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March 14, 2022 

VIA ECF & E-MAIL 

The Honorable Andrew L. Carter, Jr. 
United States District Judge 
U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York 
Thurgood Marshall United States Courthouse 
40 Foley Square 
New York, New York 10007 
 

Schansman et al. v. Sberbank of Russia PJSC et al., No. 1:19-cv-02985-ALC-GWG (S.D.N.Y.) 
- Plaintiffs’ Response to Defendant Sberbank of Russia PJSC’s Third Attempt to Stay This 
Action (ECF No. 299) 

Dear Judge Carter: 

Plaintiffs oppose Sberbank of Russia PJSC’s (“Sberbank of Russia”) most recent and third attempt 
to stay discovery in this action.   
 
Debevoise & Plimpton LLP (“Debevoise”) and White & Case LLP (“White & Case”) have 
apparently come to the view that it is no longer tenable for them to represent their client, an entity 
they have vigorously argued over the last months requires the Court to “respect [its] independence 
and dignity” as a matter of “international comity” because it is an agency or instrumentality of the 
Russian Federation.  Dec. 30, 2021 Motion to Dismiss, ECF No. 258 at 9.  In light of the brutality 
in Ukraine that began in 2014 and included the murder of Quinn Lucas Schansman, Plaintiffs have 
no objection to counsel withdrawing.  However, Sberbank of Russia does not seek to have its 
counsel withdraw.  Instead, Sberbank of Russia seeks once again to stay this litigation.  
 
Sberbank of Russia has already sought dismissal of this action and a stay of discovery on the basis 
of its purported close relationship with the government of the Russian Federation.  While those 
motions remain pending, Sberbank of Russia now claims it requires more time to deal with the 
consequences of the government of the Russian Federation’s decision to carry out war crimes and 
potential crimes against humanity in Ukraine, the very place where Quinn Lucas Schansman and 
297 other passengers (including 80 children) were murdered because of the financial support of 
Sberbank of Russia and its co-defendants.  One consequence of the government of the Russian 
Federation’s most recent actions appears to be the decision by Debevoise and White & Case to 
suggest publicly in a pre-motion letter that they wish at some point in the future to withdraw from 
their representation of Sberbank of Russia, without actually moving to do so.1   

 
1 White & Case issued a public statement condemning the actions of the Russian Federation and 
indicated they “are ceasing all representations of Russian and Belarusian state and state-owned 
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Instead, Debevoise and White & Case remain counsel to Sberbank of Russia in order to request 
that this Court stay the efforts of Quinn’s family to advance accountability for their son’s murder 
in Ukraine.  While the shameful conduct of their client may provide a basis for counsel to withdraw 
from representing Sberbank of Russia, it is certainly not a basis to stay the pursuit of justice by 
Quinn’s family. 
 
Sberbank of Russia’s proposed motion for a stay of this litigation is particularly confounding 
because that is not what the same set of counsel requested in other litigation pending in this District 
in which they represent Sberbank of Russia.  In another filing on March 11, 2022 in litigation 
against Sberbank of Russia and its CEO, both Debevoise and White & Case announced their 
intention to withdraw, but did not seek a stay; instead, they indicated they would file an opposition 
to a pending motion on behalf of Sberbank of Russia and its CEO.  Bilalov v. Gref, 1:20-cv-09153-
AT-JW (S.D.N.Y.), ECF Nos. 86, 87.  Debevoise also represented in that case that they “do not 
anticipate—and in all events will work to mitigate—any delay or prejudice to any party resulting 
from the engagement of new counsel.”  ECF No. 86. 
 
The Schansmans—who have fought for justice for years on behalf of their murdered son—are 
entitled to the same courtesy.  It is unclear why the same set of counsel is able to continue their 
ongoing work for Sberbank of Russia in another case in this District while they seek replacement 
counsel but cannot do the same in this case.  It is similarly unclear why the same set of counsel is 
committed to avoid any delay in that case, but here they seek a stay that would relieve Sberbank 
of Russia from its discovery obligations, including its forthcoming March 16, 2022 document 
production deadline, ECF No. 298, and its obligations to participate in merits discovery.  If 
Sberbank of Russia does not wish to produce jurisdictional discovery pertaining to its Foreign 
Sovereign Immunities Act (“FSIA”) motion, Sberbank of Russia should withdraw its FSIA 
motion.  If counsel wish to withdraw, they should move to withdraw. 
 
