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ARGUMENT 

Ms. Heard followed the Court's directive and only filed one Motion and Memorandum 

containing all motions in limine. Att. 1, 2/9/22 Tr. Pre-Trial Conference, at 18:13-19. Despite 

Mr. Depp declining to do so, Ms. Heard again follows the Court's expressed preference by 

including all her Oppositions to Mr. Depp's 23 motions in limine in this one Opposition. 

1. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 1 to Exclude Evidence and 
Argument Respecting the United Kingdom Judgment Should Be Denied 

As both parties will quickly concede, the fact of the UK trial, Witness Statements and 

trial testimony are intertwined and interspersed throughout the testimony in this case and 

evidenced significantly in the deposition designations. Both parties intend to impeach and 

refresh recollections through UK Witness Statements and trial testimony, as well as UK trial 

exhibits. Thus, the fact of the UK trial, that Mr. Depp brought litigation in the UK for libel, and 

asserted damages overlapping with the damages he asserts in this litigation, necessarily will be 

introduced in this trial from both sides and Mr. Depp does not disagree. The defamatory impact 

of Ms. Heard's Op-Ed, which followed the Sun's Editorial calling Mr. Depp a "wife beater," as 

well as the damages suffered by Mr. Depp from an unfavorable Judgment in the UK, are solidly 

germane to the elements of proof of Mr. Depp's claims, as well as to Ms. Heard's defenses on 

liability and damages. 

a. Mr. Depp Confuses the Concepts 
of Collateral Estoppel and Evidentiary Admissibility 

Mr. Depp conflates the elements for collateral estoppel with the Rules of Evidence. The 

Virginia Rules of Evidence do not proscribe admissibility of a civil judgment in a civil trial. 

Instead, Virginia Law generally favors admission of all relevant evidence. See Egan v. Butler, 

290 Va. 62, 72-73 (2015). Rule 2:402 provides, "All relevant evidence is admissible, except as 

1 



otherwise provided by the Constitution of the United States, the Constitution of Virginia, statute, 

Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia, or other evidentiary principles .... " Va. S. Ct. R. 2:402. 

Furthermore, judicial findings inadmissible under the doctrine of collateral estoppel may still be 

admissible under the less rigid rules of evidence in a civil proceeding. See, e.g., Mikhaylov v. 

Sales, 291 Va. 349, 356-57 (2016) (holding the trial court erred in applying judicial estoppel in 

the civil suit based upon the guilty plea that defendant made in the earlier criminal case 

prosecuted on behalf of the Commonwealth, but that the guilty plea was still admissible in 

evidence). 

b. The UK Judgment is Germane to the 
Elements of Mr. Depp's Defamation Claim and Damages 

Mr. Depp brought a libel lawsuit in the UK in June 2018 against the Sun newspaper and 

the Editor in Chief, Dan Wooten, for calling Mr. Depp a "wife beater." Ms. Heard's Op Ed was 

published in December 2018. Mr. Depp sued Ms. Heard in this Court for Defamation based on 

the Op Ed in March 2019. After an extensive motions practice and highly public trial in July 

2020, the UK Court issued its Judgment on November 2, 2020, finding against Mr. Depp, and 

further finding that Mr. Depp had committed acts of domestic abuse against Ms. Heard at least 

12 times, including causing Ms. Heard to fear for her life. All appeals have been exhausted. 

The UK Judgment is highly relevant to Ms. Heard's defense to a key element of Mr. 

Depp's claim: that the statements are "actionable." See Schaecher v. Bouffault, 290 Va. 83, 91 

(2015). To be actionable a statement must be both "false and defamatory." Id. A statement 

qualifies as defamatory ifit "tends to injure one's reputation in the common estimation of 

mankind .. . "Id.at 92. The UK Judgment and its underlying facts concerning an article 

published prior to publication of the Op-Ed, are particularly relevant to whether the Op-Ed 

caused injury to Mr. Depp's reputation-it was already widely reported that Mr. Depp was a 
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"wife beater," so any statement regarding domestic abuse after the publication of the Sun article 

on April 28, 2018 would not "tend to injure his reputation," which would have already been 

tarnished. Ms. Heard has stated in her Grounds of Defense that any of Plaintiffs "alleged 

injuries were not caused by Defendant, but were instead caused by Plaintiffs negligence, 

conduct, actions, or inactions, or were as a result of other alternative causes, or a combination 

thereof," so the judgment will be key to Ms. Heard's defenses. Heard Answer and Grounds of 

Defense, at 29, ,r 6. 

The UK Judgment is also extremely relevant to Mr. Depp's alleged damages. Mr. 

Depp's expert, Mr. Doug Bania, is expected to testify that "Mr. Depp is portrayed in a negative 

connotation during the eight largest Google Trends Spikes after Ms. Heard's allegations of abuse 

in May 2016, including after the Op-Ed was published in December 2018." According to Mr. 

Bania's own data, the largest "Google Trend Spike" after the date of publication of Ms. Heard's 

Op-Ed is associated with the UK Judgment. Att. 3. Mr. Depp's publicist, agents, and expert have 

unequivocally testified that Mr. Depp's loss of his role in Fantastic Beasts was caused by the UK 

Judgment-not the Op-Ed. Att. 4, Baum Tr. 105:7-14; Att. 5, Carino Tr. 151 :2-11; Att. 6, 

Whigham Tr. 149:1-152:10; Att. 7, Marks Tr. 81:2-19. Mr. Carino also testified that Mr. Depp 

lost his role in the Houdini TV project due to the UK Judgment. Att. 5, at 151:11-16. 

c. The UK Judgment Is Not Hearsay 
Because it Would Not Be Offered to Prove the Truth of the Matters Asserted 

"'Hearsay' is a statement, other than one made by the declarant while testifying at the 

trial or hearing, offered in evidence to prove the truth of the matter asserted." Va. S. Ct. R. 

2:801(c). "An out-of-court statement not admitted for 'the truth of the matter asserted' is not 

hearsay, and therefore is not barred by the general rule against the admissibility of hearsay." 

Hodges v. Commonwealth, 272 Va. 418 (2006) (applying Crawfordv. Washington, 541 U.S. 36, 
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59 n.9 (2004), and Tennessee v. Street, 471 U.S. 409 (1985)). The UK Judgment would be 

offered to show that the Op-Ed did not "tend to injure" Mr. Depp's reputation and as an 

alternative cause of Mr. Depp's alleged damage to his reputation and refute the opinions of Mr. 

Depp's experts-not to prove that the statements contained therein are true. 

d. The UK Judgment is Highly Probative of Ms. Heard's 
Defenses and Not Substantially Outweighed by a Danger of Unfair Prejudice 

"'Evidence that is highly probative invariably will be prejudicial to the [ opposing 

party]."' Egan, 290 Va. at 72 (quoting United States v. Grimmond, 137 F.3d 823,833 (4th Cir. 

1998)). Virginia Rule of Evidence 2:403(a) only authorizes the trial court to exclude relevant 

evidence when the probative value is substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice. 

Id. ( emphasis in original). The UK judgment has been widely publicized and is already public 

knowledge. See, e.g., Att. 4, Baum Tr. 102:15-104:18. So its admission in evidence will not 

have any more of a prejudicial effect than it has had already, and its prejudicial effect would not 

be "unfair." It would be far more unfair to Ms. Heard to prevent her from using the Judgment to 

defend on the elements of causation and damages. 

Moreover, if the concern is that the jury may be confused or misled by the fact of a 

Judgment against Mr. Depp in the UK (in a case brought by Mr. Depp), the Court can issue 

appropriate jury instructions that would resolve this issue. See Buckley v. Mukasey, 538 F.3d 

306, 319 ( 4th Cir. 2008) (holding the lower court abused its discretion in a discriminatory 

retaliation case by refusing to allow plaintiff to describe prior litigation or its history, including 

any past findings of discrimination, and noting that "to the extent there is any danger of 

confusion of the issues, a limiting instruction could be utilized to caution the jury that the D 

litigation evidence is to be considered only as evidence ofretaliatory animus."). Contrary to Mr. 
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Depp's assertion, jurors are capable of following instructions and understanding that the UK 

Judgment in not binding on this Court. 

For all these reasons, Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine to Exclude Evidence and Argument 

Regarding Judgment in the United Kingdom should be denied. 

2. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 2 to 
Bifurcate the Trial as to Liability and Damages Should Be Denied 

Mr. Depp's sudden eleventh-hour request to bifurcate liability and damages would result 

in gross inefficiencies at trial and be a massive waste of the Court's and the parties' resources. 

In asking the Court to bifurcate liability and damages, Mr. Depp does not cite a single Virginia 

case bifurcating a defamation trial. And for good reason: malice is an element of both liability 

and damages (including the anti-SLAPP inquiry and punitive damages). The majority of the 

factual evidence that will be presented to the jury in this case is highly relevant to the question of 

malice, and to both liability and damages issues generally. Bifurcating liability and damages will 

result in duplicative trials in which the same evidence would have to be put on twice. 

This overlap in evidence counsels against bifurcation. See Wright and Miller, Federal 

Practice and Procedure, § 2390 ("[S]eparation has been denied when the evidence on the two 

subjects is overlapping or the liability and damages issues are so intertwined that efficiency will 

not be achieved or confusion may result from any attempt at separation."); Llerando-Phipps v. 

City oJNew York, 390 F. Supp. 2d 372,380 (S.D.N.Y. 2005) (finding that evidence ofa 

plaintiff's alcohol and substance history pertained to both liability and damages in a § 1983 and 

malicious prosecution action and so bifurcation on liability and damages was not appropriate); 

HanwhaAzdel, Inc. v. C&D Zodiac, Inc., 2013 WL 3989147, at *1 (W.D. Va. 2013) ("While this 
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is an important factor in favor of bifurcation, courts have found that the mere lack of overlap in 

evidence by itself does not justify separate trials."). 1 

Mr. Depp's request is made at the last minute on the eve of trial, after the parties have 

expended significant resources preparing deposition designations addressing both liability and 

damages, and engaged in other pretrial work product (motions in limine, jury instructions, and 

trial exhibits) in anticipation of a single trial on both liability and damages. The Court has 

prepared for a single trial on both liability and damages. To separate out this work product at 

this inexplicably late hour would be virtually impossible, and would require the parties to 

1 Although there is not much Virginia caselaw on bifurcation, cases are legion from courts all 
across the country that bifurcation is inappropriate when there is an overlap of liability and 
damages evidence. See Ex parte Endo Health Solutions Inc., 2021 WL 5407584 (Ala. 2021) 
(finding the trial court abused its discretion in bifurcating trial ofliability and damages when 
"the two trials will involve significant overlapping issues and evidence"); Gaede v. District 
Court In and For Eighth Judicial Dist., 676 P .2d 1186, 1188 (Colo. 1984) ("Circumstances to be 
considered include the interrelationships of issues and claims, potential prejudice to any party, 
potential duplication of evidence, and possible delay in the ultimate resolution of the case."); 
Henricksen v. State, 319 Mont. 307, 316 (Mont. 2004) ("It is not appropriate to bifurcate issues 
when the issues are so intertwined that if they are separated it will create confusion and 
uncertainty, or needless and endless litigation"); Verner v. Nevada Power Co., 101 Nev. 551,554 
(Nev. 1985) (finding that the trial court abused its discretion in ordering bifurcation of trial when 
"the issues ofliability and damages were inextricably interrelated"); State ex rel. Peny v. 
Sawyer, 262 Or. 610, 615-16 (Or. 1972) (finding that when "the issues ofliability and damages 
were not separate and apart from one another" then "the trial judge had no discretion to exercise 
[bifurcation] in the first instance"); Stevenson v. Gen. Motors Corp., 513 Pa. 411,422 (Pa. 1987) 
("In determining whether to bifurcate a trial, the trial judge should be alert to the danger that 
evidence relevant to both issues may be offered at only one-half of the trial. This hazard 
necessitates the determination that the issues of liability and damages are totally independent 
prior to bifurcation."); Ennix v. Clay, 703 S.W.2d 137, 139 (Tenn. 1986) ("Above all, the issues 
at trial must not be bifurcated unless the issue to be tried is so distinct and separable from the 
others that a trial ofit alone may be had without injustice."); Walker Drug Co., Inc. v. La Sal Oil 
Co., 972 P.2d 1238 (Utah 1998) (quoting Angelo v. Armstrong World Indus., 11 F.3d 957,964 
(10th Cir. 1993) ("Regardless of convenience, however, an order to bifurcate trial 'is an abuse of 
discretion if it is unfair or prejudicial to a party' or if 'the issues are [not] clearly separable."'); 
Myers v. Boeing Co., 115 Wash. 2d 123, 146 (Wash. 1990) (J, Utter concurring) ("Where 
culpability and damages are interwoven, bifurcation is not appropriate even when both trials are 
held in one forum."). 

6 



resubmit deposition designations and objections, trial exhibits, witness lists, motions in limine, 

jury instructions, and rework the entire scheduling matrix for the witnesses. There are simply not 

enough days remaining to create a separation ofliability and damages, even if this late request 

were warranted. The Court should deny Mr. Depp's motion, choose the path that conserves its 

own and the parties' resources, and permit the trial to proceed in full. 

a. There is a Substantial Overlap Between Liability and Damages Evidence 

Much of the focus at trial will be on whether either party acted with actual malice. In 

Virginia, as elsewhere, actual malice is an element of liability because the parties are public 

figures. Jordan v. Kollman, 269 Va. 569, 576--77 (2005). This means that Mr. Depp for his 

claim, or Ms. Heard for her Counterclaim, must "demonstrate by clear and convincing evidence 

that the defendant realized that his statement was false or that he subjectively entertained serious 

doubt as to the truth of his statement." Id. Therefore, the jury will have to weigh, as a whole, 

whether either party acted with actual malice. This will require the jury to consider the 

testimony of the majority of the dozens of witnesses, both fact and expert, who will testify at 

trial. Mr. Depp's suggestion of employing a separate jury for damages would necessarily 

duplicate a substantial portion of the first trial. Even if the Court were to try to bifurcate and 

employ the same jury, much of the evidence would need to be segregated out and would 

necessarily be duplicative on several points, only lengthening the trial time. There would need to 

be another set of conferences on Motions in limine, deposition designations, jury instructions, 

trial exhibits, and witness lists. 

But actual malice is relevant at the damages phase as well. For example, "[t]o recover 

punitive damages, all defamation plaintiffs must show actual malice." Id. And Ms. Heard's 

entitlement to attorney's fees from Virginia's anti-SLAPP similarly requires an assessment 
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whether her statements were "made with actual or constructive knowledge that they are false or 

with reckless disregard for whether they are false." Va. Code§ 8.01-223.2. 

All these assessments should be made by the same jury at the same time. Because of this 

overlap in the evidence relevant both to liability and damages, defamation cases are particularly 

unsuited to bifurcation. This type of case stands in stark contrast to cases where bifurcation is 

particularly appropriate, such as personal injury or medical malpractice. Moreover, even setting 

aside the issue of malice, the majority of the evidence regarding Ms. Heard and Mr. Depp's 

relationship will overlap with questions of whether Mr. Depp has suffered any damages. A key 

theme of Ms. Heard's defense is that Mr. Depp abused her when he was high on alcohol and 

drugs and as a result of the dynamics those addictions created. Those same dynamics manifested 

themselves in Mr. Depp's financial troubles, inability to remember his lines, tardiness to movie 

sets, and general unreliability as an actor, which in turn has impacted his career. And each of 

those failings fueled one another, which in turn exacerbated Mr. Depp's abusive behavior toward 

Ms. Heard. Similarly, Mr. Depp will attempt to elicit evidence against Ms. Heard that bears both 

upon liability and damages issues relating to her Counterclaim. 

Mr. Depp argues that the Court could, if necessary, simply set the damages trial for the 

time it has reserved for any necessary trial on Ms. Heard's entitlement to attorney's fees if she 

prevails. But as the Court discussed with the parties at the February 9 pretrial conference, any 

trial on fees would last approximately two days. In contrast, a trial on damages would likely last 

weeks due to the duplicative evidence the jury would have to consider both in the liability and 

damages phases. In addition, if Ms. Heard prevails, the jury trial on the Anti-SLAPP would still 

need to held, so there would be no "savings." 
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b. No Prejudice Will Result from a Single Trial 

Despite the overlap of liability and damages case, Mr. Depp contends that he will be 

prejudiced if the two are tried together, but he fails to explain how, why the last minute request 

after three years oflitigation, and especially how he would be "unfairly" prejudiced. His worry 

about the "salacious press coverage" is ironic, (Depp Motion No. 2, at 4), given that Mr. Depp 

has been responsible for most of that press coverage designed to harm Ms. Heard. The case is 

going to generate press coverage regardless of whether the trial is bifurcated. The Court can 

mitigate the risk of outside influences through voir dire and through jury instructions regarding 

the reading of outside materials. Ms. Heard trusts the Court to choose and instruct the jury 

appropriately. 

Mr. Depp's concern that the jury will be tainted by hearing "[i]nflarnmatory evidence that 

is irrelevant to the issue of liability, but relevant to the issue of damages" is misplaced. Depp 

Motion No. 2, at 4. As discussed above, much of the evidence relevant to liability and damages, 

including sensitive and potentially inflammatory information about both parties, overlaps. But it 

was Mr. Depp's choice to bring this lawsuit, and this is a defamation case in which matters such 

as character and the parties' conduct are at issue, and Mr. Depp should not be permitted to pick 

and choose which evidence the jury hears. Indeed, juries weigh liability and damages together 

all the time. As with press coverage, the Court can instruct the jury appropriately regarding 

liability and damages. But bifurcating the trial would create a revolving door of mini trials and 

conferences on whether evidence is relevant to liability or damages, and the end result will likely 

be that much evidence is put on twice, lengthening these proceedings. 

Mr. Depp's citation of Centra Health, Inc. v. Mullins does not provide him any support. 

277 Va. 59, 78 (2009). Although the Court there observed the general proposition that 
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bifurcation is appropriate in certain circumstances, Mr. Depp misleadingly alters the Court's 

words, suggesting that the Court held that bifurcation may avoid prejudice "[in certain cases]." 

