pastner

Title
Mearpbsr

Managing Member

Titls
Managing Member

Bole
Mansging Member

Mernbar

Member

Role
Shareholder

NManaging Mermbear

Member

Hole
Shareholder

Rale
Sharaholdar

Bole
Partoer
Partner

Role
Sharehcldey

Rots
Managing Member

Mermber

Sharahofder

Rele

DANY_520659
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Instrisetions for Part 2

ot giadebs, rom, Vi vt b aconint pavbers, ¥Rl 3, o8 farndly srembies neensy. See Sy uctibes for i TRt
Files's Rame E Page Namber
e J. A2 of 46
1 TRUMP MARKS 15TANEUL UL CORP Manuging Mambear
99 LYYM OPERATIONS (LC Member
343 TRUMP MARKS JERSEY CITY CORP {4}
Dwmed by % Dwnzrshin Hame Role
180 DTTM Oparations Managing Shareholder
tamber Corp
Has ownership intarest i Entity Name Bwnership Title
TRUNP MARKS JERSEY OITY LI 1,005 Mansging Mambar
346 TRUMP MARKS JERSEY CITY LLC 4}
Ownrd by : % Qwnership MName Role
b TRUMP MARKS JERSEY CITY CORF Managlng Member
38 DITM OPERATIONS L1 Member
345 TRUMP MARKSE LAS VEGAS CORP "3}
Owaed by 3 % Dwnershin Hame Role
180 BTIM fiperations Managing Sharehotder
fembar Corp
Has ownership intarestin: Entity Name Ownership Title
TRUMP MARKS LASVEGAS LIC 1.00% Managing Membar
346 TRUMP MARKS LAS VEBASLLC '3}
Dwinedby 5% Qunership Name Role
1 TRUMP MARKS LAS VEGAS CORP Managing Member
§8 DYTM OPERATIONS LLC Member
347 TRUMP MARKS LLC
Gwnad by 3 % Bunership Name Role
100 TRUMP MARKS HOLDINGS LF Merher
350 TRUMP MARKS MATIRESSLLG
Owned by: % Ownarshin Name Role
1 TRUMP MARKS MATTRESS MEMBER Mansging. Member
CoRP
23 DTTM OPERATIONS LLC Pember
351 TRUMP MARKS MATTRESS MEMBER CORP X1)
Ownedby % Ownarshin Name Rale
an DTTM Qpetations Masaging Shataholdur
Mambar Corp
Has ownership interestint Entity Namsa Owingsship Title
TRUMP MARKS MATTRESS UC 1.00% Managing Membsr
52 TRUNE MARKS MENSWEARLLE
Owned by ¢ % Dweership Kams Role
1 TRUMP MARKS MENSWEAR Managing Merbey
MEMBER CORP
9 DTTM OPERATIONS LG Matnber
383 TRUMP MARKS MENSWEAR MEMBER CORP i)
Ownnd by % Gunership Name Rale
i00 DTTM Operations Managing Sharshoider
Member Corp
Has ownership interest in: Entlty Nayng Owneeship Titlg
TRUMP MARKS MENSWESR LIC  1.00% Managing Member
354 TRUME MARKS MORTGAGE CORP *(3}
Owned iy % Dwnership Name Kole
108 DT Uperatians Managing Shareholdar
Mafrbar Corp
Has ownership interest in: Entity Name Dwnership Title

CONFIDENTIAL
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Filer's Nasne {Page Number
fveisd, Trarg ] A3 ot 26
Referance #
TRUMP MARKS MTG LIC 1.06% ivianaging Member

355 TRUMP MARKS MTG LLC ¥3)

Quned by 3 % Ohwnership Namg Rots
1 TRUMP MARKS MORTGAGE CORP fiansging Member
ez} DT OPERATIONS LG Merabar
358 TRUMP MARKS MUMBAILLT %3}
Owned by % Ownerstdp Name ole
L TRUMP MARKS MUNMBAT MENMBER Managing Member
£ORP
89 DTFLE OFERATIONS LLC Mamber
357 TRUMP MARKS MUMBAL MENBER CORP *(3)
Owaed by : % Dwnershin Rame Kole
100 DITHE Operations Mansging Sharsholder
Mamber Carp
Has owaseship Interast in: Ently Name Hwnership Title
TRUMP MARKS MUMBALLLE 1.00% Nanaging Member
358 TRUMP MARIKS NEW ROQCHELLE QORP (1}
Owned by % Qwnershin Hama Role
100 DTTM Operations iMansging Sharzholder
Mamber Corg
Has ownership intarestin ¢ Entity Mama Bwnpeyshio Title
TRUME MARKS NEW ROCHEILE. 1.00% Managing Member
e
353 TRUME MARKS NEW ROCHELLE (LD
Ownad by : % Ownership HName Role
3 TRUMP MARKS NEW ROCHELLE CORP Managing Member
83 DTTM OPERATIONS (LT Member
260 TRUME MARKS PALM BEACH CORP 3}
Ownad by 36 Dunership Naws
180 DITh Opsrations Manuging
Mersber Corp
Haz ownership Interast in z Entity Name Ownarshin Title
TRUMP MARKS PALM BEACRULC  1.00% Managing Membar
361 TRUMP MARKS PALM BEACH LLE Y3
Gwned by % Quneestin Nams Role
1 TRUMP MARKS PALM BEACH CORP Managing Meambar
89 DITH QPERATIONS LLC Mesmber
362 TRUMP MARKS PANAMA CORP %1}
Oweveed by ¢ R Dwnership Name Rule
1060 DITM Oparstions Maenaging Sharshalder
Merriber Corg
Has wanevship interestin: Entity fame Ownership Yitle
TRUNP HIARKS PANAMA LIC 1LO0% tanaging Metnber
363 TRUNMP MARKS PANAMALLC
Owened by < % Dwinershin Hame Rule
B TRUMP MARKS PANAMA CORF Manoging Member
99 DTTI OPERATIONS LLE Mambar
364 TRUMP MARKS PHILADELRPHIA CORP %3}
Dwned by : % Qwnsesiip Bame Rols
100 The Donald 3. Trump Revotable Trust Shareholder
Has swaership interest In Entity Nawa Ownarship Title
TRURMP MARKS PHRRADELPHIA LLC 1.06% Managing Membar

CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520661
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Referance #
365 TRUME MARKS PHILADELPHIS LLT M3
Ownad by % Qwnarship Name fols
i TRUMP MARKS PHILADELPIIS CORP Managing Member
a9 The Donstd §. Trusnp Ravocablz Trust Mepnber
266 TRUVIP MARKS PHILIPPINES CORP *(1}
Ouwnrted by s % Swnesship Name fole
100 DTTM Operations Msnaging Shareholder
Mesmibar Corp
Has ownership interast in: Entity Name Gwnasship Title
TRUMP MARKS PHILIPRINES LLC  3.00% Managing Membsr
367 TRUMP MARKS PHILIFPINES LLC
Gined by % Qunership Hams Role
1 TRUMP MARKS PRILIPPINES CORP Managing Member
93 DTTMV OPERATIONS LLC Member
468 TRUMP MARKS PRODUCTS LLC (4}
wned by % Bwnershin Namg Rolg
3 TRUMP MARKS PRODUCTS MEMBER Manzging Member
TORP
ag RTTV OPERATIONS LLC Membar
369 TRUNE IMARKS PRODUCTS MEMBER CORP 4]
Owned by % Dwnership Name Role
o DT Operations Managing Shateholdar
Wernbsr Corgs
Mas ewnership interest in Entity Name Dwnershin Title
TRUMP MARKS PRODUCTS LLC 1.00% Managing Member
370 TRUMP MARKS PUERTQ RICQILLC (3]
Qwned by : % Ownaeshin Name Rols
1 TRUMP MARKS PLUERTQ RICO 1 Manzging Mamber
MEMBER CORP
99 DTTVI OPERATIONS (10 Membiar
371 TRUMP MARKS PUERTO RICQ { MEMBER CORP (3}
Owand by 3 Qwnership Namg Role
100 DTIM Operations Managing Shureholder
Member Corp
Hng ownsrship teeest In ¢ Endity Nama Dwnership Thie
TRUMP MARKS PUERTO RICO 1 1.50% Miznaging Member
ue
374 TRUNP MARKS PUNTA DEL ESTELLC
Cwned by 1 % Qwazeshin Name Role
1 TRUBAP MARKS PUNTA DEL £3T8 Managing Member
MANAGER CORR
23 DTTAM OPERATIONS LILC Mamber
375 TRUMP MARKS PUNTA DEL E5TE MANAGER CORP X1}
Cwaad by % Qumership Hama Role
100 BTTM Operations Managing Sharehoides
Meamber Corp
Has ownership ierest s Entity Mame Qwnership Title
TRUMP MARKS PUNTADELESTE  1.00% Matiaging Member
1o
376 TRUMP MARKS REAL ESTATE LLC %5}
Owaad by s % Qwnership Marng Roly
i THETRUNP IMARKS REAL ESTATE Membar
CORP
33 DTV OPERATIONS LLC Member
377 TRUME MARKS SORG LICENSE CORP (4}
Cramed by % Dwngrship HName fole
150 DTTM Operations Managing Sharehoider
Mernber Corg
+las ownership tnterast in: Entity Name Dwnership Title
TRUMP MARKS SOHQLLL 1.00% Mambar

CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520662
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378 TRUMP MARKS SQHO LLC 4}
Ownedd oy 3 2% Qunarstilp Name Role.
1 TRUMP MARKS SOHO LICENSE CORP fhernber
33 BT CPERATIONS LI Member
378 TRUMP WARKS STAMFORD QORRP %1}
Gwned by : % Dwnership Narag Rola
N0 BTTM Opsrations Managing Sharshelder
Memnber Corp
Has awnership interastin ¢ Entity Mama Owenershin Title
TRUMSP MARKS 3TAMFORD LLC 1.00% Member
30 TRUMP MARKS STAMFORB LLC
Ouwned by ¢ 5 Qwnership Mame fols
sg DTN OPERATICNS LIS Marabar
1 TRUMP MARKS STAMPORD CORP Member
381 TRUMP MARKS SUNNYISLES 14L.C
Guwned by « % Qwnership Name Rolg
1 TRUMP MARKS SUNMY ISLES | Metmibar
MEMBER CORP
35 DT OFERATIONS UWC Member
382 TRUMP MARKS SUNNY ISLES | MEMBER CORP (1)
Owned by s % Ownership Name Role
100 DT Cperations Managing Shareholder
Mernber Corp
Has ownership intarest in Entity Name Dwnarsdin Title
TRUMP MARKS SUNNY ISLESTLLC 1.09% Meribar
383 TRUMS MARKS SUNNY ISLES ¥ LEC S48
Owned byt % Qwnership Name Rele
1 TRUNMP MARKS SLHONY t5LES H Matriber
MEMBER CORP
35 OTTA OPERATIONS LIC tember
382 TRUMP MARKS SUNNYISLES I MEMBER CORP *(4}
Owned by % Ownership Name Role
100 DT Operations Managing Strareholder
Membar Corp
Has ownership intarest in Entity Nama Qwusrshin Title
TRUMP MARKS SUNNY ISLES 1f LT 1.00% Mambar
385 TRUMP MARKS TAMPA CORS (3}
Owned by % Qwnership Name Rolg.
100 DTTM Operations Managing Shareholdar
Meraher Corp
Has pwnership intarest in Entity Name Qunesshin Title
TRUMP MARKS TAMPALLC 1.00% Membar
388 TRUMP MARKS TAMPALLT NS
Owaed by ¢ 3 Ownership RNama Role
i TRUMP MARKS TAMPA CORP Membar
89 DTTH OPERATIONS 1LC Member
387 TRUMP MARKS TORONTO CORP 3}
Owaed by : 3 Dwnership Namz Bele
no DT Oprrations Managing Sharzhoider
PMembar Corp
Has ownership Interest in ¢ Esity Mares Qunarship Title
TRURMEF MARES TORONTO LLC 1.00% fember
388 TRUMP MARKS TORONTO LLT *(3)
Qunad by : % Quinershie Name Rale
1 TRUMP MARKS TORONTO CORP Warrhesr
85 DTIM OPERATIONS LLC Mamber
382 TRUMP MARKS TORONTOLP 53}
Qwned by ¥ % Ownrrship Name Role
1 TRUMP TRRONTO MEMBER CORP Membar
a9 DTTM Operations LLC Member

CONFIDENTIAL
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320 TRUMP MARKS WAIKIKI CORP 1)
Qumed by 3 % Owagratin Mamea Role
100 The Domald § Trumip Revoeable Trust Sharaholder
Has swnarship Interast in s Entity Namia Dwosrship Tide
TRUMP MARKS WaAIKIHG L 1.00% Managing Meambar
391 TRUMP MARKS WAIKIKILLC
Gumed by 3 % Ownnestiln HMams Kole
1 TRUMP MARKS WAIKIKS CORP Mansging Mambar
S8 The Denald §. Trump Revosable Trust, Membar
392 TRUMP IMARKS WESTCHESTER CORP M4}
Ovned by % Owriarshin HName fola
100 DTTH Qperations Mansging Sharshoidar
Membar Corp
Has ownership interest in: Entity Nama Qunership Titde
TRUMP MARKS WESTUHESTER LLC 1.00% Managing Maimber
393 TRUMP MARKS WESTCHESTER LLC W4}
Owned by %Owneshin HName Hole
1 TRUMP BAARKS WESTCHESTER CORP Managing Member
32 DYTH OPERATIONS LIC Membey
384 TRUME MARKS WEHTE PLAINS CORE 4}
Bumed by % Dwnershin Namg Rule
00 DTTM Opsrations Managing Shareholdar
Matmher Corp
Has ownership interest irs Entlity Name Qwenesshin Titde
TRUMP MARKS WHITE PLAINS LLC 2.00%6 Nanaglng Mamber
395 TRUMP MARKS WIITE PLAING LLC N4
Cramed by ¢ % Dwnershin Nomsz Role
1 TRUMP MARKS WHRITE PLAING CORP Managing Membar
29 DTV OPERATIONS LLC Member
396 TRUMP MIAMI RESQRT MANAGEMENT LLG
Ouned by % Qwnership Name Role
1 TRUMP MIAM] RESORT Managing Member
IMANAGEMENT MEWMBER CORP.
25 DIT Holdings LLC Member
397 TRUME MIANE RESORT MANAGENMENT MEVMBER CORP Y1)
Qumed by shin Namsa Role
DIT Heldings Managing Mambsr L1C Sharchoiger
Has ownership interest in2 Entity Narme Qwnership Titlg
TRUMP MIAMI RESGRT L% Managing Mamber
MANSGEMENT LLE
398 TRUMS MODEL MANASEVENT LLC
Bssimed Names ¢ Biin Jurlsdiction
TRUMP MODELS Kew York
Dwnad by ¢ % Dwnership Name Bale
i Ansite Veliri Member
23 TG Membay, LLT Meamber
393 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLE CLURB - COLTS NECK
Owned by : % Qunership Name Ale
b3 THUMP NATIONAL GQLF CLUR COLTS Maraging Mamber
NECK MEMBER CORP
99 RITHOLDINGS 1€ Mamber
400 TRUME NATIONAL GOLF CLUB COLTS NECK MEMBER CORP *1)
Owned by S Owasoshin farmg Role