Sberbank of Russia’s approach in this case is particularly concerning because its proposed motion 
for a stay would be its third attempt to stay discovery in this action:   
 
First, Sberbank of Russia filed a motion to dismiss and opposed Plaintiffs pursuing discovery from 
the April 2019 filing of the case until the October 2021 decision on that motion.  This Court 
rejected all arguments advanced by Sberbank of Russia and ordered discovery to proceed.  Sept. 
30, 2021 Memorandum and Order, ECF No. 185.   
 
Next, in November 2021, Sberbank of Russia retained new counsel (White & Case) for the purpose 
of filing a second motion to dismiss, this time advancing brand new arguments not advanced by 

 
entities.”  Statement: White & Case to Close Moscow Office, White & Case (Mar. 11, 2022), 
https://www.whitecase.com/news/press-release/statement-white-case-close-moscow-office (“We 
are horrified by the terrible events taking place in Ukraine and condemn Russia’s unjustified 
invasion.”).  Debevoise has not publicly condemned the actions of the Russian Federation but 
issued a public statement noting that it was closing its Moscow office due to “current 
circumstances.”  Debevoise’s Response to the Situation in Ukraine, Debevoise & Plimpton (Mar. 
11, 2022), https://www.debevoise.com/news/2022/03/response-to-the-situation. 
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its prior counsel (Debevoise) but that were available to Sberbank of Russia at the time the litigation 
began.  Sberbank of Russia then moved to stay discovery based upon that second motion to 
dismiss.  Magistrate Judge Gorenstein has taken that motion under advisement, ruling that in the 
meantime, discovery is not stayed and should proceed.  See Nov. 24, 2021 Order, ECF No. 241 
(“Obviously, there is no stay [of discovery] in effect” in this litigation); see also Jan. 18, 2022 
Order, ECF No. 269 at 2 (ordering “that there shall be no stay [of discovery] pending Sberbank’s 
motion for a stay.”).  To be clear, White & Case appeared in this case just four months ago for the 
purpose of seeking a dismissal of the action and a stay of discovery against Sberbank of Russia, 
and now, on its way out the door, requests that the Court give Sberbank of Russia a stay of the 
action because of its intended future departure.   
 
In addition, Sberbank of Russia has already effectively granted itself a stay from merits discovery 
that has not been endorsed by the Court.  Despite Judge Gorenstein’s directive to the parties to 
proceed with discovery, after an initial meet-and-confer on February 22, 2022, Sberbank of 
Russia’s counsel ceased participating in discussions necessary to narrow the discovery disputes 
between the parties so that they could be efficiently presented to the Court.  Sberbank of Russia 
wrote to the Court seeking to file its most recent motion to stay only after Plaintiffs’ counsel 
indicated they intended to seek a Court order requiring Sberbank of Russia to meet and confer with 
Plaintiffs’ counsel about discovery. 
  
If these law firms want out, they can get out with Plaintiffs’ consent; we only ask that any Court 
order granting withdrawal require new counsel for Sberbank of Russia to appear within 30 days.  
But that is not what these law firms seek.  Instead, they seek, once again, to confer a strategic 
benefit on their client, and to selectively work for Sberbank of Russia where it would benefit their 
client, and to seek relief from Sberbank of Russia’s obligations that would not benefit their client.   
 
We respectfully ask that the Court invite Debevoise and White & Case to file a motion to withdraw 
if that is their intent but to reject out of hand their third effort to stay discovery in this litigation.  
We also request that the Court’s order reiterate that, so long as this case is not stayed, Sberbank of 
Russia must comply with all Court-ordered deadlines and obligations, including its requirement to 
produce documents pertaining to jurisdictional discovery by March 16, 2022, ECF No. 298, and 
its obligation to participate in merits discovery. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
/s/   David Pressman 
 
David Pressman 
Terri L. Mascherin (admitted pro hac vice) 
Jason P. Hipp 
JENNER & BLOCK LLP 
 
Counsel for Plaintiffs 
 
cc:         Counsel of Record (via ECF & e-mail) 
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