Depp Motion No. 2, at 4. In fact, however, the Court did not express an open-ended view 

regarding numerous categories of cases in which bifurcation is appropriate, as Mr. Depp 

suggests. Rather, because the question was whether the circuit court had erred in not requiring 

an election of remedies between a survival claim and a wrongful death claim, the Court stated 

that bifurcation was "the most practical means" to avoid prejudice "in a case where there is any 

doubt as to when compelling an election would be proper[.]" Centra Health, 277 Va. at 78. This 

case, of course, is not a case involving an election of remedies. 

Finally, Mr. Depp is wrong to suggest that bifurcation will serve the interests of judicial 

economy. As discussed above, bifurcation would result in many of the same witnesses and much 

of the same evidence being presented twice, would lengthen the initial trial because of the many 

anticipated disputes on whether the evidence relates to liability and/or damages, would be 

impossible to separate in time for trial in light of the late date and the Motions in limine, 

deposition designations, exhibit and witness lists, and jury instructions, all of which would have 

to be modified. It would extend both trials by, literally, weeks, particularly with the overlap of 

so many witnesses testifying on both issues. In contrast, a single trial has already been scheduled 

to last 6 weeks, which will be far shorter and will not stretch into the summer months. 

Proceeding with a single trial is by far the most efficient way to proceed, particularly 

where there is so much overlap in liability and damages and witnesses. It is time for this 

litigation to end. The Court should deny Mr. Depp's request for bifurcation. 



3. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 3 to Exclude Evidence and Argument Regarding 
Whether Four Los Angeles Police Officers Followed Procedure Should Be Denied 

a. Mr. Depp Seeks to Mislead the Jury by Excluding Evidence and Arguments 
that the Officers Responding to the May 21, 2016 Domestic Violence Calls 
for Service Failed to Follow LAPD Policy and Procedure And thereby Failed to 
Properly Investigate And Find Probable Cause that a Crime had been Perpetrated 

Since the outset of this litigation, Mr. Depp's counsel have repeatedly relied on the 

testimony of Officers Saenz and Hadden, who first responded to a domestic violence call for 

service at the residence of Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard, to describe and substitute for the truth of 

what occurred between Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard on May 21, 2016. See, e.g., Att. 64, Hearing 

Tr. 18:18-19:4 (Nov. 15 2019) (White, J.),, (Mr. Depp's counsel stating: "For the truth of that, 

we have the depositions of the two police officers who came to the scene that were trained in 

domestic abuse, who were called. And they both testified ... that they examined both Mr. Depp 

and Ms. Heard. They interviewed them both .... They found no signs of any injury on either one 

of them. That's where we get the truth."); see also Att. 83, 12/13/19 Hearing Tr., at. 13:5-9, 

(White, J.) (relying on the Officers records to incorrectly assert there was only "a verbal 

confrontation"). 

Through his Motions in Limine Nos. 3 and 12, Mr. Depp seeks to solidify his effort to 

mislead the jury, in the hopes the jury will rely solely on Officer Saenz's and Hadden's 

conclusions and records and/or the conclusions and records of Officers Diener and Gatlin (the 

second set of Officers who responded to a duplicate call at the same address hours after the first 

set) to substitute for the "truth" of what occurred, without knowing or learning that these officers 

failed to conduct a thorough, complete, and documented field investigation, as required by 

LAPD policy and procedure (and California law), and "ignored evidence and failed to reasonably 

determine ( or document their reasonable determination) that there was probable cause to 
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conclude that a domestic violence crime had been perpetrated upon Ms. Heard (by someone) on 

May 21, 2016 and that a further investigation was required and appropriate," pursuant to LAPD 

policy and procedure. Depp Motion No. 12, Ex. A (Bercovici Expert Designation). 

Even Mr. Depp's expert, Rachael Frost, whom Mr. Depp put forward to "testify 

regarding whether the two set[s] ofLAPD officers followed policy, procedure and best 

practices based on California state law regarding their dispatch and arrival to [Mr. Depp and 

Ms. Heard's residence] on May 21, 2016," testified that what the officers purportedly knew is 

misleading: 

Q And you would agree with me that what the officers knew at the time is 
misleading as to what occurred, when you look at the record as a whole as 
you've seen it now; is that right? 

THE WITNESS: If everyone's statement is to be believed, from Ms. Heard, Josh 
Drew, Ms. Pennington, Ms. Marz -- if everybody's statement is to be believed, if 
all the evidence is, you know, verified, et cetera, yes, additional investigation Jzad 
to he done. 

Att. 65, Frost Tr., 296:7-17 (emphasis added). Mr. Depp's police policy and procedure expert 

further testified: 

A If everything Josh Drew says is true, and we're talking about the property 
damage, I could just stop right there on the property damage and say a crime 
occurred if -- let me take that back. 

If I knew the totality of everybody's statements, I could determine a crime 
occurred. If Josh Drew's statements only, I would need to do further 
investigation to continue further. 

THE WITNESS: I would agree that I needed to do further investigation to figure 
out everything that happened. It would not stop [(as Officer Saenz and Hadden 
did)] at, Here is a business card. 

[I]fyou're asking me if I would believe tlzat a domestic violence incident 
occurred [on May 21, 2016],yes, I would. 

If! take everything as true, everything Ms. Heard says, everything Raquel 
Pennington says, and everything Mr. Drew says -- if everything all three of those 
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folks are saying are true, I would opine tliat a crime occurred. 

Id. 273:2-19, 274:11-7 (emphasis added); see also id. at 200:7-11, Ex. 5 at Trial Ex. No. 714 ("Q 

And if you saw the injuries that we see in 714, would that cause you concern that domestic 

violence had occurred? A Yes, it would.") (emphasis added). 

In reality, Officers Saenz and Hadden were on the scene for fifteen (15) minutes or less. 

Att. 66, Saenz Tr. 143:4-8, 171 :1-15, 174:5-17, Exs. 19-20,. During their abbreviated visit, these 

Officers failed to properly handle the domestic violence call for service pursuant to LAPD policy 

and procedure (and California law). See generally Depp Motion No. 12 at Ex. A (Bercovici 

Expert Designation). The second set of Officers, Diener and Gatlin, were only on the scene for 

"three [(3)] minutes and 38 seconds max." Att. 65, Frost Tr. at 153:3-11. They likewise failed to 

properly handle the domestic violence call for service pursuant to LAPD policy and procedure 

(and California law). See, generally, Depp Motion No. 12, Ex. A. 

Even Ms. Frost testified that the second set of Officers were "[e]asily 15 feet" away from 

Ms. Heard, the lighting was "incredibly dim" and "there's no way" the officers "could have 

observed whether or not Ms. Heard, in fact, had physical injuries." Att. 65, at 159:10-160:6. The 

second set likewise "did nothing to observe the location for property damage, evidence of 

alcohol use, or disarray." Id. at 160:10-17. And Ms. Frost testified that California law requires 

officers responding to domestic violence calls for service to determine if there has been "alcohol 

consumption" because "[i]t' s listed in ... our Penal Code, that we will determine about alcohol 

consumption" because it can be a "red flag when responding to a call for domestic violence." Id. 

at 108:6-17; see also id. at 106:5-107:24 (recognizing that LAPD policy calls out "damaged 

property, broken furniture, holes in walls, damaged phones, phone cords pulled from walls, 

evidence of alcohol consumption, [ and] general disarray" because they are red flags and 
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"important things to be on the look out for when you're responding to a domestic violence call"). 

Without expert testimony as to what these responding officers were expected and 

required to do pursuant to LAPD policy and procedure (and California law), their testimony and 

records, in isolation, are entirely misleading. In further support of this undeniable fact, the 

records of both sets of Officers incorrectly state "VIC[TIM] ADVISED VERBAL DISPUTE" 

and "VERBAL ARGUMENT ONLY," respectively. Att. 65, Frost Dep. Ex. 3 at LAPD000012-

13. Ms. Frost's testimony on this issue, according to her, requires expert knowledge: 

A ... [W]e might want to have a discussion about why deputies put this in on a 
regular basis into their -- their CAD log or their incident recall. 

I just want to say this is normally what deputies will say .... So Location, Victim 
advised verbal dispute, Refused to give any further info, Issued business card. 
That's just a short way of addressing it. 

I don't believe that Ms. Heard specifically said [to Officers Saenz or Hadden] it 
was verbal. I believe that she said that she refused to provide any 
information. 

THE WITNESS: But the very specific thing I remember [Ms. Heard] saying is 
that "I refuse to provide any information, based on advice of counsel." 

But in terms of Office Saenz and Officer Hadden's recollection and Ms. Beard's 
recollection, I don't remember specifically. I don't remember the word "verbal" 
being used. 

Id. at 142:18-143:13, 145:7-13 (emphasis added). Ms. Frost likewise testified: 

Q And who communicated to Diener and Gatlin that it was a verbal argument 
only? 

THE WITNESS: This may be -- and you would have to look at specific to Diener 
and Gatlin, because I don't know if anybody actually asked them this question. 
But it doesn't necessarily mean that anybody communicated to it. 

A ... I think that's just vernacular .... Did they -- if you're asking the question, 
did they determine if there was a verbal argument only? They individually did 
not determine if there was a verbal argument only. 

Id. at 151:11-19,167:3-13 (emphasis added). 
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b. California Law (Relied on by 
Mr. Depp's Expert) Requires an Analysis ofLAPD Policies and Procedure 

Mr. Depp's own expert relies on California law, and Cal. Penal Code§ 13701, in 

particular. See, e.g., Frost Tr., Att. 67, Ex. 1 at 38, 48. But California law expressly mandates 

that "Every law enforcement agency in this state shall develop, adopt, and implement written 

policies and standards for officers' responses to domestic violence calls." Cal. Penal Code § 

13701(a); Att. 65, Frost Tr. at 260:15-19. Each local law enforcement agency, such as the 

LAPD, has different policies and procedures implementing state law. Att. 65, at 81:9-82:10, 

260:20-24. LAPD policies and procedures, therefore, are required to understand the 

requirements for these officers responding to domestic violence call, in accordance with state 

law. Id 

c. LAPD Policies and Procedures are 
Relevant, Probative and Essential to A void Misleading the Jury 

For the reasons stated herein, there is a substantial risk the jury will be misled by the fact 

that these Officers are expected to be trained and, in the absence of contrary expert testimony, 

would likely be incorrectly presumed to have followed their training, policies and procedures 

when they incorrectly concluded that there was a "verbal dispute" only, and there was no 

evidence of a crime supporting domestic violence that they saw or should have seen. Att. 65, 

Frost Tr. at 251:12-14 ("But I do agree that a wine bottle on the floor and broken glass, those 

are two things that if I'd walked through, I should have seen."). LAPD policies and 

procedures are, therefore, directly relevant, probative and essential to avoid misleading the jury. 

See Wyatt v. Owens, 317 F.R.D. 535,542 (W.D. Va. 2016) (finding policies relevant and 

probative and recognizing "compliance with [police] policies and procedures is a factor that may 

be considered by the jury when evaluating whether [an officer] acted reasonably.") (internal 
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citations omitted). 

Moreover, the violation of the rules, policies and procedures is precisely the motivation 

for the Officers to cover up their decision not to pursue the investigation after Ms. Heard was 

adamant about not pressing charges or cooperating. Although the policies, procedures and rules 

require the Officers to investigate notwithstanding if they see evidence of injury and/or property 

damages, the Officers elected not to pursue an investigation. If the Officers were found not to 

have followed the rules, policies and procedures, they would be subject to disciplinary action. 

Att. 75; Att. 82, 3/12/21 Tr. Dep. LAPD, at 153-157. Therefore, the Officers-once faced with 

the photographs of the injury and property damage, were placed in the uncomfortable position of 

either admitting they saw the injury and property damage but elected not to follow the rules, 

policies and procedures, or denying they saw the injury and property damage. The jury needs to 

decide the credibility of these officers under the circumstances, and need to be aware of the 

potential motivations. Cf Holdaway Drugs, Inc. v. Braden, 582 S.W.2d 646,651 (Ky. 1979) 

("Proof of a motive is always relevant when attempting to prove that someone committed a 

particular act."). 

The scope of relevant evidence in Virginia is "quite broad, as 'every fact, however 

remote or insignificant, that tends to establish the probability or improbability of a fact in issue is 

relevant."' Commonwealth v. Proffitt, 292 Va. 626, 634 (2016) (citing Virginia Elec. & Power 

Co. v. Dungee, 258 Va. 235, 260 (1999)); see also Charles E. Friend & Kent Sinclair, The Law 

of Evidence in Virginia§ 6-1, at 342 (7th ed. 2012) ("If [evidence] has any probative value, 

however slight - i.e., if it has any tendency whatsoever to prove or disprove the point upon 

which it is introduced - it is relevant."). Relevant evidence need only otherwise be material, 

meaning it must "tend to prove a matter that is properly at issue in the case." Brugh v. Jones, 
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265 Va. 136, 139 (2003). 

Moreover, there is no prejudice, much less unfair prejudice, to Mr. Depp in introducing 

this evidence. Rule 2:403 provides that relevant evidence may be excluded if the probative value 

of the evidence is substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice or the likelihood of 

confusing or misleading the trier of fact, or ifit is needlessly cumulative. Va. S. Ct. R. 2:403. 

The Rule's reference that "only 'unfair' prejudice may be considered reflects the fact that all 

probative direct evidence generally has a prejudicial effect on the opposing party." Lee v. 

Spoden, 290 Va. 235, 251 (2015); Egan, 290 Va. at 72-73 (noting that the jury's mere 

"perception of the claims of a party is not unfair prejudice such that its admission could be 

barred" under 2:403(a)). Instead, "unfair prejudice" properly means "the tendency of some proof 

to inflame the passions of the trier of fact or to invite decision based upon a factor unrelated to 

the elements of the claims and defenses in the pending case." Lee, 290 Va. at 251. 

4. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 4 to Exclude Evidence and 
Argument Regarding Litigation-Related Conduct and 
Russian Connections of Adam Waldman Should Be Denied 

Mr. Depp asks the Court to preclude Ms. Heard from introducing evidence or argument 

about the revocation of Mr. Waldman's pro hac vice admission in this case or "any conduct by 

Mr. Waldman in connection with the litigation of this action while he was of record." Depp 

Motion No. 4, at 2. Unless Mr. Depp opens the door at trial, Ms. Heard does not intend to elicit 

affumative testimony or make an argument about Mr. Waldman's pro hac vice revocation for his 

blatant violation of the protective order by tweeting documents plainly marked confidential. 

Thus, the only question for the Court is whether Mr. Waldman's conduct on behalf of Mr. Depp 

outside of the pro hac vice revocation is relevant and admissible. For the reasons explained 

below, it clearly is. 
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Mr. Waldman spoke the words that comprise the three defamatory statements in Ms. 

Heard's counterclaim against Mr. Depp. The Court has denied Mr. Depp's demurrer and motion 

for summary judgment, finding that a jury may hold Mr. Depp liable if Mr. Waldman was 

making the three defamatory statements as Mr. Depp's agent. But beyond those three 

statements, Mr. Waldman has engaged in a flurry of inappropriate activity that is directly 

relevant to this case. Mr. Waldman is Mr. Depp's hatchet man against Ms. Heard, deployed to 

lob attacks at Ms. Heard in the press, coerce or mislead witnesses into giving testimony he 

believes will help Mr. Depp (both here and in the UK), foment social media and press coverage 

to harm Ms. Heard, and manufacture fraudulent "evidence" that he then leaks to the press (like 

filing a complaint with a desk officer against Ms. Heard for perjury with the LAPD and then 

telling the press that the LAPD was investigating Ms. Heard for perjury). Mr. Waldman engaged 

in a course of conduct for years on behalf of Mr. Depp that is relevant and probative for a variety 

of reasons. 

First, Mr. Waldman's actions on behalf of Mr. Depp are relevant to demonstrate actual 

malice on the part of both Mr. Depp (with Mr. Waldman acting as his agent) and Mr. Waldman 

himself. As detailed in numerous previous filings, Mr. Depp has waged war against Ms. Heard 

for years. Mr. Waldman's conduct in furtherance of this revenge campaign against Ms. Heard 

are evidence of malice. 

Mr. Waldman, on behalf of Mr. Depp, attempted to intimidate and threaten witnesses to 

influence their testimony in a manner adverse to Ms. Heard. For example, on June 22, 2019, Mr. 

Waldman wrote to Laura Divenere 

I assume you are fearful of something and you needn't be. I wanted to talk to you 
specifically because I heard from Johnny and others that you are a nice person and 
more importantly, I have you all over the surveillance video immediately after the 
May 21 faked abuse claims, ... You were with her inunediately prior to and 
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immediately after she created this hoax .... So the question for you to consider is: 
do you want to speak with me off the record and we can consider together if and 
how to use any eyewitness account you provide, regarding which I would be very 
respectful of your wishes and sensitivities, or do you want to remain on the side of 
the hoax ... If it's the latter we will send you a subpoena to compel your 
appearance in sworn testimony. 

Att. 8. Ms. Divenere testified that Mr. Waldman threatened her with negative consequences if 

she did not cooperate with him, including perjury, if she did not sign the declaration Mr. 

Waldman wanted her to sign. Att. 9, 15:16-18:6; 30:3-36:15. Ms. Divenere also testified that 

Mr. Depp represented to the world that her declaration was proof of Ms. Heard lying, when in 

fact, Ms. Divenere does not believe Ms. Heard lied. Id. 41:19-48:7. Ms. Divenere testified that 

she felt coerced by Mr. Waldman to sign the declaration. Id. 31:9-13. This type of conduct, 

which Mr. Waldman repeated with others as well, is direct evidence of actual malice, and it may 

also be evidence of witness bias admissible under Va. R. Evid. 2:610. 

Next, Mr. Waldman also used the media (including social media) to falsely call Ms. 

Heard a liar and a hoax artist. This not only included the main stream media, but also social 

media accounts, including "That Umbrella Guy," "ThatBrianFella," and "TheRealLauraB," 

which regularly attacked Ms. Heard. Att. 10, at 216:15-219:10. Mr. Waldman also regularly 

Tweeted about the facts of this case, the Counterclaim and Ms. Heard, until his Twitter account 

was permanently revoked for life for his conduct. Id. at 55:15-56:13; Att. 11. 

