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BRUCE MAPLEY, SR.,  
 Cross Defendant.  

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

 

Case No. CV-20-52-BLG-SPW 

DECLARATION OF  
RYAN R. SHAFFER 

  

 

Case 1:20-cv-00052-SPW   Document 170-1   Filed 11/02/22   Page 2 of 47



Declaration of Ryan R. Shaffer 
Caekaert and Mapley v. Watchtower Bible Tract of New York, Inc., et. al.  
Rowland and Schulze v. Watchtower Bible Tract of New York, Inc., et. al. 

Page 2 of 7 

ARIANE ROWLAND, and JAMIE 
SCHULZE 
 Plaintiff, 
 vs. 
 
WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT 
SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, INC., and 
WATCH TOWER BIBLE AND TRACT 
SOCIETY OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
 
 Defendants.  

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) 

 
Cause No. CV 20-59-BLG-SPW 

 
 

 

I, Ryan R. Shaffer, an attorney duly admitted to practice law in this Court, 

declares that the following is true and correct: 

1. I submit this Declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ Motions to Compel 

Depositions in the above-referenced matters. Docs. 153 & 154 in CV 20-52-BLG-

SPW; Docs. 131 & 132 in CV-20-59-BLG-SPW-TJC (hereinafter referred to as 

“Plaintiffs’ Motions”). 

2. I am counsel of record for Plaintiffs in the above-referenced matters 

and am submitting this declaration as evidence of the conferral efforts made to 

resolve discovery disputes that led to the filing of Plaintiffs’ Motions. 

3. As it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request to take a staggered deposition of 

WTNY under Rule 30(b)(6), the following efforts were made to confer prior to 

filing Plaintiffs’ Motion: 
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a. On September 23, 2022, Plaintiffs sent a letter setting forth their 

proposal for a staggered deposition of WTNY which set forth the 

specific reasons such an arrangement made sense given the current 

posture of this case.  Letter from Ryan Shaffer to WTNY’s counsel 

(Sept. 23, 2022) (attached as Exhibit 1).  Specifically: 

The purpose of the presently noticed deposition topics is to 
obtain foundational testimony regarding the manner in 
which information regarding child sex abuse at U.S. 
Congregations during the period 1973 to 1992 was obtained, 
stored, and managed over time.  As discovery continues to 
progress in these cases, Plaintiffs anticipate deposing 
WTNY on other topics material to this case under Fed. R. 
Civ. Pro. 30(b)(6).  However, Plaintiffs are not prepared to 
notice those topics because we first need to resolve disputes 
over WTNY’s claims of testimonial privilege.  Please let me 
know if you have any concerns or objections in this regard.     

 
b. Counsel for WTNY responded by stating that it did not “envision 

producing 30(b)(6) representatives of WTNY for deposition on 

multiple occasions . . .”  Letter from Jon Wilson to Ryan Shaffer 

(Sept. 26, 2022) (attached as Exhibit 2).  

c. Plaintiffs’ counsel then requested a phone call to discuss, among 

other things, staggering WTNY’s deposition.  Email from Ryan 

Shaffer to defense counsel (Sept. 27, 2022) (attached as Exhibit 

3).   
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d. Defense counsel chose not to respond to Plaintiffs’ request for a 

phone call, and instead sent an email reiterating WTNY’s 

opposition to a staggered Rule 30(b)(6) deposition.  Email from 

Chris Sweeney to Ryan Shaffer (Sept. 28, 2022) (attached as 

Exhibit 4).    

e. Plaintiffs’ counsel then requested that WTNY reconsider its 

position by further explaining why it is not reasonable to require a 

deposition of WTNY on all conceivable topics in the case, right 

now.  Letter from Ryan Shaffer to all Defense Counsel (Sept. 29, 

2022) (attached as Exhibit 5).   In this letter, Plaintiffs’ counsel 

specifically stated: 

We would like to figure out a way to reach an agreement on 
the staggered discovery rather than burdening the judge with 
it.  However, if that is not possible, we will seek relief from 
the Court early next week.  Please let me know by close of 
business on Monday, October 3rd if you are willing to 
consider working something out.   
 

f. On October 5, 2022, counsel for WTNY stated that it could find no 

authority for staggering topics of depositions under Rule 30(b)(6) 

and suggested that Plaintiffs go to New York for the limited topics 

already noticed, and then seek leave from the Court for other topics 
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later.  Email from Brett Jensen to Ryan Shaffer (Oct. 5, 2022) 

(attached as Exhibit 6).   

g. At this point, it was evident that the parties disagreed on the 

process for taking WTNY’s deposition and it would be important 

to get guidance from the Court before proceeding. 