CONFIDENTIAL
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o This B gk = yrsound sninhers, slreek sddresres, v fronlly meraber seirss, S instanians R v devisindiee,
Files's Mame !Page Numbics
Dol . T AL
H #
1o DT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMEER Shargholder
e
s oswnership interestin: Entity Name Lhamership nie
TRUMP NATIORALBOLFCLUS - 1.00% ianaging Membar
CORTS MECK
401 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - WESTCHEBTER
Dumed by £ % Ouwnership Hame Hole
1 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUS Managing Member
MEMBER CORF
99 377 HOLDINGS LEC WManaging Mamber
202 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB MEMBER QORP {1}
Owned by % Qwnership Name Rale
100 DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Shareholdar
LLC
Has owunership imdaresting Entity Name Dsvnarstin Tide
TRUMP NATIONALGOLF CLUS-  1.00% Managing Membar
WESTCHESTER
403 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - WASHINGTON RC
Dwned by ¢ Nams Rols

4%

TAUMP NATIORAL GOLF CiUB
WASHINGTON DC MEMBER CORP
DIT HOLDINGS 1T

404 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLE CLUR WASHINGTON BC MEMBER CORP *1)

Ownedby ¢

Hes nwnership interestin:

% Dwnershin
100

TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB -
WASRINGTON DC

03 Trump New World Properfy Management, LLE 33}

Owaad by ¢

% Dwnprshin
55

50

408 TRUMP QLD POST OFFICELLC

Dwned by :

% Bwnership
b

76725
22275

A09 TRUMP OLD POST QFFICE MEMBER CORP %1}

Owasd by

Has pwnershig Interest i ¢

% Qunprshin
775

225
Entity Name
TRUMP QLD POST OFFICELLC

413 TRUMP ORGANIZATION LLC (3}

Assumed Namas ¢

Owieetd byt

412 TRUMP PAGEANTS, INC. *(1}

Ownad by

Hax ownarship interpst i :

413 Miss Unlverse i B, LLLP

Owmned by »

14 TRUMP PALACEPARC LLE

CONFIDENTIAL

BI8IA
The Trurnp Organfzation

Mizs Unbverse LP,, 11LP

5% Gveershin
2
98

Hame
DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER
ue

1.00%

Hamz

New World Property Managermant
Limited

TRUMP RIVERSIDE MANAGEMENT
e

Name

TRUMP OLD PIIST OFFICE MEMBER
CORP

DIT HOUMNGS LLC

Trump Family Membars

Namg

DUT HOLDINGS IMANAGING MEMBER
e

Trurap Family Menthers

Ovsarship
1.00%

furlsdiction
NewYork

Namg

DIT Holdings LLC

Noma
T Holdings Managing Mermber LIC

TRUMP PAGEANTS, INC.
4T Holdings LG

Title

Maraging Mesmbay

Title
Managing Mershss

Parinar

Managing Membar
ifember

Role
Shateholder

Rals

ianaping Member

Managing Mambar

Role
Managing Member

Membar
Member

Role
Shareholder

Rale
Mermber.

Rule
Sharehilder

Rols
Partner
Partnar

DANY_520665
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Refurence
Dwned by ¢ % Qwnnssidy Mame Hule
0.1 FIRST WEMBER INC Maraging Member
G The Danald 4. Trump Revoeakts Trust RMermber
18 TRUNP PANAMA CONDOMINIUY MANADEMENT LEC Y3}
Ownad by @ R Bemershio ¥ame Bals
1 TRUMP PAMNARA DONDIRINUM Managing Member
MENREKR LORP
23 5T Husldings L Meambar
435 FRUMP PANAMA CONDOMINIUM VEVBER CORP (3}
fhvaned by 1 % Owaesshin Namg Role
106 OI7 Holdings Maragiog Marmber B8 Shnraholder
Has swmership imderest in Entity Rame Swasshio hizid
TRUME PANAMA CONDOMINIUM  1.00% Managing Mamber
PAANAGEMENT LLC
437 TRIMIP PANAMA HQTEL MANAGRMERT LLE
fvned byt Rame fols

% Quinnnbin
1

9
418 TRUME PANAMA HOTEL MANABEMENT MEMBER CORP Y1}

Ouned by : % Quenseshin
100
Has ownarship intarest in: Eoifty Name
TRUAE PANAMS HOTEL
PASNAGEMENT LI
419 TRUMP PARK AVENUE SACQUISITION LIRS ¥4}
Dwned by ¢ % Qummrshiy
B0
Has nuenershdp igerast in Sntind Rawe

TREMP PARE AVERUELLS

420 TRUME PARK AVENUE LLG

Ownad by % fhemership

4
428

g

421 TRUMP PAYROLL CHICABO LLC %2

Dvened by ¢

422 TRUMP PAYROLE CORP %23

Oiwned by o % Shunershin

100

423 TRUNMP PHOENG QEVELOPMENT LLE 3}

Dwned by % Owsnasship
106
424 TRURIE PLAZA LLE
Owaed by ¢ % Qwnership
3
a2
AW TRUNP PLAZS MEMBER INT, X1}
Sraned iy ¢ % Qemershin
ied]

CONFIDENTIAL

TRUSAF PANAMA HOTEL
BNASESIENT MEMBER CORY
1Y Heldings (0

Name
T Holdings Maneging Members LLC

Dumurshin
L30%

Managing Membar

fame
The Donadé ). Trurap Revacabls Trust

Dwanssin Tle
ARG btamber
Hamg

GEPY Dstmonics LT

TRUMP RPARK AVENUE ACOUISITION
ELC

TRUMP DELMORICO LG

; -};zmis Wabash Yanturs 118

Hame
DIT Heldings SMansglng Member 1LT

OIT Heldings 140

TRUMEP FLAZA MEMBER K.