In November 2018, Mr. Depp invited a GQjoumalist to interview him to provide "the 

truth Johnny Depp wants you to hear" because, according to Mr. Heath, Mr. Depp was "angry -

angry about a lot of things - and he's vengeful." Att. 12. Mr. Depp falsely alleged that there was 

"no truth to [Ms. Heard' s judicial statements of abuse] whatsoever," and alleged that Ms. Heard 

fabricated the bruising on her face and perjured herself in connection with the 2016 DVRO. Id. 
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And finally, in a clear abuse of process and malicious prosecution, Mr. Depp, through 

Mr. Waldman, informed a German outlet that the "LAPD and Australia are actively pursuing a 

criminal investigation against Amber Heard." Att. 13. But the LAPD was not investigating Ms. 

Heard for perjury or any other criminal activity, which Mr. Waldman now admits. In fact, the 

only "evidence" of this supposed "investigation" was that Mr. Waldman brought a binder of 

information to the LAPD and asked them to investigate Ms. Heard. Att. 10, at 220: 19-231 :6. 

The sole purpose of this contact of the LAPD on a claim that Mr. Depp both knew was false and 

that was time-barred by years, was to permit Mr. Waldman to tell the press that the LAPD was 

investigating Ms. Heard when, in fact, it was not. 

As he was engaged in this misleading, abusive, and malicious behavior, Mr. Waldman 

was clear that he was performing this work on behalf of Mr. Depp, and that it was Mr. Depp who 

told Mr. Waldman Amber's abuse allegations were a hoax. For example, Mr. Waldman wrote to 

one witness, "Johnny depp's lawyer Adam waldman here .... I know from Johnny, as with other 

hoax claims where we have multiple eyewitnesses, that it was amber who assaulted Johnny." 

Att. 14. 

As discussed above, this type of conduct is evidence of actual malice. Mr. Depp admits 

that, in prosecuting her Counterclaim, "it is conceivable" that Ms. Heard is entitled to introduce 

evidence that Mr. Waldman was acting with actual malice or at Mr. Depp's direction. Depp 

Motion, at 1. "Because actual malice is a subjective inquiry, a plaintiff 'is entitled to prove the 

defendant's state of mind through circumstantial evidence."' Spirito v. Peninsula Airport 

Comm 'n, 2019 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 83880, at *14 (E.D. Va. Apr. 3, 2019) (citing Harte-Hanks 

Commc'ns, Inv. v. Connaughton, 491 U.S. 657,668 (1989).) An important component of the 

circumstantial evidence in this case is the out of court actions Mr. Waldman took on behalf of 
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Mr. Depp that Mr. Depp was kept informed of, and about which Mr. Depp cheered Mr. 

Waldman on from the sidelines. Ms. Heard is entitled to demonstrate to the jury that Mr. Depp, 

by definition, knew that Mr. Waldman's conduct as his agent was designed to defame and harm 

Ms. Heard and her case, and therefore that such conduct is further evidence of malice. 

Second, all of this conduct is evidence that that Mr. Waldman was acting as Mr. Depp's 

agent when he made the three defamatory headlines at issue, which Ms. Heard must prove to 

prevail on her counterclaim. As detailed in Ms. Heard's response to Mr. Depp's motion for 

summary judgment that the Court denied, Mr. Depp knew exactly what Mr. Waldman was doing 

when he took actions related to this case. And at deposition of both Mr. Depp and Mr. 

Waldman, Mr. Depp claimed privilege over questions related to whether Mr. Waldman was 

acting as his agent, forcing Ms. Heard to demonstrate agency through other evidence such as that 

detailed above. To the extent Mr. Depp will argue that Mr. Waldman was not his agent for the 

purposes of the three defamatory statements he uttered, or suggest that Ms. Heard has not carried 

her burden of proving agency, Ms. Heard is entitled to introduce evidence of the broad range of 

conduct Mr. Waldman engaged in as Mr. Depp's agent. 

Finally, Mr. Depp should not be able to bury evidence of Mr. Waldman's conduct simply 

because he was "ofrecord" in this litigation for a brief time. Much of Mr. Waldman's conduct 

had nothing to do with this litigation. For example, his perjury complaint against Ms. Heard 

following the UK Judgment had no relation to this litigation ( other than to try to harm Ms. 

Heard). Rather, it was made so that he could tell the press (falsely) that the LAPD was 

investigating Ms. Heard for perjury. His constant leaking of case related documents to social 

media personalities serves no litigation-related purpose. Mr. Waldman engaged in this conduct 

with Mr. Depp's permission and encouragement. Having waged war out of court against Ms. 
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Heard for years, Mr. Depp should not be permitted to bury the distasteful and plainly malicious 

conduct of his chief advisor and agent.2 

5. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 16 to Defendant's Trial Exhibit 178 Should Be Denied 

Mr. Depp seeks to exclude Ms. Heard's Trial Exhibit 178, highly relevant and probative 

text messages between Mr. Depp and Paul Bettany ("Mr. Bettany") in which Mr. Depp states 

with no provocation from Mr. Bettany "Lets bum Amber!!!," followed by stating "Let's drown 

her before we bum her!!! I will fuck her burnt corpse afterwards to make sure she is dead ... " 

Att. 15. Mr. Bettany also references a "punch" and proposes "drowning" Ms. Heard. Id. Mr. 

Depp's Motion should be denied. 

a. The Relevance and Probative Value is High 

Exhibit 178 is clearly relevant to the issues at trial, and its probative value is high. In 

these text messages, Mr. Depp makes statements about committing disgusting acts of violence 

against Ms. Heard: burning Ms. Heard, drowning Ms. Heard before burning her, and then 

wanting to "fuck [Ms. Heard's] burnt corpse afterwards to make sure she is dead." Att. 15. 

Even Mr. Depp admits in his Motion that these text messages "discuss violence against Ms. 

Heard," and Mr. Depp committing physical and verbal abuse of Ms. Heard is the most relevant 

factual evidence in the case for both Mr. Depp's Complaint and Ms. Heard's Counterclaim. Mr. 

Depp is quite literally discussing his desire to not only bum and drown, and therefore kill, Ms. 

Heard, but to then also "fuck her burnt corpse" to ensure Ms. Heard is actually dead. 

Mr. Depp seeks to avoid this obvious relevance by arguing that he and Mr. Bettany were 

2 Mr. Depp limits his argument regarding prejudice outweighing probative value to the pro hac 
vice issue. For Mr. Waldman's other conduct, however, the probative value of such evidence in 
showing actual malice and agency far outweighs any prejudicial effect of such evidence. And 
any prejudice that results would not be unfair prejudice to Mr. Depp, since it is simply evidence 
of the malice with which he has treated Ms. Heard for years. Va. R. Evid. 2:403. 
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only "joking" about taking these disgusting actions against Ms. Heard and her deceased corpse, 

but these are merely inferences that Mr. Depp hopes the Jury will draw from these text messages, 

and such inferences are only within the province of the Jury. Pease, 39 Va. App. at 354; ("What 

inferences are to be drawn from proved facts is within the province of the jury"); Higginbotham, 

216 Va. at 353. 

Unsurprisingly, Mr. Depp cites to no authority supporting his belief that he can step into 

the province of the Jury and define as a matter oflaw pre-trial that the Jury can only possibly 

draw Mr. Depp's preferred, and unlikely, inferences from these text messages, because the 

authority is exactly the opposite. Andrews v. Commonwealth, 280 Va. 231, 261 (2010) (If 

"conflicting inferences are to be drawn from a defendant's conduct, the determination of where 

the truth lies is the province of the jury."); Pease, 39 Va. App. at 354-55 ("If 

alternative inferences are possible, the jury resolves the differences and determines 

which inferences are reasonably drawn."). 

Mr. Depp also attempts to argue the text messages are not relevant because Ms. Heard 

did not explicitly claim that Mr. Depp ever tried "drown" or "burn her." But just because Mr. 

Depp proposed different methods of killing Ms. Heard through burning and drowning, and 

fucking her burnt corpse, than the acts of violence he committed against Ms. Heard does not 

mean these statements are not relevant. Moreover, the evidence does reveal Mr. Depp's 

propensity for committing violence through fire: Mr. Depp attempted to set fire to a painting 

owned by Ms. Heard, and also burned himself with lit cigarettes. Att. 2, at 15-16, 19. 

Mr. Depp also claims Ms. Heard alleged no incidents of violence during the June 2013 

time frame. But this is simply not true, as Mr. Depp is well aware. Ms. Heard disclosed the 

detailed facts of incidents of abuse and violence by Mr. Depp on March 8, March 12, March 18, 
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March 21-22, 2013 and May-July 2013, all close in time or overlapping with these June 2013 

text messages. Id., at 13-16, 19-22, 25. Ms. Heard even referenced these exact text messages 

during the periods of these incidents of abuse. Id. at 25. For all of these reasons, the probative 

value of Exhibit 178 is high, and it should not be excluded on this basis. 

b. The Relevance and Probative Value is not 
Significantly Outweighed by the Dangers of Unfair Prejudice 

Mr. Depp also argues that the risk of the Jury's visceral reaction to Mr. Depp's own 

words exceeds their probative value. But a Rule 2:403 argument can only be successful if the 

"probative value of the evidence is substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice or 

the likelihood of confusing or misleading the trier of fact." ( emphasis added). Just because Mr. 

Depp's own language describing his desire to commit violence, murder, and commit unspeakable 

acts to Ms. Heard's corpse "has a prejudicial effect on" Mr. Depp does not result in that 

prejudice being "unfair," nor that the high probative value as described above is "substantially 

outweighed" by this risk of unfair prejudice Lee, 290 Va. at 251 (2015); Egan, 290 Va. at 72-73 

(noting that the jury's mere "perception of the claims of a party is not unfair prejudice such that 

its admission could be barred" under 2:403(a)). 

Mr. Depp's own comments about his desire to engage in these violent acts against Ms. 

Heard are also not "unrelated to the elements of the claims and defenses in the pending case" -

they directly overlap with them. Lee, 290 Va. at 251.3 Mr. Depp's Rule 2:403 argument also 

relies on his initial argument that Trial Exhibit 178 has "non-existent probative value," disposed 

of in §(a) above. Bear in mind Mr. Depp has also alleged that not only was he not the aggressor, 

3 Mr. Depp also strangely cites to the unpublished decision Colonna 's Ship Yard, Inc. v. Natural 
Gas, Inc., despite the Court making no Rule 2:403 ruling in that case. 2021 Va. Unpub. LEXIS 
33, at *3, *8 (Dec. 9, 2021) ("The Shipyard did not present any argument to challenge the circuit 
court's alternate ruling relying on undue prejudice," requiring "affirm[ing] the trial court' 
decision"). 
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but instead was a passive, "Southern gentleman" in his treatment of Ms. Heard at all times, and 

that Ms. Heard was the aggressor and the abuser. There is also another text message exchange 

with Mr. Bettany, which provides context of the nature of exchanges between the two, where Mr. 

Depp admits to having ingested large quantities of alcohol and cocaine, leading to his hurting the 

one he loves. Att. 76. 

Nor does Mr. Depp meet the principle that any prejudice is unfair because Exhibit 178 

defines the "only way" the Jury may weigh and evaluate these text messages: 

The discussion itself did not compel the jury to find for Defendants. To the contrary, the 
vulnerability factors provided the jury with one possible way, not the only way, to 
explain the facts before them. Even if prejudicial to some degree, the prejudice certainly 
did not substantially outweigh the probative value of the evidence. 

Harris v. Schirmer, 93 Va. Cir. 8, 37-38 (Roanoke 2016) (overruling relevance and prejudice 

objections). Nor does Mr. Depp "demonstrate that the passions of the jury [would be] so 

inflamed by the evidence that it [ would] unquestionably led them to render a verdict on an 

improper basis." Id., at 33 (emphasis added). Mr. Depp remains free to present to the Jury his 

theory that these text messages are only ''.jokes" as one "possible way, [but] not the only way" 

for the Jury to interpret and draw inferences this evidence, as long as he does so within the Rules 

of Evidence, further eliminating any claim of unfair prejudice. Harris, 93 Va. Cir. at 37-38. 

For these reasons, Mr. Depp has not met the high burden to succeed on a Rule 2:403 

argument. 

c. Rule 2:404 Does Not Support Exclusion 

Mr. Depp next argues that Exhibit 178 should be excluded because it is improper 

character evidence under Rule 2:404. But Mr. Depp's text messages with Mr. Bettany are not 

even the type of "character evidence" governed by this Rule as this is not the case of a third­

party testifying to Mr. Depp's "character or character trait," but is instead Mr. Depp's own 
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statements revealing his state of mind regarding his desire to commit violence against Ms. Heard 

by murdering her and sexual assaulting her "burnt corpse." Mr. Depp further ignores the plain 

language exceptions of Rule 2:404: 

if the legitimate probative value of such proof outweighs its incidental prejudice, such 
evidence is admissible if it tends to prove any relevant fact pertaining to the offense 
charged, such as where it is relevant to show motive, opportunity, intent, preparation, 
plan, knowledge, identity, absence of mistake, accident, or if they are part of a common 
scheme or plan. 

Va. S. Ct. R. 2:404(b). Thus, the ultimate issue becomes whether such evidence of prior conduct 

was sufficiently connected in time and circumstances as to be likely to characterize the victim's 

conduct toward the defendant. Randolph v. Commonwealth, 190 Va. 256,265 (1949). 

First, as argued above, the relevance of these text messages is high and their probative 

value is substantially greater than the risk of any unfair prejudice, meeting the first prong of this 

exception. Harrell v. Woodson, 233 Va. 117, 122 (1987) ("Every fact, however remote or 

insignificant, that tends to establish the probability or improbability of a fact in issue, is relevant, 

and if otherwise admissible, should be admitted."). The Virginia Supreme Court has then held 

that "[ o ]nee a nexus for relevancy of prior conduct has been established, as here, the issue of 

remoteness concerns the weight of the evidence and the credibility of the witnesses, both of 

which were within the province of the jury," and to "bar such evidence altogether was error 

Barnes v. Commonwealth, 214 Va. 24, 26 (1973) (holding that the evidentiary weight to afford 

"the decedent's turbulent nature five years before" was within the province of the jury); 

Christian v. Commonwealth, 202 Va. App. LEXIS 711, at *9 (Va. Ct. App. Dec. 3, 2002). 

Second, these text messages tend to prove relevant facts pertaining to the offense- Mr. 

Depp's abuse of Ms. Heard in 2013 and beyond. Commonwealth v. Blowe, 105 Va. Cir. 135, 

140 (Norfolk 2020) (may be admitted ifit "tends to prove any fact in issue" in the case") (citing 
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to Spencer v. Commonwealth, 240 Va. 78, 89 (1990)). If evidence of other conduct is relevant 

"to prove any element or fact in issue at trial, it should be admitted, whether or not it tends to 

show the [accused] guilty of another crime." Parnell v. Commonwealth, 15 Va. App. 342, 348 

(1992). This determination turns upon an inquiry as to whether these acts of the victim are 

sufficiently recent and connected in time, place, and circumstance with the crime. Randolph, 190 

Va. at 265 (1949) (citing to Commonwealth v. Cromwell, IOI Va. Cir. 218,219 (Chesapeake 

2019)). 

Here, these text messages directly reference Mr. Depp's desire to commit horrible 

violence, including murder and corpse mutilation, against Ms. Heard- the same person who Mr. 

Depp must prove he committed no abuse against, and during the same time period Mr. Depp 

must prove he did not commit it. In Scates v. Commonwealth, the Court further explained that: 

Evidence of other offenses is admitted if it shows the conduct and feeling of the accused 
toward his victim, if it establishes their prior relations, or if it tends to prove any relevant 
element of the offense charged. Such evidence is permissible in cases where the motive, 
intent or knowledge of the accused is involved, or where the evidence is connected with 
or leads up to the offense for which the accused is on trial. Also, testimony of other 
crimes is admissible where the other crimes constitute a part of the general scheme of 
which the crime charged is a part. 

262 Va. 757, 761 (2001); Kirkpatrickv. Commonwealth, 211 Va. 269,272 (1970). The Supreme 

Court of Virginia has also repeatedly upheld the admission of prior sexual incidents between a 

defendant and the victim he or she is charged with assaulting- a situation similar to this case. 

See, e.g., Herron v. Commonwealth, 208 Va. 326, 327 (1967); Brown v. Commonwealth, 208 Va. 

512, 516-17 (1968); Ryan v. Commonwealth, 219 Va. 439,447 (1978); Moore v. 

Commonwealth, 222 Va. 72, 77 (1981); Freeman v. Commonwealth, 223 Va. 301, 313-14 

(1982). 

Additionally, Mr. Depp's Complaint for defamation further renders his character as an 
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essential "element of the charge." In Schafer v. Time, Inc. the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals 

specifically addressed defamation and held that "A charge of defamation or libel commonly 

makes damage to the victim's reputation or character an essential element of the case," and since 

"the plaintiff's character is substantively at issue in a libel case ... Rule 405(b) permits the 

admission of evidence regarding specific instances of the plaintiffs conduct on that issue. 142 

F.3d 1361, 1371 (11th Cir. 1998) (ultimately holding that "Given the plain language of Rule 

405(b ), Schafer's arguments that specific acts remain inadmissible to prove character in an action 

for libel are unpersuasive."). 

Mr. Depp relies on Commonwealth v. Minor, but that ruling relied on "the specific 

circumstances presented in this case," which were that "the issue of consent concerns a victim's 

state of mind and is unique with regard to each individual victim." 267 Va. 166, 176-77 (2004). 

Here, we have the same victim of Mr. Depp's abuse referenced in these text messages, and 

during the same time period. 

For all of these reasons, Mr. Depp's motion in limine to exclude Ms. Heard's Trial 

Exhibit 178 should be denied. 

6. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 5 to Exclude Testimony 
Regarding Mr. Depp's Prior Arrests and Incidents of Violence Should Be Denied 

At the outset, Mr. Depp's motion in limine to exclude testimony regarding prior arrests 

and incidents of violence should be denied because it fails the specificity test by failing to define 

or reference any specific testimony, trial exhibits, documents, or other specific evidence that it 

seeks to exclude. McCarthy v. Atwood, 67 Va. Cir. 237,241 (Portsmouth 2005) ("[U]nless the 

moving party presents sufficient evidence at the time of the motion, and unless the issue is such 

that it can be decided in advance, many pretrial rulings must await presentation of evidence in a 

trial context."); Torkie-Torkv. Wyeth, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 121804, at *1 (E.D. Va. Nov. 15, 
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2010) (deferring ruling on the motion in limine because "[t]he category of marketing and 

promotional material is too broad and vague, and it is appropriate to consider this objection in 

the context of specific evidentiary submissions and deposition designations."); TVTVT Records 

v. Island Def Jam Music Grp., 250 F. Supp. 2d 341, 344-45 (S.D.N.Y. 2003) (denying as 

"impermissible a party seeking to "strike in shotgun fashion at whole topics and sources of 

prospective evidence, out of context and before any specific objection against its proper 

backdrop is raised"). 

a. The Relevance and Probative Value is High 

As to prior arrests of Mr. Depp, Ms. Heard does not seek to introduce evidence of the act 

of Mr. Depp being arrested for any prior conduct before his relationship with Ms. Heard, but Mr. 

Depp's violent conduct and destruction of property remain relevant and admissible. Mr. Depp's 

generalized examples of his conduct resulting in arrests were for "property damage" and "a 

physical altercation with a man while abroad." But these are the exact types of conduct that Mr. 

Depp must prove he did not engage in against Ms. Heard to prove his defamation claim, so the 

relevance and probative value of Mr. Depp previously engaging in this conduct is high. Harrell, 

233 Va. at 122 ("Every fact, however remote or insignificant, that tends to establish the 

probability or improbability of a fact in issue, is relevant, and if otherwise admissible, should be 

admitted."). 

b. Rule 2:404 Does Not Support Exclusion 

Rule 2:404(b) includes that: if the legitimate probative value of such proof outweighs its 

incidental prejudice, such evidence is admissible if it tends to prove any relevant fact pertaining 

to the offense charged, such as where it is relevant to show motive, opportunity, intent, 

preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, absence of mistake, accident, or if they are part of a 
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common scheme or plan. And as the Virginia Supreme Court held in Barnes, "[ o ]nee a nexus 

for relevancy of prior conduct has been established, as here, the issue of remoteness concerns the 

weight of the evidence and the credibility of the witnesses, both of which were within the 

province of the jury," and to "bar such evidence altogether was error. 214 Va. at 26. If evidence 

of other conduct is relevant "to prove any element or fact in issue at trial, it should be admitted, 

whether or not it tends to show the [ accused] guilty of another crime." Parnell, 15 Va. App. at 

348. 

Additionally, Mr. Depp's Complaint for defamation further renders his character as an 

essential "element of the charge." Schafer, 142 F.3d at 1371 ("A charge of defamation or libel 

commonly makes damage to the victim's reputation or character an essential element of the 

case," and since "the plaintiff's character is substantively at issue in a libel case ... Rule 405(b) 

permits the admission of evidence regarding specific instances of the plaintiff's conduct on that 

issue."). So Mr. Depp's propensity and reputation to engage in violent and destructive conduct is 

not only relevant to the liability aspect of his abuse of Ms. Heard, but is relevant to Mr. Depp's 

alleged damages to his reputation as well, making the evidence that Mr. Depp seeks to exclude in 

generalized, "shotgun" fashion an essential "element of the charge." And the degree of 

remoteness of this conduct concerns its weight, which is firmly within "the province of the jury," 

making it inappropriate for a pre-trial motion in limine. Barnes, 214 Va. at 26. 

c. The Relevance and Probative Value is Not 
Significantly Outweighed by the Dangers of Unfair Prejudice 

Mr. Depp also argues that the probative value of this evidence is substantially outweighed 

by the dangers of unfair prejudice, but does not explain why any prejudice is unfair. Egan, 290 

Va. at 72-73 (noting that the jury's mere "perception of the claims of a party is not unfair 

prejudice such that its admission could be barred" under 2:403(a)). Mr. Depp's argument also 
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again reUes on his claim that his prior violent and destructive conduct is "completely unrelated" 

to the claims at issue in this case, despite its overlap with the abusive and violent conduct he 

engaged in against Ms. Heard as argued above. So the probative value of that conduct is not 

substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice. 

For all of these reasons, Mr. Depp's motion in limine no. 5 should be denied. 

7. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 6 to Exclude Evidence 
of Negative Social Media Traffic and Purported 
"Russian" "Bot" Campaign Regarding Ms. Heard Should Be Denied 

The premise of this Motion is that because Judge White dismissed Count ill on 

Demurrer, Ms. Heard cannot present testimony or evidence of any social media reactions or 

campaigns carrying forth the Defamatory statements made by Mr. Waldman which resulted in 

significant damage to Ms. Heard's reputation. Since the premise is misplaced, the Motion 

should be denied in its entirety. Ms. Heard alleged in ,r,r 6-52 of her Counterclaim the specific 

actions Mr. Depp and his attorney Adam Waldman engaged in an attempt to destroy her 

reputation, including the negative social media campaigns and concerted, organized campaigns 

including bots. In Count II - Defamation and Defamation Per Se, Ms. Heard repeated and 

incorporated "by reference each and every allegation set forth in the above, as if fully set forth 

herein." ,r 62. 

Ms. Heard also pleaded Count III, Violation of Computer Crimes Act. The Court, in its 

January 4, 2021 Letter Opinion, upheld the Defamation Count based on three statements, but 

dismissed Count III. Significantly, the Court dismissed Count III because the Counterclaim 

"fails to demonstrate that the social media accounts communicated obscene language, suggested 

obscene acts, or threatened illegal or immoral acts" which were required under the second 

element of the VCCA. Ltr. Opinion, at 8. The Court did not rule that Ms. Heard was prohibited 
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from claiming that the Change.org petitions or social media accounts were used as a mechanism 

to spread the defamatory statements. 

Ms. Heard has presented significant evidence linking the spread of Mr. Waldman's 

statements to social media campaigns against her. First, Jessica Kovacevic, corporate designee 

for William Morris Agency and Ms. Heard's agent, testified to the media campaigns and 

specifically the bots that were used against Ms. Heard. Att. 79, 3/1/22 Tr. ofDep. of Kovacevic, 

at 91 :3-92:20. Second, L' Orea! conducted an investigation into the social media attacks on Ms. 

Heard, and reported significant evidence of an organized media campaign. Atts. 80-81. Two 

experts connected the social media attacks to the damages and Mr. Waldman, Kathryn Arnold 

and Ronald Schnell. These are specifically addressed in Defendant's Opposition to Motion in 

Limine No. 16 below, incorporated herein. 

In summary, the Court determining that Ms. Heard did not plead that the social media 

campaigns against her included obscenity does not preclude Ms. Heard from presenting evidence 

that Mr. Waldman's statements were spread through social media, to her detriment, and Mr. 

Depp's motion in limine no. 6 should be denied. 

8. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 7 
Regarding Prior Depositions of Tracey Jacobs Should Be Denied 

a. Ms. Heard's Designated Relevant Testimony from the Two Tracey Jacobs 
Deposition Transcripts, and those Litigations Involved Relevant Subject Matter 

In November 2020, Mr. Depp falsely represented to the Court, as he does now: "Having 

been involved in all of those cases, Your Honor, I can say that none of those cases has anything 

to do with Ms. Heard or alleged abuse by Ms. Heard or any other woman," leading the Court to 

deny the discovery sought by Ms. Heard. Att. 16, 11/20/20 Tr. at 15:9-12. 

But then eight minutes into the deposition of Mr. Depp's former talent agent Tracey 
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Jacobs, Mr. Depp's paralegal produced an unidentified document production with password 

protection, labeled DEPP0I 7, leaving out Ms. Heard's primary paralegal in the case, and did not 

disclose it was related to the then in-progress deposition of Tracey Jacobs. Att. 17. Ms. Heard's 

counsel Ms. Bredehoft, who was already in the process of deposing Ms. Jacobs, did not become 

aware of this production during the deposition, and even if she had, could not reasonably have 

read, much less marked and then used these documents. Yet Mr. Depp's counsel Mr. Chew­

who represented Mr. Depp in BOTH of the prior depositions, had already reviewed these 

transcripts and prepared them and related attached documents for Mr. Depp's use in the 

deposition. Had Ms. Heard had the same opportunity, she would have been able to elicit highly 

relevant and damaging information: 

• Mr. Depp's serious and worsening drug and alcohol use, lateness and not showing up 
at all in filming, and movie studios' unhappiness with Mr. Depp; 

• Significant financial issues surrounding some of the abuse Mr. Depp inflicted on Ms. 
Heard; 

• Ms. Jacobs' knowledge of issues relating to Mr. Depp's conduct; 
• Ms. Jacobs testified that she believed Mr. Depp hit Ms. Heard based on "his behavior, 

and his inconsistencies, and violent outbursts." 
• Ms. Jacobs also testified that "more than a couple of times" Mr. Depp was so angry at 

Ms. Jacobs "to the point where it really concerned" her, and that "these instances of 
his anger seem[ed] to intensify as time went on."; 

• Testifying that in the period of2015 and 2016, Mr. Depp "was angry at everybody"; 
• Mr. Depp's actions hurt Mr. Depp's career; 
• Mr. Depp lied to the LAPD; 
• Mr. Depp appeared on TV drunk and stoned, to the point that Disney studio 

executives called Ms. Jacobs asking "What the hell was wrong with your client?"; 
• These same issues appeared during the filming of Pirates 5, and Disney told Ms. 

Jacobs the conduct was not "going to be tolerated," Disney was "not going to put up 
with this," and that "there was no love between Johnny and Disney, given the Pirates 
five situation." 

These topics are the testimony Ms. Heard included in her designations of these two prior 

depositions, and sought leave to do so in her simultaneously-filed motion. 
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b. The Court Deferred its Ultimate Ruling on Admissibility of these 
Transcripts Until Trial, and Ms. Heard Had No Other 
Opportunity to Depose Tracey Jacobs Due to Mr. Depp's Counsel's Conduct 

Mr. Depp's counsel was intentionally misleading during the deposition of Tracey Jacobs. 

When Ms. Heard's counsel objected to Mr. Depp's use of the prior depositions and attendant 

documents, Mr. Depp's counsel, knowing they had been produced during the deposition, falsely 

stated "they were all produced to your office prior to this deposition. So you should, again, 

check with them, because you got that and you got the deposition transcripts." Att.18, 1/18/21 

Tr. at 162:11-15 (emphasis added); id. at 85:17-86:2 (MR. CHEW: That's actually not true. You 

should check with your office staff, Elaine ... You've got everything."). 

But Mr. Depp's counsel declined to reveal that the documents were produced after the 

deposition of Tracey Jacobs had begun, even though Mr. Depp's counsel later admitted it 

determined"[ s ]hortly before Ms. Jacobs' deposition, and in the course of preparing for same," 

that the deposition transcripts and exhibits were relevant, deciding to use them as exhibits at the 

deposition, and having the documents already pre-marked for use in the deposition before they 

were even produced. Att.19. 

Ms. Heard was and remains significantly and unfairly prejudiced by this conduct, as Ms. 

Jacobs is a third-party California resident, and was not subject to further subpoena or deposition 

in this case. While denying Ms. Heard's earlier Motion, the Court recognized that: 

I'm not going to make any pre-trial motions as far as designating portions of it or the 
foundational objections. I'm just not going to do that at this point. I don't think that's a 
proper thing to do when we're so far away from trial. That is something that might come 
up later when we get closer to trial, but at this time, I'm not going to do that .... the motion 
to compel is denied. Whether or not authenticating parts of depositions, that has nothing 
to do with the motion to compel. Whether or not we do that is something for pre-trial. I 
assume we're going to be going through quite a few different depositions and there's 
going to be arguments back and forth at that time. 

Att. 20, 6/25/21 Tr., at 52:7-14, 53:21-54:6. 
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Ms. Heard was able to obtain through Requests for Admissions the authenticity to 

documents attached to the earlier depositions (Att. 21, Depp Supp. Resp. to 4th RF As), but there 

was no other way to obtain the same testimony given at the other depositions by Ms. Jacobs. 

Thus, Ms. Heard requested the relief the Court deferred on until closer to trial, as quoted above, 

and even as attached to Mr. Depp's Motion despite Mr. Depp misleadingly claiming it was 

explicitly denied. Att. 20, at 52:7-14, 53:21-54:6. So in her Motion Ms. Heard sought the 

Court's leave to designate portions of the two prior deposition transcripts of Tracey Jacobs -

which Ms. Heard has already timely completed. 4 

Mr. Depp also now argues that California law permitted Ms. Heard to further question 

Ms. Jacobs for a further three hours, citing Cal. Code of Civil Procedure § 2025.290(a). But Mr. 

Depp is once again ignoring the positions he took throughout this case that he was entitled to 

split the 7 hours of question time for all witnesses, and is now estopped from claiming otherwise. 

Atts. 5, 22. On January 19, 2021, Mr. Depp's counsel stated by email: 

"Mr. Depp is entitled to equal question time at all depositions of third-party witnesses, 
and expressly reserves the right to do so. Consistent with long-established principles of 
California law, as well as our prior representations to you ... you should assume that Mr. 
Depp may take up to half of the seven hours allotted for each deposition under CCP 
2025.290. 

Att. 22. At the deposition of Mr. Carino, Mr. Depp's counsel again claimed: "pursuant to CCP 

Section 2025 .290A, a third-party witness is only required to sit for seven hours total. ... Because 

we cross-designated, we're entitled to as much time as you are ... so now it's our tum ... it doesn't 

4 Mr. Depp had every opportunity to designate testimony from the two prior depositions of 
Tracey Jacobs, and if the Court ultimately denied Ms. Heard's motion or granted Mr. Depp's 
motion those designations would have then been moot. But Mr. Depp instead seeks to belatedly 
designate such testimony on the eve of trial, which would then require Ms. Heard to prepare 
objections and rebuttal designations, followed by the Court ruling on these designations and 
objections in advance of trial. There is simply no time for this procedure, and Mr. Depp has 
provided no explanation for not doing so. 
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matter if you agree with it, that's the law, Elaine. So it's my turn to start asking questions now." 

Att. 5, 1/19/21 Tr. Dep. Carino, at 171:9-172:13. Mr. Depp's Counsel then further stated: 

Our contention is, plaintiff's contention is that because of the rule that provides only 
seven hours for third-party witnesses that she was entitled to three and a half hours, and 
that's concluded, and now we're entitled to our three and a half hours. Not only is that set 
forth in the code, but it's also the agreement of the parties as indicated in previous 
transcripts. And it was also confirmed by a fairly recent email from Mr. Moniz in my 
office. 

Id. at 175:6-16. Mr. Depp's counsel then demeaningly stated "I work under the presumption that 

counsel knows the rules. I work under the presumption that counsel knows the agreements 

reached between the parties even prior to them becoming counsel." Id., at 178:16-21. Ms. 

Jacobs was then deposed on January 28, 2021, nine days after this exchange. But once again, 

Mr. Depp is now changing his position on these matters when it suits him to do so, despite his 

own counsel's statements confirming "the rules" and "the agreements reached between the 

parties," and should be estopped from these tactics and gamesmanship. 

This argument also ignores the practical aspect of the situation - counsel for Ms. Heard 

was unaware of the existence of relevant testimony from the other two depositions at the time 

Ms. Heard took Ms. Jacobs' deposition. Ms. Heard had no legal ability to bring Ms. Jacobs back 

for further deposition - the subpoena was for that date and time. The conduct in concealing the 

earlier testimony and evidence was because of Mr. Depp, not Ms. Jacobs. So there was not good 

cause to move to compel further testimony from Ms. Jacobs in the California Courts. The only 

reasonable avenue was to be able to use the prior testimony in the manner Ms. Heard is 

requesting - through deposition designations. 
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c. Ms. Heard Satisfies the Conditions for Use of 
these Deposition Transcripts, and there is No Prejudice to Mr. Depp 

Earlier in this case, Mr. Depp sought, and was granted by Judge White, the ability to use 

the prior depositions of two LAPD police officers, because Ms. Heard' s prior counsel was 

present for the depositions and therefore Ms. Heard was represented. Here, Mr. Chew, 

representing Mr. Depp in both actions, was present for and took the two prior depositions of Ms. 

Tracey Jacobs. Thus, by Mr. Depp's own logic in requesting - and obtaining- this relief earlier in 

this case, should apply equally here. There is no prejudice, because Mr. Depp was fully 

represented in these depositions. 

Mr. Depp also relies on Rule I :7 to argue Ms. Heard should be prohibited from using 

these deposition transcripts. First, as Mr. Depp admits Ms. Jacobs is located in California, so 

more than 100 miles from this Courthouse. Va. S. Ct. R. 4:7(a)(4)(B); Burns v. Gagnon, 283 Va. 

657,680 (2012). Second, as explained above, the actions involved overlapping subject matter­

alleged damages to Mr. Depp's career and who or what was the cause of those damages. Va. S. 

Ct. R. 4:7(a)(7); Burns, 283 Va. at 680. 

Third, the spirit of the "same parties" rule is to ensure that the party against whom the 

deposition is offered is not prejudiced because their interests were represented at the prior 

deposition that one party is attempting to offer into evidence. Bates v. Devers, 214 Va. 667, 671 

(1974) ("The policy underlying mutuality is to insure a litigant that he will have a full and fair 

day in court on any issue essential to an action in which he is a party."). Mr. Depp was fully 

represented at these prior depositions and his counsel asked Ms. Jacobs questions at both of 

them, and is protected by Virginia's Rules of Evidence regarding Ms. Jacobs' testimony that will 

ultimately be presented at trial. 
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Additionally, Rule 4:7 further provides that "upon application and notice, that such 

exceptional circumstances exist as to make it desirable, in the interest of justice and with due 

regard to the importance of presenting the testimony of witnesses orally in open court, to allow 

the deposition to be used." Va. S. Ct. R. 4:7(a)(4)(F). As argued above, those "interests of 

justice" exist here because of Mr. Depp's conduct Ms. Heard was prevented from examining Ms. 

Jacobs on the matters summarized above, along with Mr. Depp's repeatedly confirmed position 

that Ms. Jacobs was only subject to seven hours of deposition and Mr. Depp was entitled to half 

of that time. 

For all of these reasons, Mr. Depp's motion in limine no. 5 should be denied, and Ms. 