4. As it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request to depose Allen Shuster, Gary Breaux, 

and Gene Smalley, the following efforts were made to confer prior to 

filing Plaintiffs’ Motion: 

a. With the ability to take a staggered deposition of WTNY now in 

question, on September 27, 2022 Plaintiffs’ counsel sought dates 

for the depositions of Allen Shuster, Gary Breaux, and Gene 

Smalley.  Ex. 3. 

b. On September 28, 2022, counsel for WTPA responded by stating 

that they would need to consult with them and “evaluate any 

notices addressed to them individually to assess next steps.”  Ex. 4. 

c. On September 29, 2022, Plaintiffs’ counsel provided draft notices 

for the aforementioned depositions.  Ex. 5.   
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d. Plaintiffs’ counsel also sought clarification as to whether  WTNY / 

WTPA were willing to make Shuster, Breaux, and Smalley 

available for a deposition.  Ex. 5.   

e. On October 5, 2022, WTNY’s counsel responded by raising a 

series of concerns about Plaintiffs’ request to depose Shuster, 

Breaux, and Smalley, and asked the Plaintiffs “provide the basis 

for the necessity of these depositions, especially since there has yet 

to be a Rule 30(b)(6) deposition of the defendants.”  Ex. 6. 

f. Plaintiffs responded by noting that Shuster, Breaux, and Smalley 

have been a part of the Jehovah’s Witness organization in New 

York during the time period relevant to this case and that they have 

knowledge relevant to the issues in the case.  Email from Ryan 

Shaffer to Brett Jensen (Oct. 5, 2022) (attached as Exhibit 7).   

5. During previous conferral efforts over jurisdictional discovery earlier in 

this case, Plaintiffs spent three (3) months conferring with WTNY’s 

counsel (at that time WTPA’s counsel) regarding non-responsive 

discovery answers.  See Plaintiffs’ Notice of Written Discovery and 

Associated Conferral Efforts (Doc. 54).  
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6. At the end of that three-month process, WTNY’s counsel was still asking 

for more conferral and asserting that it did not understand where 

Plaintiffs were coming from.  Letter from Jon Wilson to Ryan Shaffer 

(Apr. 8, 2021) (attached as Exhibit 8).   

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury under the 

laws of the United States of America that the foregoing is true and correct. 

 DATED this 2nd day of November, 2021.  

By: /s/ Ryan Shaffer    
Ryan R. Shaffer  
MEYER, SHAFFER & STEPANS PLLP 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 

 

Case 1:20-cv-00052-SPW   Document 170-1   Filed 11/02/22   Page 8 of 47



Exhibit

Case 1:20-cv-00052-SPW   Document 170-1   Filed 11/02/22   Page 9 of 47



Case 1:20-cv-00052-SPW   Document 170-1   Filed 11/02/22   Page 10 of 47



Case 1:20-cv-00052-SPW   Document 170-1   Filed 11/02/22   Page 11 of 47



Exhibit 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Case 1:20-cv-00052-SPW   Document 170-1   Filed 11/02/22   Page 12 of 47



Case 1:20-cv-00052-SPW   Document 170-1   Filed 11/02/22   Page 13 of 47



Case 1:20-cv-00052-SPW   Document 170-1   Filed 11/02/22   Page 14 of 47



Exhibit 3 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Case 1:20-cv-00052-SPW   Document 170-1   Filed 11/02/22   Page 15 of 47



1

From: Ryan Shaffer
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 6:25 PM
To: Jon Wilson; Joel Taylor; Gerry.Fagan@moultonbellingham.com; Christopher Sweeney
Cc: Rob Stepans; Jessica Yuhas
Subject: NY Depos; Plaintiff Depos

Do you guys have time for a call in the next day or so to discuss depo scheduling and related issues?

As far as Depos in NY on 10/11 and 10/12 go, I am concerned that we are not going to be ready. I understand WTNY’s position is
that we must notice up all 30b6 topics at one time. If we cannot come to an agreement on that issue, we may need to get some
time with the Judge before we go. Additionally, we have been considering adding a couple topics related to corporate hierarchy
/ organization. We would also like to get Gene Smalley, Gary Breaux and Allen Shuster deposed. This all leaves me uncertain
about the presently set dates of 10/11 and 10/12. We may need to look towards Nov.