The Danald £ Teump Xavocania Trust

3

3y
Tha Donald 4, Trimp Revorable Trist

3

fMansging Mernbar

Member

folo
Sharstulidee

Bale

Pdamber

Bale
Wembey
Magubee

Harnaglng Msmber

fals
Mansglng dMamber

Buls

Sharehokier

Rale
Menaging Mernbar

Wigrher

Ruls
Shareholder

DANY_520666
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Refarence # E

Mota TRl i s dnclinde wicele trekngy S i, Soe Soy fforimaiing,
Filor's Namie {¥0g0 Nuuber
Vioneht . Trumy LR ITED
Haz ownership intarest In: Entity Neme Owneyship Jitle
TRUMP PLAZA LLC 1.00% Maraging Member
425 TRUMP PRODUCTIONS LLE
Qwoned by ; o Cwnership v Role
i TRUMP PREDUCTIONS MANAGING Managing Member
MEMBER INC.
33 DIT Heldings 148 Membar
427 TRUMP PRODUCTIONS MANAGING MENBER INC, %1}
Dwnedby s % Ownership Hame Role
100 BiT Holdings Managing Member LLC Shareholder
Hax ownarship Interastin ¢ Enpity Name Qwnership Tidls
TRUNP SRODUCTIONS LLC 1.00% Manzping Membes
A2e TRUMP REALTY SERVICES LL.C (5}
Owaed by % Dwnership Name Role
W00 DIT Holdings L1C Mamber
430 Trump Restauramis LL.GC
Owned by % Qwnership Name ols
Wwo {47 Holdings LT Membear
431 TRUMP RIVERSIDE MANAGEMENT LLC 3}
Owred by % Qwnsrship Wame Bole
100 ST Holdings LLC. Sharehoidar
Has swnership interestin : Entity Nama Ownarshiy tle
Trueng New Woed Property 50.00% hanaging Mambear
Muenagement, LLC

432 TRUMP RUFFIN COMMERCIAL LLE Yausets & incoms already disclosed on Part 2 under TRURMEP RUFFIN TOWER | LLT; operator of front

dask}
Dwned by

433 TRUMP RUFFINLLC %1}

Owred by

tiss owneyship interest in:

434, TRUMP RUPFIN TQWER I LLG

Oanad by ¢

Has pwiership interest in;

3% Qunership
100

3% Qwnership
1

48
50

TRUMP RUFFIN TOWER { LLQ

% Owneealip
100

Entity Nome
TRUMP RUFFIN COMMERCIAL LLC

435 TRUMP SALES & LEASING CHICAGO LLGC (5}

faned by ¢

33
436 TRUMP SALES & LEASING CHICAGD MEMBER CORP (1}

Owned by

Has ownership interast in ¢

Entity Name
TRUMP SALES & LEASING

CHICAGO LLC

437 TRUNMP SCOTLANG MEMBER NG, *(1}

Cwned by

Haz ownarship intarast in ¢

CONFIDENTIAL

% Ownershin
100

Entity Name

TRUMP RUFFIN TOWER | LLC

Name
TRUMP LAS VEGAS MANAGING
MEMBER L1.C

TRUMEF LAS VEGAS MEMBER LLC
Hyde Park, LLC

Dwmershin

180.06%

Name
TRUMP RUFFIN LLC

Dwnershin
100.00%

TRUMP SALES & LEASING CHITAGO
MEMBER CORP
37 Holdings L

3.00%

Mame
DIT Heldings Managing Member LLC.

Qwnershio

Tide
thanaging Mesber

Tile
tanzging Member

Member

=3
2

Role
Managing Membay

Role
Managing Mamber

Membar
Maiber

Rolx
Shareholder

Rolg
Shareholder

DANY_520667
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TROMP IRTERMATIONAL GOLF 1.00% iz
LIRS ~ STITLAND
438 TRUNP SCQTSBORCUGH SQUARE LLT
wnad by ¢ % Dsyasrahin Hame Hole
1 TRUMP SOQTSRORQUGH SLARR Managing Member
WENEER CORP.
29 T HOLOINGS UL fMereber
us TRUMP SCOTRR0ROUGH SQUARE MEMBER CORE, (1)
Owned by % Gwoershin Name Raols
100 DT Holdings Managing Mermbae LLC Shacahuldsr
Has swneyship intarextin: Entity Hame Sumershin Ile
TRUMP SCOTIBORDUGH BQUARE 1.00%: Managing Mamber
He
34C TRUME SOHO MEMBER 11O 3
Drwned by % Ownershin Hame Rads
e DIT Holdings 11C Mernaber
441 TRUMEP TORONTO DEVELOPMENT, INC. "4}
Cwandbys % Dumership Kams - Relz
100 037 Hnidings Managing Membac1ic Sharaheidar
442 TRUMP TORONTO HOTEL MANAGEMENT CORP
fwned by % Qunershio Kamz Bade
ieq DIT HOLDIMNGE MANAGING MUMBER Shaahoider
L
443 TRUMP TOROMTO MENBER CORP (3}
Smned by % Bwngrship Nagw Rz
g DTTH Cpreations Mansging Sharenolder
dember Corp
Has pwnershlp Interestin Ownemship Title
g 1.00% Member
¢ TRUMP TOWER COMMERGIAL LLC
Ownad byt X Qwenetshi Mapwe fole
3 TRUMP TOWEK MANAGING Managing Member
FAEMIBER 1T,
38 Fhe Trump-Exuiteble Fifth Svenve Msmbar
Lnempany
445 TRUME TOWER MANAGING BERBER NG,
Tivmed by % Qwearshin Rama Role
100 The Danud &, Trump Revozabile Trust Shaveholder
Has eanarship erestin Entity Name Dwnarshin Title
TRUNP TOWER COMMERCISL 1S 2.00% Managing Member
443 Trums Viflaqe Conatruction Gars, N1}
Dwved By % Cwinersiin Ramg Bl
2% The Donski . Tranp Bevovabls Trust Sharshoider
75 Trump Family Members Sharsholder
Has pwnarship interest fn: Sl Namg Gwenershin Titls
Starreft Chy Assqeistas, LP, 1.84% Paustrer
Spring Ceask Plaxs §1C 1.34% tdermber
447 TROME VINEYARD ERTATES LLG
Thsined by % Dwnarshin Namg Bole
b3 TRUMP VINEYARD ESTATER Ssseging Mambar
JAENRGER £ORP
5] DITHOLDINES L1 Merrbiss
Has swnarship interest in: Entity Namn Owngrshis Titla
TAUMP VINEYARD ESTATESICQT R IRD.00% Mearmber
RNER LG
448 TRUMP VINEVARG ESTATER LOT 3 QUNER LLC
Dhuned by ¢ % Dwngrship Hame Jitsii
100 TRUMP VINEYARD ESTATESLLC fisimbrey