Heard's motion in limine on this topic (No. 5) should be granted. 

9. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 8 Regarding 
References to Other Litigations Involving Mr. Depp Should Be Denied 

Mr. Depp's prior litigations described in his eighth Motion in Limine (the "Other 

Litigations") are highly relevant to whether the Op-Ed "tends to injure one's reputation in the 

common estimation of mankind ... "-an essential element of Mr. Depp's case-in addition to 

damages, and admissible under the Virginia Rules of Evidence. 

a. Mr. Depp's Prior Litigations Are Relevant to this Case 

The four litigations referenced by Mr. Depp (the "Other Litigations") are highly relevant 

to Mr. Depp's reputation, which he has put at issue, and Ms. Heard's defenses. Ms. Heard has 

asserted that any alleged injuries to Mr. Depp' s career and reputation "were not caused by 

Defendant, but were instead caused by Plaintiffs negligence, conduct, actions, or inactions, or 

were as a result of other alternative causes, or a combination thereof," (Answer and Grounds of 
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Defense at 29 , 6), and his conduct and actions include his entanglement in multiple lawsuits 

with his employees, lawyers, and coworkers. 

Furthermore, this Court previously overruled Mr. Depp's objections that the Other 

Litigations were "irrelevant." See Att. 23., Aug. 19, 2021 Order. In addition, Mr. Depp's agent 

has testified the Other Litigations with which Mr. Depp was embroiled, all of which were 

initiated prior to the publication of the Op-Ed, were damaging to Mr. Depp's reputation and 

career. Att. 5, Carino Tr. 39:7-42:4; 80:12-81:14. Mr. Depp even alleged in one of the Other 

Litigations that his professional reputation had suffered as a result of those Defendants' conduct, 

not Mr. Heard's. The Other Litigations would also be relevant to any amount of damages Mr. 

Depp would be entitled to if the Op-Ed had any impact, and whether Mr. Depp failed to mitigate 

his damages by filing lawsuits that impacted his career. Some of the Other Litigations are also 

independently relevant for the specific allegations reflecting a pattern of verbal and physical 

abuse by Mr. Depp. 

i. The Mandel Litigation 

In John C. Depp, II and Edward L White v. The Mandel Company, et al., Case No. 

BC64882, filed on January 13,2017 in the Superior Court of the State of California for Los 

Angeles (the "Mandel Litigation"), Mr. Depp sued his former managers and attorneys for more 

than $25 million for negligence, breach of fiduciary duties, and fraud, among other claims. Att. 

24, Mandel Action Complaint. Mr. Depp testified that he believed they had stolen approximately 

$650 million from him. Att. 25, Depp Tr. 223:5-13. Defendant The Mandel Company filed a 

Cross-Complaint against Mr. Depp and his companies, Scaramanga Bros. and L.R.D. 

Productions. The Mandel Company claimed that Mr. Depp was a lavish spender and that his 

"expenses exceeded the additional earnings and profit participations he received." The Cross-
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Complaint also alleged that when confronted about his spending Mr. Depp engaged in 

"profanity-laced tirades where he abused the professionals surrounding him and claimed that he 

would work harder to afford whatever new item he wanted to purchase." Att. 26, Mandel Cross­

Complaint 168. 

The Cross-Complaint alleges that Mr. Depp was on the verge of financial collapse in 

2012 and had to borrow more to avoid a public financial crisis. Id 115. Mr. Depp admitted that 

he was facing significant financial issues in 2015 and 2016 as alleged in the Cross-Complaint. 

Att. 25, Depp Tr. 222:20-223:9. He has also admitted many of the other Cross-Complaint 

allegations, including that he spent over $5 million to blast from a specially made cannon the 

ashes of Hunter over Aspen, Colorado and that he spent over $18 million to acquire and renovate 

his yacht. Att. 25, Depp Tr. 232:15-233:14; 239:5-8. In 2015, Mr. Mandel spoke with Mr. Depp 

that he would need to sell in chateaux in the South of France. Mr. Depp claims that Mr. Mandel 

called him on his honeymoon with Ms. Heard to tell him to "start selling houses and things of 

that nature." Att. 25, Depp Tr. 224:10-21. 

The Mandel Complaint and Cross-Complaint-publicly filed records-are therefore 

highly relevant to Mr. Depp's state of mind during many of the instances of abuse, and in 

particular any occurring on their honeymoon. In addition, the Mandel litigation is relevant to Mr. 

Depp's reputation for extreme behavior, quick anger, and impulsiveness. Dr. Spiegel is expected 

to testify that anger and impulsiveness are risk factors to Intimate Partner Violence, so these 

allegations regarding Mr. Depp's reputation are germane to his analysis. Amber Heard is 

specifically named in the Mandel Action, thus additionally implicating the relevance. The 

Cross-Complaint states that Mr. Depp "routinely rejected advice from his professionals," and 

gives the example of Mr. Depp ignoring advice to obtain a pre-nup with Ms. Heard. The pre-nup 
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issue is relevant in this action, as Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard disagree on whether Mr. Depp 

wanted a pre-nup, the timing of any arguments on that, and the abuse that ensued. 

ii. The Bloom Litigation 

In the John C. Depp, fl et al. v. Bloom Hergott Diemer Rosenthal Laviolette Feldman 

Schenkman & Goodman, LLP, Jacob A. Bloom, and DOES 1-30, Case No. BC680066, filed on 

October 17, 2017, in the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles 

(Att. 27), Mr. Depp sued his former entertaimnent attorneys of over seventeen years. Mr. Depp 

alleged that he "suffered harm to his professional reputation caused by the stigma associated with 

a hard money loan." Att. 28, Nos. 47 and 53, Plaintiffs Supplemental Responses to 

Interrogatories. In addition, Mr. Depp's agent has testified that the Bloom litigation had a 

negative impact on Mr. Depp's career and reputation. Att. 5, Carino Tr. 80:12-81:14. 

iii. The Brooks Litigation 

In Greg "Rocky" Broolcs v. John C. Depp, fl et al., Case No. BC713123, filed July 6, 

2018 in the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles, Mr. Depp 

was accused of assault and battery, among other claims, for attacking the location manager in the 

set of a feature film in 2017. The Complaint alleges that Mr. Depp was attempting to direct an 

extended version of a scene but the location manager was unable to obtain a required permit. 

The Complaint states that when Plaintiff approached Mr. Depp to tell him about the permit he 

knew "DEPP may become upset and feeling the need to protect himself, PLAINTIFF started 

approaching the nearby, on-set LAPD officer ... to get his assistance in relaying the message to 

DEPP." Att. 29, Brooks Complaint ,r 27. The Complaint further states: 

28. Before PLAINTIFF could reach the LAPD Officer, DEPP accosted PLAINTIFF and 
began attacking him, angrily screaming in his face "WHO THE FUCK ARE YOU? YOU 
HA VE NO RIGHT TO TELL ME WHAT TO DO! ... 
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30. The altercation continued with Depp screaming "I DON'T GIVE A FUCK WHO 
YOU ARE AND YOU CAN'T TELL ME WHAT TO DO! 

31. At the same, while screaming at PLAINTIFF, DEPP angrily and forcefully punched 
PLAINTIFF twice in the lower left of his rib cage and causing pain. 

32. Despite having just been punched in the side, PLAINTIFF maintained his composure. 
When PLAINTIFF did not react to DEPP's satisfaction after being punched, DEPP yelled 
"I WILL GIVE YOU ONE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS TO PUNCH ME IN 
THE FACE RIGHT NOW!" PLAINTIFF still did not react and DEPP continued to 
scream and berate him in front of a set full of people until DEPP's own bodyguards 
physically removed DEPP from the scene. 

This ongoing litigation is relevant to damage to Mr. Depp's reputation and career. In particular, 

it demonstrates Mr. Depp already had a reputation as a violent man who engaged in both verbal 

and physical abuse prior to the publication of the Op-Ed. Mr. Depp's publicist testified that this 

litigation generated a lot of press. Att. 30, Baum Tr. 86:5-91:9. 

In addition, it is probative of his violent acts against Ms. Heard and admissible under 

Rule 2:405, which permits evidence of"specific instances of conduct" in "cases in which a 

character trait of a person is an essential element of a charge." Mr. Depp has alleged that Ms. 

Heard's allegations of violence damaged his reputation, so specific instances of prior violent acts 

are admissible. Va. S. Ct. R. 2:405; McMinn v. Rounds, 267 Va. 277,281 (2004) (applying 

criminal rule of applicable to use of character evidence to show who was the aggressor in a civil 

case involving self-defense). Mr. Depp has also suggested that he will be asserting that his 

violent acts were in self-defense, so specific instances of prior violence are admissible to rebut 

such testimony. See Att. 31, Cowan Tr. 240:14-241:6. 

iv. The Sanchez and Arreola Litigation 

In Eugene Arreola and Miguel Sanchez v. John C. Depp, fl et al., No BC704539, filed 

on May 1, 2018, two of Mr. Depp's bodyguards sued Mr. Depp for violations of California's 

Labor Code and Business & Professions Code. The publicly filed Complaint contained 

42 



allegations that in early 2016, Mr. Depp became increasingly "detached from the reality around 

him" (Att. 32, 1 16); "Plaintiffs were asked repeatedly to drive vehicles that contained illegal 

substances open containers and minors" (Id., 122); and "Often times Plaintiffs were forced to 

protect Defendant Depp from himself and his vices while in public, becoming public caretakers 

for him. An incident at a local nightclub involved Plaintiffs alerting Depp of illegal substances 

visible on his face and person which preventing onlookers from noticing Depp's condition" (Id., 

124). All of these allegations preceded the publication of the Op-Ed and form part of Ms. 

Beard's defense to Mr. Depp's claim that the Op-Ed tended to harm his career and reputation. 

b. Evidence of the Other Litigations is Highly Probative and Not Unfairly Prejudicial 

All of the Other Litigation are highly probative of Ms. Beard's defenses that the Op-Ed 

did not cause reputational harm and that Mr. Depp suffered no damages from the Op-Ed, after 

these litigations were filed, and instead, any damages would have been from these and other 

causes. The admission of evidence related to the Other Litigations is not unfairly prejudicial 

because Depp has placed his reputation at issue in this case, and while courts typically exclude 

such evidence to show the "litigious nature" of a plaintiff, courts routinely permit admission of 

evidence related to prior litigation where it is probative of an essential element of a claim or 

reasons other than the propensity to sue. See, e.g., Buckley v. Mukasey, 538 F. 3d 306,319 (4th 

Cir. 2008) (prior litigation showed retaliatory animus); Gastineau v. Fleet Mortgage Corp., 137 

F.3d 490, 495-96 (7th Cir. 1998) (prior litigation cast doubt on credibility and showed modus 

operandi); Yates v. Sweet Potato Enters.,, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 109374, at *10-11 (N. D. Cal. 

2013) (prior litigation relevant to credibility). As Mr. Depp correctly states in his Motion in 

Limine, "Ms. Heard has referenced these other litigations throughout the present action," so he 

should be well-prepared to present any evidence he has that the Other Litigations did not damage 
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his reputation. The unreported case from the U.S. District Court for,the Southern District of 

New York, is inapposite because, unlike here, the prior lawsuits were not relevant to an essential 

element of the case and were used to show the plaintiff was litigious. John Wiley & Sons, Inc. v. 

Book Dog Books, LLC, 2017 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 223104, at* 1 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 8, 2017). 

c. The Other Litigations are Admissible as Character Evidence in a Defamation Suit 

In cases in which a character trait of a person is an essential element of a charge, claim, 

or defense, proof may also be made of specific instances of conduct of such person on direct or 

cross-examination. Va. S. Ct. R. 2:405(b). Because Mr. Depp is alleging that his reputation was 

harmed by allegations of violence in the Op-Ed published in 2018, Ms. Heard should be 

permitted to confront him with other public accusations of violence and abuse. The allegations in 

the Mandel Litigation and the Brooks Litigation are evidence of a series of instances of verbal 

and physical abuse and are admissible on that independent ground. See McMinn, 267 Va. at 282 

("While evidence of a series of bad acts may collectively be admissible to establish poor 

character, the conduct in a single incident is insufficient."). As previously noted, the Brooks 

Litigation may be used to rebut assertions of self-defense. Id. 

Mr. Depp's Motion in limine no. 8 Regarding References to Other Litigations Involving 

Mr. Depp should be denied. 

10. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 9 to Exclude 
References to Mr. Depp's Spending Habits and Loans Should Be Denied 

a. The Motion Lacks Specificity 

Motions in limine must be sufficiently specific in defining the evidence they seek to 

exclude, or else no ruling can be practically and clearly applied at trial. Torkie-Tork, 2010 U.S. 

Dist. LEXIS 121804, at *1 (E.D. Va. Nov. 15, 2010); TVT Records, 250 F. Supp. 2d at 344-45. 
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Mr. Depp seeks to exclude all evidence of his "spending habits and loans." This request is vague 

and overbroad. For example, it could include extravagant gifts Mr. Depp gave to Ms. Heard 

while they were dating or married. The evidence at trial will show that after Mr. Depp abused 

Ms. Heard while inebriated, he expressed remorse, promised to remain sober, and sometimes 

gave Ms. Heard a gift. This evidence will assist the trier of fact in understanding why Mr. Heard 

did not end their relationship until 2016 and should not be excluded as a result of Mr. Depp's 

overbroad motion in limine. 

b. Evidence of Mr. Depp's Excessive 
Spending and Loans Is Relevant and Not Unfairly Prejudicial 

"The scope ofrelevant evidence in Virginia is quite broad, as ' [ e ]very fact, however 

remote or insignificant, that tends to establish the probability or improbability of a fact in issue is 

relevant." Proffitt, 292 Va. at 634. If evidence "has any probative value, however slight-i.e., if 

it has any tendency whatsoever to prove or disprove the point upon which it is introduced-it is 

relevant." Charles E. Friend & Kent Sinclair, The Law of Evidence in Virginia§ 6-1, at 342 (7th 

ed. 2012). 

Several of the occasions on which Mr. Depp abused Ms. Heard coincided with periods 

when Mr. Depp was under financial pressure. For example, in July 2013, Mr. Depp was upset 

because, as a result of his poor finances, he had to sell his yacht. Att. 2, at 21-22. While Mr. 

Depp and Ms. Heard were having a "goodbye hurrah" on the yacht, Mr. Depp drank to excess 

and grabbed Ms. Heard by the throat and held her up against a wall. Id. at 22. Similarly, before 

Ms. Beard's birthday party in April 2016, Mr. Depp told Ms. Heard he had a meeting with a 

"money guy." Id. at 57. At this meeting, Mr. Depp's business manager informed Mr. Depp of his 

dire financial condition. After the meeting, Mr. Depp arrived intoxicated at Ms. Beard's birthday 

party and assaulted her later that evening. Id. at 57-60. 
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The evidence at trial will show that Mr. Depp attempted to cope with financial stress by 

drinking and using drugs, and frequently abused Ms. Heard while he was inebriated. Therefore, 

evidence of Mr. Depp's spending and loans is relevant to show that he was, in fact, under stress 

due to his finances. Such evidence is not unfairly prejudicial, given that it does not impugn Mr. 

Depp's character and it is not out of the ordinary for a movie star to live an extravagant lifestyle. 

Lee, 290 Va. at 251 ( explaining "unfair prejudice" is "the tendency of some proof to inflame the 

passions of the trier of fact or to invite decision based upon a factor unrelated to the elements of 

the claims and defenses in the pending case"). 

In light of the probative value of Mr. Depp's spending and loans and limited risk that this 

evidence will be unfairly prejudicial, Mr. Depp's motion in limine no. 9 should be denied. 

11. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 10 to Exclude 
All References to and Evidence Regarding Marilyn Manson Should Be Denied 

Mr. Depp paints with a broad, undefined brush and seeks to exclude all "references to 

and evidence regarding Marilyn Manson." The Motion should be denied. First, the Motion 

should be denied outright because it lacks specificity by failing to define or reference any 

specific testimony, trial exhibits, documents, or other evidence that it seeks to exclude. Torkie-

Tork, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 121804, at *1; TVT Records, 250 F. Supp. 2d at 344-45. 

Second, Mr. Depp lobs all sorts of accusations of the reasons Ms. Heard intends to 

introduce evidence regarding Mr. Depp and Mr. Manson, but the real reasons Ms. Heard intends 

to introduce this evidence is because of its relevance having nothing to do with any position that 

"birds of a feather flock together." Instead, Mr. Manson is referenced in highly relevant and 

probative text messages between Ms. Heard and Mr. Depp's sister Christi Dembrowski ("Ms. 

Dembrowski") in which Ms. Heard and Ms. Dembrowski are discussing Mr. Depp consuming 
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amounts of drugs with Mr. Manson on February 3, 2014, and Ms. Heard being concerned for Mr. 

Depp's health and well-being. Att. 33. 

While Mr. Depp denies going on these drug binges with Mr. Manson, his own text 

messages tell a very different story- Mr. Depp would obtain drugs ("happy pills") from Mr. 

Manson's assistant "Ryan," Att. 34, at 1-2. These drug binges with Mr. Manson included the 

days immediately before Ms. Heard arrived in Australia, and Mr. Depp continued on this drug 

binge once Ms. Heard arrived in Australia. Att. 2, at 37. Mr. Depp's own assistants also 

believed that Mr. Depp associating and consuming drugs with Mr. Manson was not a good 

influence on Mr. Depp. Att. 34, at 3; Att. 35, 2/24/22 Tr. Dep. Deuters, at 173:21-175:8. But 

Mr. Depp intends to testify and argue through counsel at trial that he did not go on these drug 

binges and did not consume drugs in Australia, and that "instead of supporting his sobriety, Ms. 

Heard often encouraged Mr. Depp to drink and take drugs." Att. 36, at 14-15. So Mr. Depp's 

attempts to exclude these text messages would improperly prevent Ms. Heard from rebutting this 

testimony. 

