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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

PLYMOUTH, SS SUPERIOR COURT DEPARTMENT

PAUL O’KEEFE, as Personal Representative
of the Estate of JOHN JOSEPH O’KEEFE III,
PAUL O’KEEFE, Individually, JOHN Civil Action No. 2483¢v00692
O’KEEFE II, MARGARET O’KEEFE, and
MARGARET O’KEEFE as Grandparent/
Guardian of KAYLEY FURBUSH,

Plaintiffs,
V.

C&C HOSPITALITY, LLC d/b/a C.F.
MCCARTHY’S, G&S HOSPITALITY, LLC
d/b/a C.F. MCCARTHY’S, WATERFALL
BAR & GRILL, LTD d/b/a WATERFALL
BAR & GRILL, and KAREN READ,

Defendants.

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF EMERGENCY MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF
ORDER DELAYING DEPOSITION OF MICHAEL PROCTOR

In her Motion, Read addressed the information the Court referred to as the basis for the
Order Read asks the Court to reconsider. The Court entered that Order because it concluded that
impounded information had been shared with a nonparty. As explained in Read’s Motion there is
no evidence that that occurred. Thus, the Order based on that conclusion should be vacated.

As the Court (and Michael Proctor’s (“Proctor’”) counsel) are aware, Read has already
specifically addressed the different X post included in Proctor’s Opposition. Read did so in
Read’s letter to the Court in response to Proctor first raising this issue in a letter on June 26. As

Read explained in that letter, the post Proctor cites — from Aidan Kearney — itself states:



Date Filed 7/9/2026 11:15 AM
Superior Court - Plymouth
Docket Number 2483CV00692

“[Proctor] was seen outside being consoled by his lawyers who were asking if he
could continue. No word yet if he did.”

Someone outside of the deposition saw him and Mr. Kearney was unable to report whether or
not the deposition concluded. This does not suggest in any way that someone in the deposition
shared any information with anyone; in fact, it suggests the opposite.

Proctor spent multiple hours outside the office where the deposition took place, and
presumably some time outside the office building. Kearney’s post explains that the information
he shared made its way to him because Proctor and his counsel were observed in public. Other

social media activity provides even more detail about how this information became public:
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He showed up and had a panic attack in
the hall outside

+25 Jun 26 - 346 Vi

| saw it with my own eyes on a security
camera but cannot share it

All of the available evidence suggests that the information in question came from someone
unrelated to this case.

The remainder of Proctor’s opposition is essentially a Motion for Protective Order, which
Proctor has not filed and Read has not had an opportunity to oppose. If Proctor serves or files
such a Motion, Read will oppose it. That opposition will point out that (1) Proctor’s description

of Read’s counsel’s questioning is inaccurate; (2) Read’s counsel extended Proctor the courtesy



Date Filed 7/9/2026 11:15 AM
Superior Court - Plymouth
Docket Number 2483CV00692

of delaying the start of the deposition for two and a half hours to accommodate Proctor’s stated
needs and should not now be punished for that as Proctor requests.

Finally, Proctor’s statement that Read’s counsel “has continued to state that they will not
provide . . . assurances” regarding the use of deposition transcripts and recordings is false.
Read’s counsel has repeatedly and consistently (including a Rule 9C conversation yesterday with
Proctor’s counsel) stated that Read will agree to the restrictions Proctor’s counsel requested if all
parties to the case agree to them. Emails evidencing Read’s attempts to obtain all parties’
agreement have been previously filed with the Court. Plaintiffs have refused to respond to Read’s
proposal, which mirrors Proctor’s.

Read respectfully requests that the Court reconsider its Order staying discovery from

Proctor.
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/s/ Aaron D. Rosenberg

Damon M. Seligson (BBO# 632763)
Charles M. Waters (BBO# 631425)
Aaron D. Rosenberg (BBO# 684826)
Sheehan Phinney Bass & Green, PA
28 State Street, 22" Floor

Boston, MA 02109

617.897.5600
dseligson@sheehan.com
cwaters@sheehan.com
arosenberg@sheehan.com

Arthur E. Maravelis (BBO# 564673)
Thomas M. Tang (BBO# 642578)
Sarah A. Shipley (BBO# 678753)
Michael W. Bell (BBO# 697529)
TANG & MARAVELIS, P.C.

111 South Bedford Street, Suite 200
Burlington, MA 01803

(781) 221-1400
amaravelis@tangmaravelis.com
ttang@tangmaravelis.com
sshipley@tangmaravelis.com
mbell@tangmaravelis.com

WERKSMAN JACKSON & QUINN LLP

Alan J. Jackson, pro hac vice

Caleb E. Mason, pro hac vice
Elizabeth S. Little, pro hac vice
Werksman Jackson & Quinn LLP
888 West Sixth Street, Fourth Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017

(213) 688-0460
ajackson@werksmanjackson.com
cmason@werksmanjackson.com
elittle@werksmanjackson.com
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I certify that I served a copy of this document on all counsel of record, as well as counsel
to third party Michael Proctor, by email on July 9, 2026.

/s/ Aaron D. Rosenberg

Aaron D. Rosenberg
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All of the available evidence suggests that the information in question came from someone
unrelated to this case.