449 TRUMP VINEYARD ESTATES MANABER CORP YY)

CONFIDENTIAL
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OBF Porea 218z (hlaseh 2043}

tnstructions for Part 2

Rafarence ff

ﬁi:-m: iz 5 5 kil foems, D0 201 e B ok fewvs, Stoos 2ddresyis  fomily aesens. Soriosiaations Ty Sagdend vk
Filer's Nome §Fage Munber
Lt 3. Tosag i A8 of 46
Owned by ¢ 3% Owmershin Name Rola
100 | DIT Holdings Manuging Member LLC Shareholder
Has ownershlp nterest in: Entlty Nams Ownesslin Title
TRUMP VINEYARD ESTATES LLC 2.00% Managing Member
458 TRUNME VIRGINIA ACGUMSITIONS LL.C
Owandby % Ownership Name Rolp
1 TRUMP VIRGINIA ACGUISITIONS Manzging hember
MANAGER CORP
88 DIY Holdings LLC Member
451 TRUMP VIRGINIA ACQUISITIONS MANAGER CORR (1}
Cwnaed by % Cwriershin. Name Rels
i DT Holdings Managing Member LLC Sharaholder
Has ewmership interest in s Entlty Name Qwnershis Title
THUMP VIRISINIA ACQHISITIONS  180% Managing Mamber

Ownad by

e
% Quingrship
1

a8

453 TRUMP VIRGINIA L.OT .8 MANAGER CORP (1}

fwned by

Hlas ownerstip Interesk i :

454 TRUMP WINE MARKS LLC *(3)

Dhwined by 3

% Qweriershiss
100

TRUMP VIRGINIALOT 5 UL

% Ownership
b

3%

Owaesd By

Has ownership nterast et

% Shanershia
100

Entity Mame
TRUMP WINE MABKE LLE

456 TRUMP WORLD PRODUCTIONS LLC (4}

Ouenad by 3

% Dwnership
i

88

457 TRUMP WORLD FRODUCTIONS MANAGER CORP (4}

Gwned by

Has ownership interast fn:

% Qunership
1ot

Entity Namig
TRUMP WORLD PRODUCTIONS
e

458 TRUMP WORLD PUBLICATIONS LLC (8}

Ouwned by :

100

453 TRUMPS CASTLE MANAGEMENT CORP 3

Owned by ¢

% Cvmership
180

460 TURNBERRY BCOTLAND LLC (1)

Dwned by

CONFIDENTIAL

Neme

TRUMP VIRGINIA LOT 5 MANAGER
CORP

OIT HOLDINGS LiC

Name
DIT Holdings Managing Mernbar {1C

Ownneshin Title

1.00% Managing Member
Namsg

TRUMP WINE MARKS MEMBER

LORP

RIT HOLDIRGS (1C

Hame

DY Operations Mansging

Meraber Corp

Dwnsrship Title

1.30% Manzzing Membar

Name

TRUMP WORLD PRODUCTIONS
MANAGER CORP

DIT HOLIINSS LD

Nam

DT Holdings Managing Member LLC

Quwnesship Title
1.00% tanszing Member
Name

O3 Holdings LLC

Name
The Cronatd J. Trump Revovable Trust

Role
fanaging Member

Member

Role
Shareholder

Bole
Managing Member

Member

Role
Shareholder

Role
Ianaging Member

Maimbar

Bole
Sharzholder

Role
Member

Rate
Shareholder

DANY_520669
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[Filoes Name FPuge Nusmbes
[ A9 ot 46
% TURNMBERRY SCOTLARD MANAGING Managing Member
MEMBER CORP
a8 DITHOLDINGS LLC Member
Has ownership intersst in; Entity Name Qunnrship Title
Golf Recreation Scotlend Limited  100.00% Sl Member
461 JTURNBERRY SCOTLAND MANABING MEMBER CORP Y1}
Owiied by : % Qwnership Name Role
100 DT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Shareholder
<
fas ownarship Interastin ¢ Entity Mame
TURNBERRY SCOTLAND 1LC aging Mamber
462 TWVENTUREILLG
Owned by ! % Gwnayshin Nama Refe
i TW VENTURE { MANAGING MEMBER #anaging Member
[aliid
39 DIY HOLDINGS LG Mernber
463 TW VENTURE | MANAGING MEMBER CORP (1}
Duped by 1 % Qwnarship fame Agls
340 DUT Holdings Managing Member LLC Sharehaldar

Has sunership interestin : Entity Name

TW VENTURE L LLC
A58 YW VENTURE BLLC Y1}
Owned by ; 3% Bwnership
1
99

Has cwmership interestin: Entity Name

TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLF
LINKS - DOONBEG

465 JTW VENTURE I MANAGING MEMBER CORE *(1)

Qwnad by % Dwnership
100
Hax-ownership interest in: Eniity Nans

TW VENTURE K ELC

466 L TIMATE AfR CORP. 431

Ouwnad by : * Ownershis

100

467 LUNIT 2802 ENTERPRISES CORP (1)

Ownwd by 3 2% Ownarslin

00

Haz ownership nterestin: Entify Nams

URIT 2502 ENTERPRISES LLL

A68 YNIT 2602 ENTERFRISES LLC *(8}

Owined by 1 % Qwnership

1

9%

459 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLE CLUB - LOS ANGELES

Buned by % Qwnershio
wo

Has cwnership interestin Entity Name
VHPS UL

CONFIDENTIAL

Swnershin
1.80%

Name

TW VENTURE I MANAGING
MEMBER CORP

DIT HOLDINGS L1
Swnership

100,06%

Name

DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER
e

Dwnership

1.00%

Name
DIT Hotdings Miansging Member L0

DIT Holdings Managing Mernber (i€

Owngrshin
1.00%

Name
UINIT 2562 ENTERPRISES CORP

DAT HOLDINGS L1C

RPYV DEVELOPMENT LLC

Qwnershin
100,60%

Title

Managing Mamber

Title
Shareholder

hanaging Member

Title
Managing Merbar

Titde
Marneging Membar

K
Hlanaging Mamber

damber

Baole
Sharsholder

Role
Managing Member

Mamber

Role
Shareholder

DANY_520670
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Reference #

470 VHPS LLG *{assefs & incoms slresdy dissfosed on Part 2 under TRUMP NATIONAL GOLFCLUB - LO8 ANGELES, owperof vacant fantl)

Guned by ¢ % Dwnearshin

100

471 WEST SALN DPERATIONS LLC *(5)

Oumed by s % Quaership
100
472 Westford Hall ne. X3}
Cramed by 2 % Dwnership
25
75
473 WHITE CQURSE ££.C 48}
Owned by : % Qwngsship
1
33

474 WHITE COURSE MANAGING MEMBER CORP (1}

Ownad by % Owngrshin
plue)
His awnership interest I 2 Entity Nar:

WHITE COURSE LiC

A75 Witshire Halt £1.C 3}

Qumed by

476 Woltman Rink Operations LLC

Quried by 3 % Owngrshin
100

Nama
TRUMF NATIONAL GOLF CLUB -108
ANGELES

Name
The Donald i Trump Reverable Trust

Trump Family Members

Name

WHITE COURSE MANAGING
MEMBER ZORP
DITHOUDINGR LLC

Nama
DIT Holdings Managing Membsr il

Bwnership
1.00%

Name
OIT Holdings LLL
Trump Family Members

Name
DT Holdings LLC

577 YORKTQWN REAL ESTATE LLC (FIK/A Yorktown Development Asapofetes LG "(3)

Dwned by ¢ % Ownership
kL)
478 HWA 856 Qwners, LLG
Dwned by 1 % Qwnetship
100

Name
DIT Heldtogs 1LC

Hamg
Hudson Waterfront Associates i, LP,

478 1290 AVENVUIE OF THE AMERICAS, A TENANCY-IN-COMMON

Dwred by %.Qunership
52
0.3
278
488 FTrump Menasgementine,
Owned by % Quinershin
5
75
ARL. HYVA 1280 HILLC %1}
Ownnd byt