Additionally, contrary to Mr. Depp's generalized statements, Mr. Manson also exchanged 

relevant communications with Mr. Waldman regarding his claimed recollection of incidents of 

abuse included in this lawsuit. Mr. Manson sent Mr. Waldman "photos and videos" that were 

later produced in the litigation, and accused Ms. Heard of stating "girls need to know how to hit 

a man." Att. 38. Mr. Waldman then prepared and sent a draft Declaration to Mr. Manson that 

included Mr. Manson's purported knowledge related to the November 26, 2015 Thanksgiving 

abuse incident. Att. 39. This draft Declaration directly conflicts with Ms. Heard's account of 

Mr. Depp abusing her at this same Thanksgiving evening by ripping her shirt, throwing her 

around the room, throwing a wine glass and heavy decanter at her, and pushing her so that she 
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fell back and hit her head on a brick wall resulting in injuries. Att. ~' at 50. 

Mr. Depp also included text messages with Mr. Manson that reference Ms. Heard and 

abuse in his own trial exhibits. Att. 37. Mr. Manson tells Mr. Depp "I got an amber 2.0" and 

"Lindsay just pulled an amber on me .... please delete," to which Mr. Depp responds "I been 

reading A LOT of material on that and sociopathic behavior .. .it is fucking real my brother!! My 

ex-cunt is goddamn TEXTBOOK!!!." Id. at 2-3. Mr. Manson then tells Mr. Depp "I got a 

serious police amber type scenario with L's family. I'm fucking stressing. I don't know if you 

are back but I need asylum somewhere because I think the cops might be headed my way," and 

that "Lindsay pulled an amber and she filed a police report," and "She is pulling amber and the 

cops are gonna show up to serve me a restraining order." Id. at 5, 7. Again, it is Mr. Depp who 

apparently intends to introduce this evidence through his own trial exhibits. 

So Mr. Depp's additional argument that Mr. Manson's extraneous issues in his own life 

mean Ms. Heard should be precluded form even referencing Mr. Manson, period, fares no better. 

Mr. Depp does not even attempt to address why the probative value of the specific evidence in 

Ms. Heard's trial exhibits cited above, which Mr. Depp had access to before filing this Motion, is 

substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice, despite citing an incorrect legal 

standard. None of Ms. Heard's evidence involves or comments on Mr. Manson's own issues 

regarding committing domestic violence, which Ms. Heard did not seek to introduce at trial. On 

the contrary, Mr. Depp is the person who apparently intends to introduce this type of evidence 

based on his own Exhibit 554- the communications between Mr. Depp and Mr. Manson 

described above. Att. 37. 

So Mr. Depp is engaging in a straw-man argument by inventing supposedly prejudicial 

evidence that he claims Ms. Heard intends to introduce. There can be no prejudice to justify its 
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exclusion under Rule 2:403, let alone that prejudice being unfair and substantially outweighing 

the probative value of the above-described evidence. The only possible prejudicial effect, 

though still not unfair prejudice, would be based on Mr. Depp's Exhibit 554. Att. 37. 

For these reasons, Mr. Depp's motion in limine no. 10 to exclude "all references to and 

evidence regarding Marilyn Manson" should be denied. 

12. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 11 to 
Exclude Deposition Testimony of Jacob Bloom Should Be Denied 

a. Mr. Bloom's Testimony Is Relevant and 
Mr. Depp Failed to Meet his Burden to Show Otherwise 

"[E]very fact, however remote or insignificant, that tends to establish the probability or 

improbability of a fact in issue is relevant."' Proffitt, 292 Va. at 634. Mr. Depp claims Mr. 

Bloom has "nothing relevant to say," but fails to address any of the testimony Ms. Heard seeks to 

present. Mr. Bloom served as Mr. Depp's attorney for almost two decades. He recalls Mr. Depp 

having financial issues in January 2016, which coincides with an occasion where Mr. Depp hit 

Ms. Heard in the face and "popped" her in the eye. Att. 68, at 24; Att. 69 at 55. The evidence at 

trial will show that financial stress was a catalyst for Mr. Depp's drinking and drug use, which, 

in turn, precipitated violence against Ms. Heard. Cf Holdaway Drugs, Inc. v. Braden, 582 

S.W.2d 646, 651 (Ky. 1979) ("Proof of a motive is always relevant when attempting to prove 

that someone committed a particular act."). 

Mr. Bloom's testimony may also be used for impeachment. In Mr. Depp's suit against 

News Group Newspapers in the United Kingdom, he alleged that before Ms. Heard met him in 

Australia in March 2015, "Ms. Heard had a conversation with [his] then lawyers, Bloom Hergott 

who explained [his] intention to enter into a post-nuptial agreement. Att. 70, , 62 2.2H.1. Ms. 

Heard anticipates Mr. Depp will assert that Ms. Heard assaulted him in Australia because she 
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was angry about the request for a post-nuptial agreement. But Mr. Bloom testified that he does 

not recall any conversations with Ms. Heard about a post-nuptial agreement. Att. 68, at 61. 

Additionally, Mr. Depp may testify that Mr. Bloom was involved with criminal charges related 

to importing Ms. Heard and Mr. Depp's dogs into Australia. See Att. 70, ,r 137 (noting Mr. Depp 

testified "Jake was involved" with this issue). Mr. Bloom testified that he never communicated 

with Ms. Heard about the dogs' importation. Att. 68, at 62. If evidence of these charges is 

admitted over Ms. Heard's objection, then Mr. Bloom's testimony may be used to impeach Mr. 

Depp. Excluding Mr. Bloom's testimony would be premature because the Court cannot 

determine its probative value prior to the presentation of evidence at trial. In short, Mr. Depp has 

failed to meet his "burden of demonstrating that the evidence [he seeks to exclude] is 

inadmissible on any relevant ground." ATK Space Sys., 99 Va. Cir. at 65. 

b. Mr. Depp Has Presented No Evidence that Mr. Bloom Lacks Competence 

Mr. Depp makes the outlandish contention that Mr. Bloom's testimony shows he lacks 

competence to serve as a witness. Rule 2:601(a) provides that "[e]very person is competent to be 

a witness except as otherwise provided in other evidentiary principles, Rules of Court, Virginia 

statutes, or common law." The language of this rule "embodies a presumption that every 

prospective witness is considered competent." Charles E. Friend & Kent Sinclair, The Law of 

Evidence in Virginia§ 10-l[a], at 555 (7th ed. 2012); see also Hopkins v. Commonwealth, 230 

Va. 280, 291-92 (1985) ("[T]he competency of the witness, D depends on his capacity 

accurately to observe, remember, and communicate facts," [ and] it is the role of the trial court in 

the exercise of its discretion to determine the competency of witnesses."). 

Mr. Depp has not identified any basis for setting aside the presumption of competence. 

He asserts, without any support whatsoever, that Mr. Bloom has been diagnosed with dementia. 
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Absent evidence of this assertion, however, the Court cannot consider this alleged diagnosis. Mr. 

Depp further claims that at Mr. Bloom's deposition, he was unable to communicate about 

relevant events, provide substantive answers, and recall questions posed to him. But Mr. Depp 

fails to cite a single instance of this occurring that is reflected in the deposition transcript. 

While Mr. Bloom's testimony showed that he has difficulty remembering certain events, 

that is not grounds for excluding his testimony altogether. "Lack of clear recollection may affect 

the weight of a witness's testimony, but it does not deprive it of all probative value." Sell v. 

Goldberg, 601 S.W.2d 665,666 (Mo. Ct. App. 1980). And "the weight to be given to the 

evidence and a determination of the witness's credibility are matters for the fact finder to 

decide." Durant v. Commonwealth, 7 Va. App. 454, 462-63 (1988). 

Finally, "[a] general objection to the competency of a witness should be overruled if the 

witness is competent for any purpose." Charles E. Friend & Kent Sinclair, The Law of Evidence 

in Virginia§ 2-7[c], at 136 (7th ed. 2012). Mr. Depp seeks to exclude all of Mr. Bloom's 

testimony, and his general objection should be overruled. Alternatively, to the extent the Court 

finds Mr. Bloom is not competent to testify to certain events, he should permitted to testify to 

those he can recall. 

c. Ms. Beard's Counsel Did Not Harass Mr. Bloom During his Deposition 

Mr. Depp maintains that "Ms. Beard's counsel harassed Mr. Bloom with the same 

question repeatedly in attempts to deceive Mr. Bloom." The sole example he cites in support is 

an attempt by Ms. Beard's counsel to refresh Mr. Bloom's memory with respect to when he 

began representing Mr. Depp. Such behavior is not harassment and provides no basis for 

excluding Mr. Bloom's testimony. 

For these reasons, Mr. Depp's motion in limine no. 11 should be denied. 
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13. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 12 
to Exclude Expert Testimony of Adam Bercovici Should Be Denied 

Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 12 is substantially similar to his Motion in Limine No. 

3. These Motions should be considered together for the reasons stated in support of Ms. Heard's 

Opposition to Motion in Li mine No. 3. See supra. Like his prior Motion, the present Motion is 

nothing more than a transparent effort to mislead the jury, in the hopes the jury will rely solely 

on Officer Saenz's and Hadden's conclusions and records and/or the conclusions and records of 

Officers Diener and Gatlin to substitute for the "truth" of what occurred on May 21, 2016, 

without the jury knowing or learning that these officers failed to conduct a thorough, complete 

and documented field investigation, as required by LAPD policy and procedure ( and California 

law), and "ignored evidence and failed to reasonably determine ( or document their reasonable 

determination) that there was probable cause to conclude that a domestic violence crime had 

been perpetrated upon Ms. Heard [by someone] on May 21, 2016 and that a further investigation 

was required and appropriate," pursuant to LAPD policy and procedure. Depp Motion No. 12, 

Ex. A (Bercovici Expert Designation). 

Mr. Depp's arguments that Mr. Bercovici's testimony is irrelevant invades the province 

of the jury, or could be misleading are both disingenuous and belied by Mr. Depp's own expert, 

Rachael Frost, whom Mr. Depp put forward to "testify regarding whether the two set[s] ofLAPD 

officers followed policy, procedure and best practices based on California state law regarding 

their dispatch and arrival to [Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard's residence] on May 21, 2016." Att. 67. 

Notably, and despite Ms. Frost's testimony set forth in Ms. Heard's Opposition to Motion 

in Limine No. 3, supra, Ms. Frost purports to conclude that "A Crime Had Not Occurred" 

because "Officers Saenz and Hadden were unable to develop any information that a crime 

occurred .... " Id at 42-43. As reflected above, the only reason these Officers failed to "develop 
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any information that a crime occurred," is because they failed to follow LAPD policies and 

procedures, and thereby "ignored evidence and failed to reasonably determine (or document 

their reasonable determination) that there was probable cause to conclude that a domestic 

violence crime had been perpetrated upon Ms. Heard [by someone] on May 21, 2016 and that a 

further investigation was required and appropriate." . Depp Motion No. 12, Ex. A (Bercovici 

Expert Designation). 

Mr. Bercovici's testimony and opinions are essential to place what the Officers did and 

said (and what the Officers should have seen and done, if complying with policy and procedure) 

in context for the jury to consider. This is essential to avoiding the substantial risk that the jury 

will be misled by the fact that these Officers are expected to be trained and, in the absence of 

contrary expert testimony, would likely be incorrectly presumed to have followed their training, 

policies and procedures when they incorrectly concluded that there was a "verbal dispute" only, 

and there was no evidence of a crime supporting domestic violence that they saw or should have 

seen. Cf Frost Tr. at 251:12-14 ("But I do agree that a wine bottle on the floor and broken 

glass, those are two things that if I'd walked through, I should have seen.") (emphasis added). 

If the jury agrees that the Officers should have seen and done what Mr. Bercovici opines 

they should have seen and done (if complying with policy and procedure), and disagrees with 

what Ms. Frost and/or with what the Officers contends they saw and did when fulfilling their 

duties, the risks of mistake or confusion on the part of the jury will be minimized (rather than 

exacerbated by excluding Mr. Bercovici). 

The fact that Mr. Bercovici's opinions will minimize (rather than exacerbate) confusion 

for the jury is illustrated by Ms. Frost's testimony. Even Ms. Frost agrees that the condition of 

the property at the time Officers Saenz and Hadden were present contained evidence of property 
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damage and evidence of a crime, but she contents she "can't determine whether [the Officers, in 

fact] saw the damage or not." Att. 75, Tr. Dep. of. Frost at 210:19-20. Mr. Bercovici, in 

contrast, opines the Officers should have seen this evidence, if they were following LAPD policy 

and procedure. . Depp Motion No. 12, Ex. A (Bercovici Expert Designation). 

Significantly, even Ms. Frost agrees with Mr. Bercovici that, if the jury were to conclude 

that the Officers saw, or should have seen, what the record reflects with respect to Ms. Beard's 

injury and property damage at the time the first set of Officers were present, then: 

[Ms. Frost] would agree with [Ms. Heard's] expert[, Adam Bercovici], had 
they seen that, they would have to do more than they did. 

I would disagree with Detective Maria Sadanaga [the LAPD Domestic 
Violence Coordinator] that if they saw property damage, it wouldn't have 
anything to do with domestic violence. Because that -- if someone had damaged 
their own property, because that's actually a crime. 

People versus Wallace, since 2004, if you damage joint property, that specifically 
1s acnme. 

So if [Officers Saenz and Hadden] had seen those things, they would have 
had not just to write a report, but they would have had more requirement to 
do than what they've done. I completely agree with that. 

Q "Their domestic violence detective is incorrect"? 

A The LAPD officer -- the LAPD department's own domestic violence 
investigator is incorrect. She said property damage at domestic violence cases, 
you can break your own property. That is incorrect. ... 

[I]f we both own this phone, and I break that phone, then that is vandalism. And if 
it's vandalism over $950, then it's a crime, because there's double property interest 
in that.. ... 

And she misstated that. So [the LAPD's] their own domestic violence 
investigation specialist doesn't quite understand the domestic violence law, 
which is a little frustrating. 

But that's why I say, if they had seen those things, yes, they needed to do 
more. But their statements are that they didn't. And I can't sit here and opine that 
they're not telling the truth, when there's so many repercussions on them for lying 
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under oath. 

Att. 75, Tr. Dep. of. Frost at 211:23-212:13, 302:21-303:20 (emphasis added). 

For the reasons stated above and in Opposition to Motion in Limine No. 3, the opinions 

and testimony of Mr. Bercovici are essential to avoiding mistakes and confusion by the jury, and 

will materially assist the trier of fact in resolving a significant issue: What did the Officers see 

and/or what should the Officers have seen if they were complying with LAPD policy and 

procedure and California law? Mr. Bercovici's testimony is beyond the province of the jury, but 

is essential to assisting the jury in appreciating the impact of LAPD policies and procedures 

(which would not otherwise be known to the jury) and avoiding a mistaken assumption that the 

Officers followed their training, policies and procedures without adequate information to test this 

assumption. See Wyatt, 317 F.R.D. at 542 (finding policies relevant and probative and 

recognizing that "compliance with [police] policies and procedures is a factor that may be 

considered by the jury when evaluating whether [ an officer] acted reasonably.") (internal 

citations omitted). 

In addition, as discussed in No. 3 above, the motivations of the Officers is highly relevant 

to the jury in assessing their credibility. If the Officers did not comply with the policies, 

procedures and rules of the LAPD, they would be subject to disciplinary action. This would be a 

substantial motive for the LAPD Officers to be unable to recall injury and/or property damage, as 

either would have required further investigation, as both experts opine, as do the LAPD PMKs 

(Persons Most Knowledgeable) and even Officer Saenz and Hadden. 

Mr. Bercovici's expert opinions are, therefore, highly relevant and probative and 

not, in any respect, unfairly prejudicial. Id. His testimony pertains to LAPD policies and 

procedures that are plainly not within the common knowledge of the jury, and his 
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testimony will assist the trier of fact to avoid confusion by placing the Officers testimony 

of what they saw, heard and did, in the context of what was expected if these Officers 

were conforming with LAPD training, policies and procedures. Id. Mr. Bercovici's 

opinions and testimony further serve to address and rebut Mr. Depp's own expert, who 

purports to "testify regarding whether the two set[ s] of LAPD officers followed policy, 

procedure and best practices based on California state law regarding their dispatch 

and arrival [to Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard's residence] on May 21, 2016." Att. 67. 

For the foregoing reasons, Mr. Depp's Motions in Limine Nos. 3 and 12 should be 

denied. 

14. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 13 
to Exclude the Testimony of Ellen Barkin Should Be Denied 

Mr. Depp's request that the Court exclude in its entirety the testimony of Ellen Barkin is 

inappropriate and premature. Ms. Heard has designated certain portions ofBarkin's testimony, 

Mr. Depp has had an opportunity to object, and the Court will rule on those individual 

objections. But Mr. Depp's suggestion, without explanation, that the entirety of Ms. Barkin's 

testimony is irrelevant, inadmissible, and overly prejudicial is simply wrong. McCarthy, 67 Va. 

Cir. at 241; Torkie-Tork, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 121804, at *1; TVT Records, 250 F. Supp. 2d at 

344-45. 

Mr. Depp wants to exclude Ms. Barkin's testimony because she testified Mr. Depp threw 

a wine bottle at her in a violent outburst. Although Mr. Depp downplays her testimony by 

saying it was just a "toss," he ignores her testimony that the assault originated because of a fight 

Johnny was having with others in the room and "it was a toss ... [a] throw" that he made from 

across the room toward a group of people, that the bottle would have hurt her had it hit her, and 

that she wasn't shocked because of his violent nature. Att. 40. Barkin Dep. at 26-29. 

56 



This testimony is relevant. Mr. Depp has repeatedly argued in this case that he is not a 

violent person and that he has never been violent toward women. Barkin's testimony rebuts 

those assertions that Mr. Depp has put at issue. It is therefore relevant under Va. R. Evid. 2:404 

and 2:405. Moreover, because this is a defamation claim, evidence such as Barkin's testimony is 

appropriate. Schafer v. Time, Inc., 142 F.3d 1361, 1371-72 (11th Cir. 1998)("a charge of 

defamation or libel commonly makes damage to the victim's reputation or character an essential 

element of the case"); see also Johnson v. Pistilli, 1996 WL 587554, at *3 (N.D. Ill. 1996) ("It is 

rare that character is an essential element. The typical example of such a case is defamation­

where injury to reputation must be proven."). 

Thus, Barkin's testimony of her experiences of violence with Mr. Depp, which are 

based on her own personal knowledge, are admissible. See Va. R. Evid. 405(b) ("In cases in 

which a character trait of a person is an essential element of a charge, claim, or defense, proof 

may also be made of specific instances of conduct of such person on direct or cross­

exarnination.). 