The remainder of Proctor’s opposition is essentially a Motion for Protective Order, which
Proctor has not filed and Read has not had an opportunity to oppose. If Proctor serves or files
such a Motion, Read will oppose it. That opposition will point out that (1) Proctor’s description

of Read’s counsel’s questioning is inaccurate; (2) Read’s counsel extended Proctor the courtesy
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of delaying the start of the deposition for two and a half hours to accommodate Proctor’s stated
needs and should not now be punished for that as Proctor requests.

Finally, Proctor’s statement that Read’s counsel “has continued to state that they will not
provide . . . assurances” regarding the use of deposition transcripts and recordings is false.
Read’s counsel has repeatedly and consistently (including a Rule 9C conversation yesterday with
Proctor’s counsel) stated that Read will agree to the restrictions Proctor’s counsel requested if all
parties to the case agree to them. Emails evidencing Read’s attempts to obtain all parties’
agreement have been previously filed with the Court. Plaintiffs have refused to respond to Read’s
proposal, which mirrors Proctor’s.

Read respectfully requests that the Court reconsider its Order staying discovery from

Proctor.
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C&C HOSPITALITY, LLC d/b/a C.F.
MCCARTHY’S, G&S HOSPITALITY, LLC
d/b/a C.F. MCCARTHY’S, WATERFALL
BAR & GRILL, LTD d/b/a WATERFALL
BAR & GRILL, and KAREN READ,

Defendants.

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF EMERGENCY MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF
ORDER DELAYING DEPOSITION OF MICHAEL PROCTOR

In her Motion, Read addressed the information the Court referred to as the basis for the
Order Read asks the Court to reconsider. The Court entered that Order because it concluded that
impounded information had been shared with a nonparty. As explained in Read’s Motion there is
no evidence that that occurred. Thus, the Order based on that conclusion should be vacated.

As the Court (and Michael Proctor’s (“Proctor’”) counsel) are aware, Read has already
specifically addressed the different X post included in Proctor’s Opposition. Read did so in
Read’s letter to the Court in response to Proctor first raising this issue in a letter on June 26. As

Read explained in that letter, the post Proctor cites — from Aidan Kearney — itself states:
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“[Proctor] was seen outside being consoled by his lawyers who were asking if he
could continue. No word yet if he did.”

Someone outside of the deposition saw him and Mr. Kearney was unable to report whether or
not the deposition concluded. This does not suggest in any way that someone in the deposition
shared any information with anyone; in fact, it suggests the opposite.

Proctor spent multiple hours outside the office where the deposition took place, and
presumably some time outside the office building. Kearney’s post explains that the information
he shared made its way to him because Proctor and his counsel were observed in public. Other

social media activity provides even more detail about how this information became public:
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He showed up and had a panic attack in
the hall outside

+25 Jun 26 - 346 Vi

| saw it with my own eyes on a security
camera but cannot share it

All of the available evidence suggests that the information in question came from someone
unrelated to this case.

The remainder of Proctor’s opposition is essentially a Motion for Protective Order, which
Proctor has not filed and Read has not had an opportunity to oppose. If Proctor serves or files
such a Motion, Read will oppose it. That opposition will point out that (1) Proctor’s description

of Read’s counsel’s questioning is inaccurate; (2) Read’s counsel extended Proctor the courtesy



Date Filed 7/9/2026 11:15 AM
Superior Court - Plymouth
Docket Number 2483CV00692

of delaying the start of the deposition for two and a half hours to accommodate Proctor’s stated
needs and should not now be punished for that as Proctor requests.

Finally, Proctor’s statement that Read’s counsel “has continued to state that they will not
provide . . . assurances” regarding the use of deposition transcripts and recordings is false.
Read’s counsel has repeatedly and consistently (including a Rule 9C conversation yesterday with
Proctor’s counsel) stated that Read will agree to the restrictions Proctor’s counsel requested if all
parties to the case agree to them. Emails evidencing Read’s attempts to obtain all parties’
agreement have been previously filed with the Court. Plaintiffs have refused to respond to Read’s
proposal, which mirrors Proctor’s.

Read respectfully requests that the Court reconsider its Order staying discovery from

Proctor.
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Dated: July 9, 2026

Respectfully submitted,
KAREN READ,
By her attorneys,

/s/ Aaron D. Rosenberg

Damon M. Seligson (BBO# 632763)
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Aaron D. Rosenberg (BBO# 684826)
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617.897.5600
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Arthur E. Maravelis (BBO# 564673)
Thomas M. Tang (BBO# 642578)
Sarah A. Shipley (BBO# 678753)
Michael W. Bell (BBO# 697529)
TANG & MARAVELIS, P.C.

111 South Bedford Street, Suite 200
Burlington, MA 01803

(781) 221-1400
amaravelis@tangmaravelis.com
ttang@tangmaravelis.com
sshipley@tangmaravelis.com
mbell@tangmaravelis.com

WERKSMAN JACKSON & QUINN LLP

Alan J. Jackson, pro hac vice

Caleb E. Mason, pro hac vice
Elizabeth S. Little, pro hac vice
Werksman Jackson & Quinn LLP
888 West Sixth Street, Fourth Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017

(213) 688-0460
ajackson@werksmanjackson.com
cmason@werksmanjackson.com
elittle@werksmanjackson.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I served a copy of this document on all counsel of record, as well as counsel
to third party Michael Proctor, by email on July 9, 2026.

/s/ Aaron D. Rosenberg

Aaron D. Rosenberg