Has ownership Interest in s

Entity Name
12a0Avenug of the Americes

A82 HWA {288 IV LLC Y1}
Ouwneed By ¢ 3% Qwnag)
WG
Haz ownersiip Interest in Entity Name

1790 Avenus of the Americas

CONFIDENTIAL

Name

HWA 1290 18 LiC
HWA 1290 IV LLC
HWA 1290 V LLC

Name
The Donald 1 Truenp Revacable Trust

Trump Family Members

Noame

Hudson Watarfront Assoclates 1,
[N

Quinership

52.00%

Namsg

Hudsan Weterfront Assaclates {V,
LP.

Quanershin

20.20%

Title
Mansging Member

Title
Partnar

Partner

Role
Managing Membsr

Rale
Membar

Rale

Sharshofder
Shareholder

Rale

Managhng Mermnbes
Nietber

Bole

Sharehotder

Bole
tamber
Meraber

Roly
Member

Role
Mamber

Role
Pasthar

Role

Partner
Rartngy
Pariner

Shareholder
Shareholder

Role
Partnzr

Role
Peariner

DANY_520671
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483 HWA 1280 YV LLC (Y}

Quined by §

Has pwnarship interest in ¢

% Ownsrship
160

Entity Nama

1290 dvenus of the Americas

486 Travel Enterprises Mensgement ine. 5}

Duned by ¢

100

430 The Donald 4. Trump Company LLC S

Owned by

35 Qwnerstin
100

493 DT BALI GOLF MANAGER LLC 4]

Ownnd by ;

1

99

494 DY BALI GOLE MANAGER MEMBER CORP (4}

Busned by ©

Has awnership nterest in:

% Bvinership
100

Entity Name
DT BAL GOLF MANAGER

495 DT BALI HOTEL MANAGER LLC "(4)

Traned by ¢

1

a3

ase DT BALI HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER CORP *4)

O by ¢

Has ownarship interast In

% Ownershin
00

Entlty Name
DT BAL HOTEL WMANAER {£C

97 0T BALI TECHMICAL SERVICES MANAGER LLC

Owaad by

% Qwanezhin
1

99

Rudson Waterlront Assocletes ¥, LR

Owinspship Jigly
27.20% Parinar
Name

DIT Holdings Maraging Member (18

Namg
The Donsld §. Trurap Revocable Trust

DY AU GOLF MANAGER MEMBER
LORP
TTETVENTURE LLC

NMame
DIT Holdings Munnging Member 1€

Domershin Title

Lo0% Mansgiog
Member

Name

DTRAL HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER

CORF

TTTT VENTURE LG

Noms
LT Holdings Managing Member LIC

Quinesship Jitle
1,003 Managing
Marmbsr

Nams

DT BAU TECHNICAL SERVICES
NMANAGER MEMBER CORP
TTET VENTURE LU

488 BY BALI TECHNICAL SERVICES MANAGER MEMBER CORP Y1}

Dwned by ;

Has ownership Interestin :

% Qwnership
100

DT BALL TECHINICAL SERVICES
MANAGER LLE

485 R CONNECT EURQPE LIMITED

Owned by :

CONFIDENTIAL

¥ Gwmarship

100

Nams
DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC

Dwnership Title
1.00% Managlog

Mermber
Nama

Golf Recreation Scotland Limited

Rolz
Partrer

Bole
Sharghoider

Roly
Marmber

Rele

Managing Member

Mainber

Bofe
Shareholder

Bpie
Mansging Member

Wamber

Role
Sharehelder

Rote
Managing Member

Mambar

Role
Shareholder

Relg
Pariner

DANY_520672
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#

Owned by

% Owiarshiy
160

505 DT LIBO GOLE MANAGER LLC X4

Owmied by

% Dwrership
1
88

506 DY LIDG BOLE MANAGER MEMBER CORP (4}

Owned by s

s owneyship inderestin§

% Ownassh
100

Entity Name
DTLIDD GOLF MANAGER LLC
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https://www.wsj.com/articles/trump-lawyer-arranged-130-000-payment-for-adult-film-stars-silence-1515787678

uTrump Lawyer Arranged $130,000
Payment for Adult-Film Star’s Silence

Agreement just before election required woman to keep quiet about an
alleged sexual encounter with Trump in 2006, people familiar with the
matter say

By Michael Rothfeld and Joe Palazzolo

Updated Jan. 12, 2018 3:13 pm ET

Donald Trump with Stephanie Clifford, whose stage name is Stormy Daniels, in a 2006 photo uploaded
to her Myspace.com account.

A lawyer for President Donald Trump arranged a $130,000 payment to a former
adult-film star a month before the 2016 election as part of an agreement that
precluded her from publicly discussing an alleged sexual encounter with Mr.
Trump, according to people familiar with the matter.

Michael Cohen, who spent nearly a decade as a top attorney at the Trump
Organization, arranged payment to the woman, Stephanie Clifford, in October
2016 after her lawyer negotiated the nondisclosure agreement with Mr. Cohen,
these people said.
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Ms. Clifford, whose stage name is Stormy Daniels, has privately alleged the
encounter with Mr. Trump took place after they met at a July 2006 celebrity golf
tournament on the shore of Lake Tahoe, these people said. Mr. Trump married
Melania Trump in 2005.

Mr. Trump faced other allegations during his campaign of inappropriate
behavior with women, and vehemently denied them. In this matter, there is no
allegation of a nonconsensual interaction.

“These are old, recycled reports, which were published and strongly denied prior
to the election,” a White House official said, responding to the allegation of a
sexual encounter involving Mr. Trump and Ms. Clifford. The official declined to
respond to questions about an agreement with Ms. Clifford. It isn’t known
whether Mr. Trump was aware of any agreement or payment involving her.

In a statement, Mr. Cohen didn’t address the $130,000 payment but said of the
alleged sexual encounter that “President Trump once again vehemently denies
any such occurrence as has Ms. Daniels.”

Mr. Cohen added in the statement,
addressed to The Wall Street
Journal: “This is now the second
time that you are raising outlandish
allegations against my client. You
have attempted to perpetuate this
false narrative for over a year; a

narrative that has been consistently

Michael Cohen, Mr. Trump’s personal attorney denied by all parties since at least
PHOTO: JONATHAN ERNST/REUTERS 2011.”