We are still working on Plaintiffs’ availability.
Ariane Rowland in Billings (not sure if 10/31/22 works, hope to know this week);
Cami Mapley remote, possibly on 10/24/22 (Montana), but we are working on logistics of setting up a location in Australia with a
video feed that will accommodate a 4:00 am Australian start time (noon Mountain time);
Tracey Caekaert in Missoula (waiting on confirmation for 10/28);
Jamie Schulze in Missoula (late Nov. or early Dec. due to work and other scheduling issues)

With Ms. Caekaert and Ms. Schulze being deposed in Missoula, consider whether you would like them scheduled on consecutive
days.

Thanks,

Ryan R. Shaffer 

 
Montana Office:
430 Ryman St.
Missoula, MT  59802
Tel: 406-543-6929
Fax: 406-721-1799
 
Wyoming Office:
3490 Clubhouse Drive, Suite 104
Wilson, WY 83014
Tel: 307-734-9544
Fax: 307-733-3449
 
The information contained in this email is confidential and privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, please ignore and delete this 
message and inform the sender of the mistake. This email may be subject to the attorney-client privilege and attorney work product doctrine. If 
you are not the intended recipient, please ignore and delete this message and inform the sender of the mistake.  
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From: Christopher Sweeney
To: Ryan Shaffer; Jon Wilson; Joel Taylor; Gerry Fagan
Cc: Rob Stepans; Jessica Yuhas; Brett Jensen; Jordan W. FitzGerald
Subject: RE: NY Depos; Plaintiff Depos
Date: Wednesday, September 28, 2022 3:56:40 PM
Attachments: image002.png

Ryan –
 
I am writing regarding your email below. I have spoken with Joel, Jon and Brett, and am
providing a combined response to your email.
 
We can’t tell if you intend to take the two depositions in New York on October 11th and
12th or not. Please let us know by 12:00 p.m. noon tomorrow, Thursday, September 29th,
whether you will be taking those two depositions in New York. We need time to make
travel arrangements, some of which may not be refundable, prepare witnesses and
otherwise arrange our schedules. Your office has set depositions a number of times in
these cases, only to later cancel them. This costs the law firms, our clients, and the
potential deponents time and money. If you intend to take those two depositions in
October, let us know. If not, then the next time you notice up the depositions, we will
assume you intend to take them as noticed and we will book travel and prepare witnesses
accordingly. If you again change your mind after sending the notice, we intend to request
the Court that we be reimbursed for our costs and fees incurred.
 
Regarding the 30(b)(6) issues, I understand WTNY informed you by letter dated
September 26, 2022, of its position that it does not envision producing 30(b)(6)
representatives on multiple occasions.
 
Regarding the plaintiffs’ depositions, the general rule is that the plaintiffs are required to
make themselves available in Billings to be deposed since that is the venue in which they
chose to file their lawsuits. In good faith, we’ve agreed that Cami Mapley’s deposition
can occur remotely because she is in another country. We received your email stating
Tracey Caekaert and Jamie Schulze are available to be deposed in Missoula. Can you let
us know on what authority you are relying that would require the defendants to travel to
Missoula to depose Tracey and Jamie when they chose to file their lawsuits in Billings?
If the two depositions are in Missoula, will plaintiffs reimburse defendants the cost of
travel and accommodations, as well as the attorney’s fees for ten hours of travel per
attorney?
 
Regarding the depositions of Gene Smalley, Gary Breaux and Allen Shuster, we
understand that they are members of the faith in New York, but neither WTPA nor
WTNY has ever communicated with them regarding any potential depositions.  As such,
we would need to consult with them and evaluate any notices addressed to them
individually to assess next steps.
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Last, we received your email this afternoon inquiring about a status conference with the
Court. What do you intend to discuss at a status conference?

Chris Sweeney
(406) 248-7731
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From: Brett Jensen <BJensen@brownfirm.com>
Sent:Wednesday, October 5, 2022 2:05 PM
To: Ryan Shaffer <ryan@mss lawfirm.com>; Rob Stepans <rob@mss lawfirm.com>; James Murnion <james@mss lawfirm.com>
Cc: Gerry Fagan <Gerry.Fagan@moultonbellingham.com>; 'Christopher Sweeney'
<Christopher.Sweeney@moultonbellingham.com>; Jordan W. FitzGerald <Jordan.FitzGerald@moultonbellingham.com>; Jon
Wilson <jwilson@brownfirm.com>; Sylvia Basnett <SBasnett@brownfirm.com>; Barbara Bessey <BBessey@brownfirm.com>
Subject: Caekaert and Rowland Cases

Hi Ryan:

We are writing in response to your October 4, 2022 letter addressed to all defense counsel that references your September 29,
2022 letter. To be clear, no one at the Brown Law Firm or Miller McNamara & Taylor received your September letter until
yesterday when we received it in the U.S. Mail. It appears the only electronic recipients of the letter were at Moulton
Bellingham.