Moreover, Mr. Depp fails to mention Ms. Barkin's testimony about Mr. Depp's excessive 

drug use when she was dating him. Att. 40, Barkin Dep. at 21-23. Again, Mr. Depp has 

claimed time and again, in deposition and through witnesses testifying on his behalf, that he does 

not have a problem with drug and alcohol abuse. Obviously, Mr. Depp's rampant drug and 

alcohol abuse are a central part of this case, because he was often drunk and/or high when he 

abused Ms. Heard. Mr. Depp cannot simultaneously deny his drug and alcohol abuse and then 

seek to exclude testimony to the contrary. 

For these reasons, the Court should deny Mr. Depp's motion in limine to exclude in its 

entirety the testimony of Ellen Barkin. To the extent there are specific pages and lines he wishes 
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to exclude, he should make those arguments in conjunction with the deposition designations. 

But for the reasons explained above, Ms. Barkin's testimony is probative, relevant, and 

admissible, and cannot be excluded by Mr. Depp in this shotgun, broad-brush fashion. 

15. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 14 to Exclude 
Expert Testimony of Doctor David R. Spiegel Should Be Denied 

Not only is Dr. Spiegel's testimony relevant, his extensive work with and expertise on 

perpetrators and victims of intimate partner violence ("IPV") is critical to the jury's 

understanding risk factors and behaviors of perpetrators of IPV, including substance abuse, and 

Dr. Spiegel has specialized knowledge of the effects oflong-term substance abuse on memory. 

Dr. Spiegel's assessment is based on an extensive review of the record in this case, and the lack 

of a personal assessment goes to the weight of his testimony-not admissibility. 

a. Dr. Spiegel's Testimony is Wholly Relevant, 
and he Does Not Opine on Mr. Depp's Medical Condition 

Mr. Depp has taken Dr. Spiegel's deposition testimony completely out of context. 

Nowhere in Dr. Spiegel's designation does it state that Dr. Spiegel will testify to Mr. Depp's 

"medical condition." In fact, Dr. Spiegel's designation states specifically that he is not making 

any diagnosis, but observing behaviors that are consistent with perpetrators of intimate partner 

violence. Att. 41, Dr. Spiegel Designation at 91. In his deposition, Dr. Spiegel was explaining 

his direct observations of Mr. Depp's impaired attention. Att. 42, Spiegel Tr. 55:9-15. A 

representative example of what Dr. Spiegel observed concerning Mr. Depp's impairment was 

when Mr. Depp was asked how the use of alcohol and medications and nonprescription illegal or 

recreational drugs impacted his short-term and long-term memory. Mr. Depp forgot what he was 

talking about partway through his answer. Att. 43, Depp Tr. 953:3-21. 
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According to Rule 2:702(a) of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia, expert 

testimony is admissible in a civil case when "scientific, technical, or other specialized knowledge 

will assist the trier of fact to understand the evidence or to determine a fact in issue." Va. S. Ct. 

R. 2:702(a). Certainly, Dr. Spiegel's testimony regarding risk factors ofIPV, which include 

substance abuse, being a previous victim of physical and psychological abuse, impulsiveness, 

narcissism, and attitudes accepting or justifying IPV, among others, is highly relevant to this 

case, not within common knowledge, and would assist the trier of fact in understanding the wide 

array of evidence that will be before them. Att. 41, at 79-86. 

In addition, Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that the record evidence demonstrates that 

Mr. Depp has a history of using or overusing alcohol and controlled drugs, including cocaine, 

ecstasy (MDMA), magic mushrooms and cannabis as well as certain prescribed drugs (notably 

Oxycodone, Roxicodone or Roxies, Xanax and Adderall). Dr. Spiegel will further testify that the 

record evidence reflects that while married to Ms. Heard, Mr. Depp experienced blackouts, 

which are periods of time when the brain is not forming memories. Dr. Spiegel's testimony 

regarding potential memory loss is, critically, relevant to whether Mr. Depp accurately 

remembers the events that transpired between him and Amber while he was taking a combination 

of alcohol and other substances. 

b. Dr. Spiegel's Testimony is Grounded in Abundant Documentary and Video Evidence 

Rule 2:703(a) provides, "In a civil action an expert witness may give testimony and 

render an opinion or draw inference from facts, circumstances, or data made known to or 

perceived by such witness at or before the hearing or trial during which the witness is called 

upon to testify .... " As his Designation states, "Dr. Spiegel reviewed and relied upon the 

relevant pleadings, videos, audios, pictures, text messages, emails, medical records, and other 
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documents produced in discovery, testimony from the UK, and depositions." Att. 41, at 74-75. 

These documents are attached to Ms. Heard's Third Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure as 

Exhibit 8. Mr. Depp refused to have an assessment by Dr. Spiegel, and now wishes to use his 

refusal as a sword. Unfortunately for Mr. Depp, personal examination is not a requirement for 

admissibility of his testimony. See Ioannis Kanellakopoulos v. Unimerica Life Ins. Co., 2018 

U.S. Dist. LEXIS 27102, at *3-6 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 20, 2018) (admitting testimony regarding 

Plaintiff's asserted cognitive impairment and need for assistance or verbal cueing without a 

personal examination). The lack of personal examination "goes to the weight of the testimony 

rather than its admissibility." Id. at *6. 

In addition, Courts have held that "the so-called 'Goldwater rule'-an ethical rule that 

appears to preclude psychiatrists from rendering opinions on the mental status of public 

figures--[ does not] appear to apply in this situation, at least not to bar testimony in court." See 

e.g., Simmons v. City of Chicago, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 26140, at *4 (N.D. Ill. Feb. 18, 2018); 

State Farm Fire & Casualty Co. v. Wicka, 474 N.W.2d 324,332, n.6 (MN 1991) ("the APA 

standard referenced by the trial court does allow a psychiatrist to ethically testify regarding 

another's mental capacity without a personal examination."). See additional discussion in 

Defendant's Motions in Limine at§ l0(a)(i). Furthermore, as Dr. Spiegel's Designation points 

out, there are a wide variety of circumstances in the industry where a diagnosis without personal 

examination and such practice is commonplace. Att. 41, at 89-90. 

c. Dr. Spiegel's Testimony Provides 
Specialized Knowledges that Will Assist the Jury to Understand the Evidence 

A jury is not equally competent to determine whether Mr. Depp has committed intimate 

partner violence (IPV) to a medical degree of certainty as Dr. Spiegel, a psychiatrist who has 

worked with victims and perpetrators oflPV for over thirty years. Rule 2:702 provides: 
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In a civil proceeding, if scientific, technical, or other specialized 
knowledge will assist the trier of fact to understand the evidence or to 
determine a fact in issue, a witness qualified as an expert by knowledge, 
skill, experience, training, or education may testify thereto in the form of 
an opinion or otherwise. 

Va. S. Ct. R. 2:702(a)(i). "Expert testimony is admissible not only when scientific knowledge is 

required, but when experience and observation in a special calling give the expert knowledge of 

a subject beyond that of person of common knowledge and ordinary experience." Online Res. 

Corp. v. Lawlor, 285 Va. 40, 59 (2013). The behaviors associated with perpetrators ofIPV and 

the effects oflong-term substance abuse on cognition and memory are beyond the common 

knowledge of most jurors and will assist the jurors in processing the evidence in this case. 

d. Mr. Depp Will Not Be Unfairly Prejudiced by Dr. Spiegel's Testimony 

Mr. Depp has summarily concluded that because Dr. Spiegel did not have the opportunity 

to personally assess Mr. Depp, the probative value of his testimony will be substantially 

outweighed by unfair prejudice. But this ignores the fact that Depp will have the opportunity to 

cross-examine Dr. Spiegel at trial on the grounds for his opinions, and a jury is capable of 

evaluating the weight of Dr. Spiegel's testimony accordingly. It also ignores that Mr. Depp has 

identified an opposing expert to counter Dr. Spiegel's testimony, so Mr. Depp is in no way 

unfairly prejudiced. Finally, it was Mr. Depp who declined, twice, to an examination by Dr. 

Spiegel, so he cannot claim unfair prejudice. 

For all of these reasons, Mr. Depp's Motion to Exclude Expert Testimony of Doctor 

David R. Spiegel should be denied. 

16. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 15 to Exclude 
Expert Testimony of Ronald S. Schnell and Kathryn Arnold Should Be Denied 

Without citing to the expert designations or Mr. Schnell or Ms. Arnold's depositions, Mr. 
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Depp seeks to exclude Mr. Schell and Ms. Arnold's entire testimony; claiming their opinions are 

unconnected to Ms. Beard's defamation claims. But it is clear in the expert designations and Mr. 

Schnell's and Ms. Arnold's depositions that Mr. Schnell's and Ms. Arnold's opinions will assist 

the jury in understanding the damages caused by Mr. Depp's defamation. 

a. Mr. Schnell's and Ms. Arnold's 
Opinions are Extremely Relevant to the Issues in this Case 

As the Court is aware, Ms. Heard' s defamation counterclaims are based on three 

statements of Mr. Depp, through Adam Waldman. On April 8, 2020, Mr. Waldman stated to the 

Daily Mail that "Amber Heard and her friends in the media use fake sexual violence allegations 

as both a sword and shield, depending on their needs. They have selected some of her sexual 

violence hoax 'facts' as the sword, inflicting them on the public and Mr. Depp." Counterclaim,~ 

45. Then on April 27, 2020, Mr. Depp, again using Mr. Waldman as his conduit, told the Daily 

Mail that "Quite simply this was an ambush, a hoax. They set Mr. Depp up by calling the cops 

but the first attempt didn't do the trick. The officers came to the penthouses, thoroughly searched 

and interviewed, and left after seeing no damage to face or property. So Amber and her friends 

spilled a little wine and roughed the place up, got their stories straight under the direction of a 

lawyer and publicist, and then placed a second call to 911." Id. ~ 46. Finally, on June, 24, 2020, 

Mr. Depp, again through Mr. Waldman, falsely accused Ms. Heard in the Daily Mail of 

committing an "abuse hoax" against Depp. Id ~ 48. 

Ronald S. Schnell, an expert in the field of statistical and forensic analysis of social 

media, and his firm, Berkley Research Group, conducted an investigation relating to posts on 

social media, primarily Twitter, that contained and/or expressed negative comments and 

negativity about Amber Heard, from the time of the first defamation statement, April 8, 2020, 

through the present. Att. 44, at 26. Mr. Schnell testified that his statistical and forensic analysis 
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expertise allowed him to analyze these posts on Twitter and to identify the number of negative 

Tweets and hashtags, which is something a layperson cannot do. Att. 45, Tr. 73:1-4. Thus, Mr. 

Schnell's examination of negative Tweets about Ms. Heard from the date of Mr. Depp's 

defamation is directly relevant information that the jury would not be able to understand without 

expert testimony. 

As was further explained in the designation, "Mr. Schnell located and collected, and is 

expected to testify, that there are over a million negative posts relating to Amber Heard from 

April 8, 2020 through the present. Specifically, from the beginning of April 2020, until the end 

of January 2021, there were 1,243,705 negative posts relating to Amber Heard, including one or 

more of the tags #JusticeForJohnnyDepp, #AmberHeardisAnAbuser, #AmberTurd, or 

#WeJustDontLikeYouAmber." Att. 44, at 26-27. Mr. Schnell then explained how he connected 

the Tweets to the defamation. He "performed searches within the Heard Hashtags for "Hoax," 

"Fake" and "Fraud" -the key words from the defamatory statement, "which found over 81,000 

instances of these terms in tweets with the Heard Hashtags." Id. at 32. This was a more proper 

scientific analysis of the "key terms" which were actually identified by Mr. Depp's purported 

expert, Douglas Bania, who opined that if the key terms were "found in the Schnell API Data, it 

could suggest the Tweets are related to the Daily Mail Articles or the Waldman Statements." Att. 

46, at 18-19. So both parties' experts agree that these searches are relevant because they are 

related to the Daily Mail Articles or the Waldman Statements. 

Moreover, Mr. Schnell searched within the Tweets for Waldman and "Waldmignon" (as 

in, a portmanteau of Waldman and Filet Mignon, in what is likely a reference to Adam 

Waldman's minions)." Att. 44, at 33. These terms were found within 25.77% of the Tweets, id., 

demonstrating the spread of the defamation. This information is directly relevant to Ms. Heard's 
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damages, and its probative value is high. Mr. Depp's argument that this information is somehow 

not relevant is simply not tenable. 

Mr. Depp also argues that Ms. Arnold should be prohibited from testifying as to a "bot" 

campaign on twitter because Mr. Schnell will not testify to a "bot" campaign. But Ms. Arnold 

testified that she will not testify to a "bot" campaign. Rather, she said that she will opine to Ms. 

Heard' s damages based on a "coordinated Twitter campaign, a coordinated social media 

campaign," based on the findings of Mr. Schnell. Att. 47, Tr. 105:8-13. However, Ms. Arnold 

acknowledged that the "bot" campaign was verified by Ms. Kovacevic, the corporate designee of 

William Morris Agency and through a study by L'Oreal. Mr. Schnell explained in his deposition 

that while he found that many of the Twitter accounts, "had an extraordinarily high bot score" he 

could not confirm the accounts were bots, but "you can see that all of the hashtags are trending in 

the same way at the same time, so that's the coordination that I'm talking about." Att. 45, Tr. 

27:18-19, 90:1-3. Mr. Schnell produced charts that demonstrated the negative hashtags would 

spike at the same time. Att. 48. And far from testifying that there was no connection between 

any of the Tweets and the statements by Mr. Waldman at issue, as Mr. Depp argues, when asked 

"Did you form any opinion that any of these spikes were caused by the three Waldman 

statements from the articles that we discussed earlier?" Mr. Schnell testified, "I believe I show 

spikes relating to certain words that Mr. Bania said were Mr. Waldman's statements." Att. 45, 

Tr. 97:4-11. Thus, there is a clear connection between Mr. Schnell's opinions and Ms. Arnold's 

opinions to the Counterclaims. 

b. None of Mr. Schnell or Ms. Arnold's Opinions Should be Excluded 

There is no reason to exclude any of Mr. Schnell or Ms. Arnold's opinions. In the expert 

designation, it was disclosed that "based on the number of negative posts about Ms. Heard 
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during this time on Twitter, a similar magnitude of negative comments would also be published 

on Instagram and Reddit." Att. 44, at 29. Mr. Schnell testified that "I did look at those other 

platforms and saw, you know, similar patterns. And, again, those hashtags -- it's quite apparent 

that those hashtags are being used in a negative context toward Ms. Heard. So considering that I 

couldn't find any that were not, it's safe to say that on those other platforms, when people are 

using those hashtags, it will be the same thing." Att. 45, Tr. 75:21-76:6. Mr. Schnell testified that 

based on his experience in the industry, "doing forensic analysis of these platforms that people 

use hash tags the same way across them." Thus, he found that based on review of the Twitter 

hash tags, "[a] similar percentage of those posts that use those hashtags will be" on Instagram and 

Redditt. Id. Tr. 77:1-78:21. 

Mr. Schnell also analyzed tweets before the defamatory statements to determine the 

magnitude of change in the negative hashtags over time. As part of that analysis, Mr. Schnell 

determined that there was a sudden increase in the hashtag #AmberTurd on August 16-17, 2018. 

Att. 44, at 30. While that increase was before the defamatory statements, it is part of Mr. 

Schnell's analysis of the Tweets over time as he needs to show what occurred both before and 

after the frrst defamatory statement. There is no reason for this part of Mr. Schnell' s analysis to 

be excluded, as the jury should understand his entire analysis. 

Finally, Mr. Schnell's analysis found that a Twitter post marketing the release of 

Aquaman 2 received approximately 100 negative replies against Ms. Heard within 24 hours. Att. 

44, at 30-31; Att. 45, Tr. 87:18-88:9. While Mr. Schnell cannot testify why each individual 

person drafted the Tweets, without his analysis the jury would not be able to have this 

information for the jury to make that determination. Expert testimony should be received into 

evidence if the testimony will "aid the trier of fact in understanding the evidence," Keesee v. 
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Donigan, 259 Va. 157, 161-62 (2000), which is exactly what Mr. Schnell's testimony provides. 

There is no basis for any of Mr. Schnell's opinions to be excluded. 

With respect to Kathryn Arnold's opinions, they are based on independent research and 

are unchanged by Mr. Schnell's testimony. Ms. Arnold was able to independently verify, 

through her own research, that social media was being used against Amber in an orchestrated 

campaign to disseminate the defamatory statements. Att. 84, Designation, at 38; Att. 85, Arnold 

Tr. 106:22-107:2.5 Arnold's testimony demonstrates that Mr. Depp's quibble is a matter of trivial 

semantics: "Again, ifwe take out the word 'bot campaign' and we look at the tremendous 

amount of negative social media that has been directed towards Ms. Heard, I still believe that 

that had affected her career." As Ms. Arnold's designation states, the social media campaign to 

disseminate the defamatory statements has affected Ms. Heard's endorsements, like L'Oreal, 

which has barely been able to utilize Ms. Heard for its advertising due to "significant pushback 

and negative commentary on social media from their community, driven by Depp's defamatory 

statements ... " Att. 85, at 43. Ms. Ms. Arnold further testified that her opinion remained 

unchanged and is based, not only on Mr. Schnell' s research, but an "amalgam of material that 

[she] read that referenced drama and negative social media," which included deposition 

testimony of Ms. Heard's talent agent, emails between the agency and casting directors and 

producers, and the testimony of Ms. Heard. Att. 85. Tr. 108:6-109:1. In particular, Ms. Arnold 

testified; 

Well, there were e-mails about the social media campaigns that were 
coordinated negative campaigns coordinated against Amber based on the 
statements. There was also a lot of conversation about they are very 
supportive of Amber. They want to be able to work with her. They're 
going to try to work with her. Maybe they'll use some of the shoot that 

5 Ms. Arnold's independent research indicated that, in fact, a bot campaign was specifically used 
to generate signatories to a "Remove Amber Heard from Aquaman 2" petition. Id. 
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they used, but not all of it, and in what context, they were unsure. 

