
 
 
 
 

 

VIA ECF         October 28, 2024 
The Honorable Arun Subramanian 
United States District Court  
Southern District of New York  
Daniel Patrick Moynihan United States Courthouse  
500 Pearl Street, Courtroom 15A 
New York, New York 10007 
 

Re:  Jane Doe 3 v. Indyke, et al, Case No. 24-cv-1204 (AS) 

Dear Judge Subramanian: 

Pursuant to Rule 37 and Individual Rule 5, Plaintiff moves to compel disclosure of withheld 
communications under the crime fraud exception identified in Appendix 1. For over 20 years, 
Defendant Indyke, Epstein’s personal lawyer, facilitated Epstein’s sex-trafficking and abuse of 
hundreds of young females. Indyke’s responsibilities included authorizing wire transfers to 
females who Epstein was abusing, structuring sham entities that Epstein used to facilitate his 
scheme, aiding with immigration paperwork for young females who Epstein sought to bring to the 
U.S. to abuse, and even at times helping young females Epstein was abusing enter into sham 
marriages so that Epstein’s victims could obtain green cards, which allowed Epstein to continue to 
abuse them. Ex. A. To date in this litigation against him, Indyke has produced approximately 4,230 
documents, over 900 of which are Google Alerts about Epstein. His four Privilege Logs produced 
so far, however, contain thousands of entries. Indyke should not be permitted to hide behind his 
privilege log in this case where he was enabling Epstein’s criminal activity.  

I. Background  

Indyke first produced Privilege Logs on September 21, 2024 and September 29, 2024.  
After reviewing the entries, Plaintiff sent Defendants a letter on October 1 explaining that Indyke’s 
privilege log was insufficient for Plaintiff to determine whether the claimed privileges applied. Ex. 
B. The parties met and conferred on the crime fraud issue on October 3 and could not reach an 
agreement on the applicability of the crime fraud exception. Indyke subsequently sent revised 
versions of his first and second privilege logs on October 18 and October 19 and third and fourth 
privilege logs on October 23 and October 27. Ex. C. On October 19, Indyke also produced a 
metadata log of unreviewed communications related to Epstein and Maxwell which Indyke claims 
were presumably (or largely) privileged.1 Id. The amended logs do not alter Plaintiff’s position 
that the crime-fraud exception applies to a large number of the logged communications. 
Accordingly, this issue is now ripe for the Court’s consideration.  

II. The Court Should Grant Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel   

The Court should compel Defendant Indyke to produce documents wrongfully designated 
as protected by attorney-client privilege. Defendant Indyke may not abuse the attorney client 

 
1 Appendix 1 only includes entries from Indyke’s first and second amended privilege logs. Plaintiff  
has just received many of the logs and will submit a supplemental Appendix with entries from the 
logs expeditiously.   
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Respectfully Submitted, 
 /s/ Sigrid S. McCawley     
  
Sigrid McCawley 
Boies Schiller Flexner LLP 

 401 E. Las Olas Blvd. Suite 1200 
 Fort Lauderdale, FL 33316 
 Telephone: (954) 356-0011 
 Fax: (954) 356-0022 
 Email: smccawley@bsfllp.com 
 

Counsel for Plaintiff 
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