First, as to the Brumley deposition and the deposition of your clients, Moulton Bellingham will coordinate the response on
behalf of WTNY and WTPA.

Second, as to the proposed depositions of Messrs. Breaux, Shuster, and Smalley, we are concerned that the requests may be
inappropriate, premature, or ultimately unnecessary. None of them have any direct knowledge of any of the claims, none of
them have ever met your clients or co defendant Mr. Mapley, and none of them were executive officers or members of the
boards of directors of either corporation during the relevant time period. Moreover, because of their important roles in
connection with the religion, they may be subject to protection under the apex doctrine. In addition, Mr. Smalley is over 82
years old. Can you provide the basis for the necessity of these depositions, especially since there has yet to be a Rule 30(b)(6)
deposition of the defendants? Thereafter, we will decide whether to seek the Court’s assistance with protective orders.

Third and finally, we would like to respond to the Rule 30(b)(6) issues raised in your September letter. We have been unable to
locate any authority for the staggering of the corporate deponent(s). It appears you want us to agree in advance to multiple
depositions on topics yet to be determined. Absent some authority to the contrary, it would seem prudent to schedule the
deposition when you deem appropriate, take it, and then if you feel there is a legitimate need to reopen the deposition, that you
then seek leave of Court to obtain permission. At that point, your arguments and our response will be concrete rather than
hypothetical.

I think I have covered everything here, but let me know if there is anything else currently pending that we need to discuss.

Sincerely,

Brett C. Jensen
Brown Law Firm, P.C.
315 North 24th Street
P.O. Drawer 849
Billings, MT 59103 0849
Telephone: (406) 248 2611
Fax: (406) 248 3128

Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this e mail communication and any attached documentation may be
privileged, confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure and is intended only for the use of the designated
recipient(s). This information, along with any attachments, constitutes attorney client and/or attorney work product and is
confidential in nature. This information is not intended for transmission to, or receipt by, any unauthorized person. The use,
distribution, transmittal or re transmittal by an unintended recipient of this communication is strictly prohibited without our
express approval in writing or by e mail. If you are not the intended recipient of this e mail, please delete it from your system
without copying it and notify the above sender so that our e mail address may be corrected. Receipt by anyone other than the
intended recipient is not a waiver of any attorney client or work product privilege.
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From: Ryan Shaffer
Sent:Wednesday, October 5, 2022 3:24 PM
To: Brett Jensen <BJensen@brownfirm.com>
Cc: Gerry Fagan <Gerry.Fagan@moultonbellingham.com>; 'Christopher Sweeney'
<Christopher.Sweeney@moultonbellingham.com>; Jordan W. FitzGerald <Jordan.FitzGerald@moultonbellingham.com>;
Jon Wilson <jwilson@brownfirm.com>; Sylvia Basnett <SBasnett@brownfirm.com>; Barbara Bessey
<BBessey@brownfirm.com>
Subject: RE: Caekaert and Rowland Cases

Brett,

Yes, understood on the electronic correspondence, that was our fault. Sorry about that.

Thanks for your email.

As it pertains to Breaux, Shuster, and Smalley, these gentleman have been a part of the Jehovah’s Witness organization
in New York during the time period relevant to this case and have knowledge relevant to issues in this case. My
understanding is that Plaintiffs get to choose the sequence of their discovery; let me know if you understand
otherwise. While Plaintiffs have been attempting to arrange a Rule 30b6 deposition, that does not preclude us from
deposing other people with knowledge relevant to issues in this case, including Breaux, Shuster and Smalley. The fact
that Mr. Smalley is 82 only increases the urgency of getting his testimony preserved sooner than later. In the interest of
moving things along, we intend to file a Motion to Compel these depositions.

It appears that WTNY is not agreeing to a staggered Rule 30b6 deposition. Thanks for clarifying WTNY’s position on
that.

I look forward to hearing from Gerry and Chris on Brumley and the Plaintiffs’ depos.

Best,

Ryan R. Shaffer 

 
Montana Office:
430 Ryman St.
Missoula, MT  59802
Tel: 406-543-6929
Fax: 406-721-1799
 
Wyoming Office:
3490 Clubhouse Drive, Suite 104
Wilson, WY 83014
Tel: 307-734-9544
Fax: 307-733-3449
 
The information contained in this email is confidential and privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, please ignore and delete 
this message and inform the sender of the mistake. This email may be subject to the attorney-client privilege and attorney work 
product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, please ignore and delete this message and inform the sender of the mistake.  
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