The Journal previously reported that Ms. Clifford, 38 years old, had been in talks
with ABC’s “Good Morning America” in the fall of 2016 about an appearance to
discuss Mr. Trump, according to people familiar with the matter. In that article,
the Journal reported the company that owns the National Enquirer agreed to pay
$150,000 to a former Playboy centerfold model three months before the election
for her story of an affair a decade earlier with the Republican presidential
nominee, which the tabloid newspaper didn’t publish. The company said she was
paid to write fitness columns and appear on magazine covers.
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Mr. Cohen also sent a two-paragraph statement by email addressed “TO WHOM
IT MAY CONCERN” and signed by “Stormy Daniels” denying that she had a
“sexual and/or romantic affair” with Mr. Trump.

“Rumors that I have received hush money from Donald Trump are completely
false,” the statement said.

Ms. Clifford didn’t respond to multiple emails seeking comment.

After the agreement, Ms. Clifford’s camp complained the payment wasn’t being
made quickly enough and threatened to cancel the deal, some of the people
familiar with the matter said.

The payment was made to Ms. Clifford through her lawyer in the matter, Keith
Davidson, with funds sent to Mr. Davidson’s client-trust account at City National
Bank in Los Angeles, according to the people.

“I previously represented Ms. Daniels,” Mr. Davidson said, referring to Ms.
Clifford’s stage name. “Attorney-client privilege prohibits me from commenting
on my clients’ legal matters.”

A spokeswoman for City National Bank declined to comment.

The agreement with Ms. Clifford came as the Trump campaign confronted
allegations from numerous women who described unwanted sexual advances
and alleged assaults by Mr. Trump.

In October 2016, the Washington Post published a videotape made, but never
aired, by NBC’s “Access Hollywood” in which Mr. Trump spoke of groping
women.

Mr. Trump denied all allegations of inappropriate sexual conduct and apologized
at the time for his remarks on the tape, calling them locker-room banter.

Mr. Cohen worked at the Trump Organization from 2007 until after the election.
As Mr. Trump took office, Mr. Cohen said he would work in private practice and
act as Mr. Trump’s personal attorney. “I am the fix-it guy,” he said in an
interview in January 2017 before Mr. Trump’s inauguration.
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Ms. Clifford has appeared in about 150 adult films, and was considered among
the industry’s biggest stars when the then-27-year-old met Mr. Trump at the
American Century Championship in 2006, held at Edgewood Tahoe golf course
in Nevada.

Another adult-film star, Jessica Drake, later alleged in an October 2016 news
conference that Mr. Trump kissed her and two other women without permission
in a hotel suite after the same 2006 golf event.

“I did not sign [a nondisclosure agreement|, nor have I received any money for
coming forward,” Ms. Drake said this week in an emailed statement. “I spoke out
because it was the right thing to do.”

A White House official responded to questions about Ms. Drake by referring to a
previous statement by the Trump campaign, which called her account “totally
false and ridiculous.”

—Alexandra Berzon contributed to this article.

Write to Michael Rothfeld at michael.rothfeld@wsj.com and Joe Palazzolo at
joe.palazzolo@wsj.com
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Il @mwe.com

Strategic alliance with MWE China Law Offices (Shanghai) +1 - 8333

February 8§, 2018

VIA E-MAIL

Federal Election Commission HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL

Office of Complaints Examination
and Legal Administration

Attn: Christal Dennis, Paralegal
999 E Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 7313
Dear Mr. Jordan:

I am writing on behalf of my client, Michael D. Cohen, in response to your letter dated, January
30, 2018. Specifically, this letter responds to the complaint numbered MUR 7313, which was
filed with the Federal Election Commission (FEC) by Common Cause and Paul S. Ryan.

In a private transaction in 2016, before the U.S. presidential election, Mr. Cohen used his own
personal funds to facilitate a payment of $130,000 to Ms. Stephanie Clifford. Neither the Trump
Organization nor the Trump campaign was a party to the transaction with Ms. Clifford, and
neither reimbursed Mr. Cohen for the payment directly or indirectly.

Contrary to the allegations in the complaint, which are entirely speculative, neither Mr. Cohen
nor Essential Consultants LLC made any in-kind contributions to Donald J. Trump for President,
Inc., or any other presidential campaign committee. Mr. Cohen has not been a government
employee during any of the relevant time period. The payment in question does not constitute a
campaign contribution or expenditure and, therefore, the FEC lacks jurisdiction over this matter.
The complainants have not and cannot present any evidence to the contrary. Accordingly, the
complaint should be dismissed.

Please contact me at your earliest convenience at [JJij-8333 if you have any questions

Counsel for Michael Cohen

U.S. practice conducted through McDermott Wil & Emery LLP.

500 North Capitol Street, NW | Washington, DC 20001-1531 | Tek +1 202 756 8000 | Fax: +1 202 756 8087 | www.mwe.com
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From: Costello, Robert J. .@dhclegal.com>

Date: Wed, Jun 13, 2018 at 3:21 PM
Subject: FW: Update DRAFT

To: Michael Cohen <} 28 ail.com>

Michael,

Since you jumped off the phone rather abruptly, | did not get a chance to tell you that my friend
has communicated to me that he is meeting with his client this evening and he added that if there
was anything you wanted to convey you should tell me and my friend will bring it up for discussion
this evening.

| would suggest that you give this invitation some real thought. Today’s newspaper stories should
not rattle you. The event announced today you thought would be announced Friday or Monday so it
is merely a difference of timing. MW& E were brought in to do a discreet task and they have
performed those services in an exemplary fashion. This is not a change in plan rather it is exactly
what was planned. Your message or the message of MW &E should be positive and not negative in
any way. What you do next is for you to decide, but if that choice requires any discussion with my
friends client, you have the opportunity to convey that this evening, but only if you so decide.

I must tell you quite frankly that | am not used to listening to abuse like today’s conversation. You
have called me numerous times over the last month to discuss issues and | have always tried to be as
helpful as | could. You told me back in April that | was part of the team and | have acted accordingly
on your behalf. When | suggested that we meet and discuss a strategy following this news you

DANYGJ00073686



suddenly took a new approach and stated: “That’s not going to happen” Stunned by this remark, |
was asking you for a clarification of our legal relationship. You indicated that you would be talking to
someone in a boutique firm that was not ready to get involved and when | noted that you were
willing to sit down with them but not sit down with us, you had an unfortunate outburst. | relayed
this situation to Jeff Citron who suggested that you probably were just having a bad moment but
that it was necessary to seek a clarification of our position with you in light of your remarks.

Please remember if you want or need to communicate something, please let me know and | will
see that it gets done. | hope | am wrong but it seems to both Jeff and | that perhaps we have been
played here. Let me know what you want to do.

Bob

DHC

Robert J. Costello, Esq.
Davidoff Hutcher & Citron LLP
605 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10158

Firm.7200 Direct: [ 3238
Fax:

884 EmaiI:Fd.h&Legame
Website

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk*k

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY

The information contained in this electronic message and any
attachments to this message are intended for the exclusive use of the
addressee(s) and may contain confidential or privileged information.
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us immediately

by email reply to sender or by telephone to Davidoff Hutcher & Citron

LLP at -2843, ext. - and destroy all copies of this
message and any attachments.

