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PER CURIAM.
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Higgitt, Michael, Chan, JJ. Mayer Brown LLP, New York (Rory K. Schneider of counsel), for
appellants. Friedland Law, New York (Olivia Browne of counsel), and Downs Law Group, P.A.,
Miami, FL (Jeremy Friedman of the bar of the State of Florida, admitted pro hac vice, of counsel),
for respondents. [*1] Order, Supreme Court, New York County (Andrew Borrok, J.), entered on or
about October 16, 2025, which, to the extent appealed from, granted defendants' motion to
produce nonparty Peter de Putron for deposition to the extent of directing defendants to submit to
the court a Letter of Request seeking to obtain de Putron's deposition to the Royal Court in Jersey,
United Kingdom, to be signed and issued by the court, unanimously affirmed, with costs. "[W]hen
discovery is sought from a nonparty in a foreign jurisdiction [that is a signatory to the Hague
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involved in the management of plaintiffs, appeared to have been displeased with defendants'
performance in terms of the fan base they were engaging, and possibly was involved in the
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proposed Letter of Request is sufficiently targeted to key issues in this litigation that are within his
knowledge and that only he may be in a position to answer. We have considered plaintiffs'
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