IRS DISCLOSURE NOTICE

In accordance with Internal Revenue Service Circular 230, we inform

you that any discussion of a federal tax issue contained in this
communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written

to be used, and it cannot be used, by any recipient for the purpose of

(i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed on the recipient under

United States federal tax laws, or (ii) promoting, marketing or
recommending to another party any tax-related matters addressed herein.

kkkkkkkkkkkkokkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

Yours,
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Michael D. Cohen

B/ (cellutan)
—— Jer—
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Trump-Cohen Recording

Michael Cohen:

Donald J. Trump:

Michael Cohen:

Donald J. Trump:

Michael Cohen:

Donald J. Trump:

Michael Cohen:

Donald J. Trump:

Michael Cohen:

Donald J. Trump:

Michael Cohen:

Told you about Charleston. I need to open up a company for the
transfer of all of that info regarding our friend, David, you know,
so that -- I’m going to do that right away. I’ve actually come up
and I’ve spoken --

Give 1t to me and get me a --

And, I’'ve spoken to Allen Weisselberg about how to set the whole
thing up with --

So, what do we got to pay for this? One-fifty?

-- funding. Yes. And it’s all the stuff.

Yes, I was thinking about that.

All the stuff. Because -- here, you never know where that
company, you never know what he’s --

Maybe he gets hit by a truck

Correct. So, I’'m all over that. And, I spoke to Allen about it,
when 1t comes time for the financing, which will be --

Listen, what financing?

We’ll have to pay him something.

DANYDJT00219165



Donald J. Trump: (INAUDIBLE) pay with cash.

Michael Cohen: No, no, no, no, no, I got it.

Donald J. Trump: Check.
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Timeline (4

_

e i Sl s il Pl O

2/612018 2/6/20182:0356PM(UTC— From 0114 Michael  Big boss just approved me respondingto  Native 971eﬁd1117bdsfdee3mna4202
5) complaint and statement. Please start Meosages af234e63f00_files_full zipfprivate
4978Magge writing and | will call you soon Ivarimobile/Library/SMS/sms.db
- 0x2DA7895 (Table: message,
mwn Maggie hande; Size: 8202240 bytes)
Haberman
2 Instant Outgoing 2/6/2018  2/6/2018 3:22:55 PM(UTC- From:-0114 Michael Embargoed until we talk with Steve Ryan. Native 971effd1117bd8fdce3bfdf2a4202
Messages 5) W But you are the only one who will haveit  Messages af234e63f00_files_full zip/private
To| 4978 Maggie Ivarimobile/Library/SMS/sms.di
: 0x2DAAFE4 (Table: message,
mwn Maggie handie; Size: 82022400 bytes)
Haberman
3 Instant Outgoing 2/13/2018  2/13/2018 4:28:09 PM(UTC- From:| -0114 Michael "In late January 2018, | received a copy of Native 971effd1117bd8fdce3bfdf2a4202
Messages 5) a complaint filed at the Federal Election ~ Messages af234e63f00_files_full zip/private
‘mm Maggie Commission (FEC) by Common Cause. Narimobile/Library/SMS/sms.db
rﬂm The complaint alleges that | somehow : Ox2E789FF (Table: message,
To: 4978 Maggie violated campaign finance laws by handle; Size: 82022400 bytes)
Haberman facilitating an excess, in-kind contribution.
The allegations in the complaint are
factually unsupported and without legal
merit, and my counsel has submitted a
response to the FEC.
1 am Mr. Trump’s longtime special counsel

and | have proudly served in that role for
more than a decade. In a private
transaction in 2016, | used my own
personal funds to facilitate a payment of
$130,000 to Ms. Stephanie Clifford.
Neither the Trump Organization nor the
Trump campaign was a party to the
reimbursed me for the payment, either
directly or indirectly. The payment to Ms.
Ciﬁordmhwﬁl and was nota

ora

expenditure by anyone.
1 do not pian to provide any further
comment on the FEC matter or regarding
Me Clifford =
4 Instant Outgoing 21132018 21132018 7:37:03 PM(UTC- From: Il 0114 Michael  We are good to go on the statement. Native 971efid1117bd8idce3bidr2ad202
Messages 5) Release tomormow at 6:40am Messages af234e63f00_files_full zip/private
Wmuagg‘e Narimobile/Library/SMS/sms.db
: Ox2E7FAT8 (Table: message,
m.ﬂm Maggie handie; Size: 82022400 bytes)

Haberman
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Yes will be there at 3

Will you have some time to talk
when you get in?

Hey- the president wants to
know if you called David pecker
again?

(O A 0O
OO0 -~ O
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- Thread

Donald J. Trump &
@realDonaldTrump

The New York Times and a third rate reporter named Maggie Haberman,
known as a Crooked H flunkie who | don’t speak to and have nothing to
do with, are going out of their way to destroy Michael Cohen and his
relationship with me in the hope that he will “flip.” They use....

9:10 AM - Apr 21,2018

7,762 Retweets 3,758 Quote Tweets 36.4K Likes

¢ nl Y

=

Donald J. Trump €& @realDonaldTrump - Apr 21, 2018
Replying to @realDonaldTrump

....non-existent “sources” and a drunk/drugged up loser who hates
Michael, a fine person with a wonderful family. Michael is a businessman
for his own account/lawyer who | have always liked & respected. Most
people will flip if the Government lets them out of trouble, even if....

Q 6705 1 743 Q 296K thi b

e Donald J. Trump € @realDonaldTrump - Apr 21, 2018

....it means lying or making up stories. Sorry, | don’t see Michael doing that
despite the horrible Witch Hunt and the dishonest media!

Q 13.9K v 7377 Q 319K thi by
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e Post

Donald J. Trump &

@realDonaldTrump
Mr. Cohen, an attorney, received a monthly retainer, not from the
campaign and having nothing to do with the campaign, from which he
entered into, through reimbursement, a private contract between two

parties, known as a non-disclosure agreement, or NDA. These
agreements are.....

6:46 AM - May 3, 2018

Q 1k 17 1K Q a4k [ 7
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— Post

Donald J. Trump &

@realDonaldTrump
..very common among celebrities and people of wealth. In this case itis
in full force and effect and will be used in Arbitration for damages

against Ms. Clifford (Daniels). The agreement was used to stop the false
and extortionist accusations made by her about an affair,......

6:54 AM - May 3, 2018

QO 15k 1 10K Q a6k [] 35 i v
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<« Post

Donald J. Trump &

@realDonaldTrump
...despite already having signed a detailed letter admitting that there was
no affair. Prior to its violation by Ms. Clifford and her attorney, this was a

private agreement. Money from the campaign, or campaign
contributions, played no roll in this transaction.

7:00 AM - May 3, 2018

Q) 36k 11 13k Q sk [] 49 2 ol
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&« Post

Donald J. Trump &

@realDonaldTrump
If anyone is looking for a good lawyer, | would strongly suggest that you
don’t retain the services of Michael Cohen!

8:44 AM - Aug 22, 2018
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&« Post

Donald J. Trump &

@realDonaldTrump
| feel very badly for Paul Manafort and his wonderful family. “Justice”
took a 12 year old tax case, among other things, applied tremendous

pressure on him and, unlike Michael Cohen, he refused to “break” -
make up stories in order to get a “deal.” Such respect for a brave man!

9:21 AM - Aug 22, 2018
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