But it was a lot of cloudiness around what should have been a very 
straightforward contract and -- and services to provide, that Amber was 
supposed to provide. 

Att. 85, Arnold Tr. 155:3-15. There is no basis for any of Ms. Arnold's opinion to be excluded. 

In conclusion, Mr. Depp's Motion to Exclude Expert Testimony of Ronald Schnell and 

Kathryn Arnold should be denied. 

17. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 17 to 
Exclude Defendant's Trial Exhibits 582 & 582A Should Be Denied 

In his Motion in Limine No. 17 to exclude Exhibits 582 and 582A, Mr. Depp moves for 

the exclusion of evidence of domestic violence relating to incidents of the threatened or actual 

extinguishment of Mr. Depp's cigarette(s) on Ms. Heard. In Exhibit 582A, Ms. Heard states: "Go 

put your fucking cigarettes out on someone else. You fucking have consequences for your 

actions." And Mr. Depp responds: "shut up fat-ass." 

a. Exhibits 582 and 582 A are Relevant and Admissible 

Mr. Depp seeks to exclude evidence of domestic violence, which is directly at issue and 

critical to Ms. Heard's defense. Evidence of Mr. Depp attempting to extinguish a cigarette on 

Amber (or aiming or throwing a cigarette toward Amber) is clearly evidence of domestic 

violence, and is pertinent to Ms. Heard's defense. Such evidence makes it more likely that Mr. 

Depp threatened Ms. Heard with physical harm (burning), actually tried to or did hurt Ms. Heard, 

or exhibited reckless disregard for hurting Ms. Heard. The evidence is also relevant to Ms. 

Heard's fear of potential violence and state of mind. 

Because Mr. Depp cannot deny the relevance, Mr. Depp asserts arguments based on (a) 

hearsay and (b) completeness, but both arguments fail. As a preliminary matter, Mr. Depp's 
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assertion of hearsay is premature at the motion in limine stage. See ATK Space Sys., 99 Va. Cir. 

at 810-81 (where evidence "is relevant to prove many things other than the truth of its contents, it 

is not inadmissible hearsay and should not be excluded at this point in the proceedings"). In 

addition, several hearsay exceptions apply that would render the statements admissible including: 

(I) admission by party-opponent; (2) present sense impression; (3) excited utterance; ( 4) then 

existing mental, emotional, or physical condition. See Va. S. Ct. Rule 2:803. 

Because Mr. Depp cannot deny the authenticity of the recording (in part because he was 

present and his voice is clearly recognizable), Mr. Depp inappropriately challenges the tape 

based on the rule of completeness. But Ms. Heard intends to play all relevant portions of the 

tape. In addition, Ms. Heard has no objection to Mr. Depp playing the entire tape recording, ifhe 

believes anything else may be relevant. 

b. The Probative Value is Not Substantially Outweighed by Unfair Prejudice 

The high probative value of Exhibits 582 and 582A is not substantially outweighed by 

any unfair prejudice. The tape is unlikely to "inflame the passions of the trier of fact or to invite 

decision based upon a factor unrelated to the elements of the claims and defenses in the pending 

case." Lee, 290 Va. at 251. The mere fact that the cigarette incident may be detrimental to Mr. 

Depp's case is not sufficient to cause unfair prejudice. See Powell, 267 Va. at 141 (the 

requirement that "only 'unfair' prejudice may be considered reflects the fact that all probative 

direct evidence generally has a prejudicial effect to the opposing party"). In fact, it is highly 

relevant and clearly something the jury should hear. 
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18. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 18 to 
Exclude Expert Testimony of Doctor Dawn M. Hughes Should Be Denied 

Mr. Depp's Motion to Exclude the Expert Testimony of Dr. Dawn Hughes requests a 

blanket exclusion of her testimony based on cherry-picked sentences that were not her opinions, 

or were partial sentences out of context, from the 25 page expert disclosure of Dr. Hughes. Dr. 

Hughes, a Board-Certified Forensic Psychologist, with more than 25 years of clinical and 

forensic experience, disclosed all of her work. She conducted an extensive series of tests on Ms. 

Heard (Att. A at 7), conducted multiple interviews with Ms. Heard, her therapists and family 

members, reviewed the medical and therapy notes, and the extensive evidence in this case, all set 

forth in her Exhibits to the Designation. Dr. Hughes' deposition is being taken today for 7 hours. 

Presumably Mr. Depp can flush out any issues and fully examine Dr. Hughes on her opinions, 

including the bases for the opinions. Moreover, Dr. Hughes's opinions are directly relevant to the 

claims in this case, as it is disclosed on page 2 of her disclosures that "Dr. Hughes will testify as 

to the psychological consequences on Amber Hear as a result of the ... statements ("defamatory 

statements") included in the Counterclaim, at Paragraphs 45-47, and at Exhibits F, G and H to 

the Counterclaim .... " Id, at 2., fn. 2. All of Dr. Hughes's opinions have been disclosed and are 

relevant to assist the jury. There is no basis to exclude any of Dr. Hughes's opinions. 

a. Dr. Hughes's Does Not Opine to the Facts of What Occurred Between 
Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard and is Based on Professional and Ethical Standards 

Mr. Depp's brief misrepresents and takes out of context what is actually Dr. Hughes' 

opinions. In fact, NONE of the quotes from Mr. Depp's brief are opinions of Dr. Hughes - they 

are all statements Dr. Hughes recites based on what is being reported to her, which is entirely 

appropriate under the Rules. In fact, Rule 2:703(a) provides "[i]n a civil action an expert witness 

may give testimony and render an opinion or draw inference from facts, circumstances, or data 
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made known to or perceived by such witness at or before the hearing or trial during which the 

witness is called upon to testify .... " 

As part of that opinion, Dr. Hughes necessarily needs to delve deeply into the issues of 

domestic abuse and Intimate Partner Violence ("IPV") in assessing Ms. Heard for trauma 

associated with the allegations and how this would impact Ms. Heard. Thus, Dr. Hughes is not 

testifying to the fact that anything happened, but is assessing what is being reported to her and if 

true, the significance of that particular reporting. Of course, Mr. Depp' s counsel is free to cross 

examine Dr. Hughes on each of these statements and the basis for the statements, but they are not 

her specific listed Opinions. 

In fact, Dr. Curry conducted very similar inquires, and that is how Mr. Depp justified 

requesting a Rule 4: 10 examination - to counter Dr. Hughes. But in sharp contrast to Dr. Curry, 

who opined that Ms. Heard is a liar and the perpetrator, Dr. Hughes is not opining that IPV 

occurred, but that Ms. Heard has symptoms consistent with an IPV victim - which is completely 

within the realm of expert testimony in this case. Moreover, since Mr. Depp is attacking Amber 

Beard's credibility, expert testimony is permitted, and helpful, to assess from a clinical and 

forensic perspective how people respond and report in these situations. Testimony will allow 

jurors to "evaluate the alleged victim's behavior" and "assess ... credibility" by understanding 

"how individuals generally react to sexual abuse." United States v. Johnson, 860 F.3d 1133, 

1140-41 (8th Cir. 2017); Horne v. State, 333 Ga. App. 353, 356 (Ga. 2015) ("[t]he battered 

person syndrome is a complex area of human response and behavior. Therefore, expert testimony 

must be admitted because it supplies an interpretation of the facts which differs from the 

ordinary lay perception."). 
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As the expert designation disclosed, "Dr. Hughes' expert testimony will seek to dispel 

myths and misconceptions about intimate partner violence that are commonly held by lay 

persons about what the persons in such a relationship 'should' do or 'shouldn't' do, and why 

these are not correct assumptions." Att. 77, at 6. And Mr. Depp has offered no caselaw that 

testimony as to a clinical explanation of the dynamics of intimate partner violence or domestic 

abuse, and characteristics consistent or inconsistent with such issues are inadmissible - because 

the caselaw allows such opinions. 

Finally, Mr. Depp claims that Dr. Hughes's opinions violate relevant professional 

standards. This is based solely on the opinion of Dr. Curry. As the Virginia Supreme Court has 

held, that is just a battle of experts, which is the province of the jury. Bailey v. Erdman, 2015 Va. 

Unpub. LEXIS 14, 2015 Va. Unpub. LEXIS 14 *3 (Dec. 30, 2015) ("The issue of whether Dr. 

Erdman deviated from the standard of care, therefore, was subject to conflicting opinions and 

presented a classic 'credibility battle' among experts. 'Conflicting expert opinions constitute a 

question of face' for the jury."). 

Further, as already briefed throughout, the fact that Dr. Hughes did not interview Mr. 

Depp is not disqualifying. See Simmons v. City of Chicago, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 26140, at *3 

(N.D. Ill. Feb. 18, 2018) ("the fact that Dr. Hanus did not examine Davianna does not preclude 

him from offering an opinion that amounts to a diagnosis."); loannis Kanellakopoulos v. 

Unimerica Life Ins. Co., 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 27102, at *3-6 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 20, 2018) 

( admitting testimony regarding Plaintiff's asserted cognitive impairment and need for assistance 

or verbal cueing without a personal examination). It is also ethical. See Att. 78, at 35, Opinions 

of the Ethics Committee on The Principles of Medical Ethics (2017) ("Question: A psychiatrist 

testifies for the state in a criminal case about the competency of the defendant. The psychiatrist 
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based tlie testimo11y 011 medical records a11d did 11ot exami11e the defe11daflt 11or /,ave tlie 

defe11da11t's approval to reflder all opillio11. Was tliis ethical? Answer: Yes. "). 

b. There is No Basis to Exclude Dr. Hughes' CAPS-5 Testing 

With respect to the CAPS-5, there is no reason why Dr. Hughes' testimony should be 

excluded because it was disclosed on February 11, and Mr. Depp offers no basis. Dr. Curry was 

permitted an extension to disclose her opinions until after the deadline for Mr. Depp's experts. 

When Dr. Curry provided her opinions, Dr. Hughes then responded and provided detailed 

findings and the testing information. Again, the supposed "glaring deficiencies" is simply the 

opinion of the opposing expert, and is once again, just a battle of the experts. Obviously, Dr. 

Hughes should be ready to defend her CAPS-5 work, as should Dr. Curry. It is then for the jury 

to decide how to judge that work. 

c. Dr. Hughes's Testimony Helps the Jury 

In Virginia, expert testimony cannot be excluded on the ground that it invades the jury's 

decision-making role on ultimate issues. In Va. Code§ 8.0l-401.3(B), the Virginia General 

Assembly "legislatively abrogated the 'opinion rule' in civil proceedings." Lafon v. 

Commonwealtli, 17 Va. App. 411, 420 n.2, (1993 ). As the statute makes clear, expert testimony 

cannot be excluded solely because it involves "the ultimate issue" or an opinion about facts 

"critical to the resolution of the case." R.K Chevrolet, Inc. v. Hayden, 253 Va. 50, 57 (1997) 

(quoting§ 8.0l-401.3(B)). The question is whether the expert testimony is needed. "Expert 

testimony is admissible not only when scientific knowledge is required, but when experience and 

observation in a special calling give the expert knowledge of a subject beyond that of person of 

common knowledge and ordinary experience." Online Res. Corp. v. Lawlor, 285 Va. 40, 59 

(2013). Here, as described above, expert testimony on how victims of abuse respond, report, and 
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react, is critical for the jury to understand to make determinations about credibility. There is no 

basis to exclude Dr. Hughes's testimony. 

d. Dr. Hughes's Testimony is Not Unfairly Prejudicial 

Mr. Depp summarily concludes that the probative value of Dr. Hughes's testimony will 

be substantially outweighed by unfair prejudice. But this ignores the fact that Mr. Depp will have 

the opportunity to cross-examine Dr. Hughes at trial on the grounds for her opinions, and a jury 

is capable of evaluating the weight of Dr. Hughes's testimony accordingly. It also ignores that 

Mr. Depp has identified an opposing expert to counter Dr. Hughes's testimony, so Mr. Depp is in 

no way unfairly prejudiced. 

For all of these reasons, Mr. Depp's Motion to Exclude Expert Testimony of Doctor 

Dawn M. Hughes should be denied. 

19. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 19 to 
Exclude Expert Testimony of Julian Ackert Should Be Denied 

a. Ms. Heard Has Not Violated the November 8 Forensic Discovery Order, Mr. Depp 
and his Expert Witnesses Controlled the Entire Process, and the Current State of 
Affairs is Due to the Choices, Demands, and Lack of Cooperation of Mr. Depp and 
his Expert Witnesses 

The Court has now ruled on this issue multiple times, yet Mr. Depp continues to repeat 

his false and completely unsubstantiated theory that Ms. Heard's photographs of her injuries 

from Mr. Depp's abuse are fake. This is without a scintilla of evidence, and after Mr. Depp's 

expert admitting, under oath, last week that he is unable to challenge the authenticity of any of 

the photographs. This continuing pattern of motions for sanctions against Ms. Heard is clearly 

because Mr. Depp is so desperate to exclude some of the most relevant and probative evidence 

from the trial simply because it is damaging to his case. 

Exactly as argued by Ms. Heard in opposing Mr. Depp's March 4 motion, Ms. Heard has 
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complied with every step of this Court's November 8, 2021 Order, and any delays are solely the 

fault of Mr. Depp's team. Once the Order was issued, counsel for Ms. Heard provided the 

inventory list that was ordered, and on November 19 began suggesting that both sides' forensic 

experts schedule a call to discuss the next procedures under the Order. Att. 49, at 8. Mr. Depp's 

team ignored that email, and two follow up emails, into December. Id. at 3-7. Mr. Depp's 

counsel then finally responded that their experts were not available for a call until December 6 or 

7, and Ms. Heard's expert witness Mr. Ackert grabbed the first date, because "he is anxious to 

get this moving." Id., at 1-2. On that call, Mr. Depp's experts complained of a very heavy 

caseload and how busy they were, and scheduled the extraction - which they wanted to complete 

in person, rather than by Zoom- for early January. See also Att. 54, at 4 ("I have a number of 

cases taking me on the road, and overseas, before the trial- so time is a commodity that is in very 

short supply.") 

Because ofCOVID, Mr. Depp's team then moved the extraction process back another 

week, into January. Att. 50, at 1-2; Att. 51, ,r 6. It then took Mr. Depp's team another week to 

respond to questions on the process. Att. 50 at 1. Despite these roadblocks by Mr. Depp's team, 

as of March 4 virtually all the photographs have been provided to Mr. Young for review, and Mr. 

Young has finished reviewing over 8,680 images, with 5,292 images then provided to Depp's 

team, and the process continues. Atts. 49-51. 

It was Mr. Depp who framed the broad scope ohhis forensic discovery review, by 

demanding that the forensic imaging must include "all photographs of Ms. Heard taken during 

the following time periods," then defined as the "Extracted Data." Att. 52. On February 9, Mr. 

Young sent an email to counsel and the forensic experts outlining his understanding of the scope 

of his engagement for this photograph review: 
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My review is to identify photos that are relevant. For this purpose, if the photo does not 
include an image of Ms. Heard it will be designated not relevant ( e.g., photos of other 
people or things). If the photo is of Ms. Heard but her face is obscured ( e.g., completely 
in shadow or completely hidden by her hair or some other object) it will be designated 
not relevant. There are duplicates and I will try to identify those; all duplicates will be 
designated relevant. 

Att. 53, at 2. As is apparent from this email, Mr. Young was attempting to manage the scope of 

his assignment, and Ms. Heard did not interfere. Instead, M,~ Depp 's counsel defined and 

confirmed the broad and duplicative scope of the forensic review they wanted: 

Any photos of Ms. Heard are relevant - including if she is somewhat obscured in the 
photos. Accordingly, please treat these photographs as relevant. We also do not see a 
need for you to identify duplicates. All photographs of Ms. Heard- duplicate or not- are 
relevant. 

Id. at 1-2 (emphasis added). Mr. Young then responded by confirming "Understood. All photos 

of Ms. Heard will be included as relevant." Id. at I. Mr. Neumeister also confirmed that "the 

main task was to recover all the photos from the hard drive(s)- not just in specific areas, and sent 

them on to Craig for review," further confirming that "the above seems reasonable, though time 

consuming." Att. 54, at 4 (emphasis original). But Mr. Depp now complains that much of the 

data that has been analyzed is irrelevant, and seeks to blame Ms. Heard. 

But as both the Court and Mr. Depp are aware, and as re-confirmed by the above-cited 

communications, Mr. Young was the only person who reviewed the Extracted Data for 

"relevance" based on the Forensic Discovery Order and Mr. Depp's counsel's emails defining 

that scope ofrelevance. Mr. Depp's accusations are therefore at worst (and inappropriately) 

accusing Mr. Young of not screening the photographs for relevance to Mr. Depp's liking. Att. 

55, ~ 13 ("A fair percentage of these photographs are obviously not of Ms. Heard, including 

photographs of purported property damage, Mr. Depp, and text messages. Per the Court's 

November 8, 2021 Order, Mr. Young was supposed to mark as irrelevant any photographs that 
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were not of Ms. Heard"). 

At best, Mr. Depp is complaining that Mr. Neumeister received an unmanageable volume 

of data bases on the review whose scope was defined by Mr. Depp and conducted by Mr. Young. 

Mr. Depp then levels further accusations at Mr. Young's work, but again attempts to dress them 

up as somehow Ms. Heard's fault. Id., ,r,r 7-9. Instead, Ms. Heard's experts at all times 

"work[ed] at your team's direction and specifications for the photo recovery process on all 

devices, so your team has been approving the workflows ( our team has been executing under 

your team's supervision). As such, I would expect that the main task and the location of photos 

(highlighted in yellow below) has been implemented as your team identified and agreed to the 

'how."' Att. 54, at 3; Att. 63, ,r 9 ("Mr. Neumeister and Mr. Erickson agreed to the software and 

supervised the imaging of the devices ... which included the devices that were imaged using 

Cellebrite software in December 2021 ); Id. ,i 10 ("The extraction of relevant data, as defined in 

the Forensic Order, was completed under the supervision of Mr. Neumeister and Mr. Erickson 

using software that was agreed to by Mr. Neumeister). 

Mr. Depp also attempts to blame Ms. Heard and her expert witness for the delays in the 

photograph review process. But once again, this was caused by Mr. Depp and Mr. Neumeister's 

demands that Mr. Young use a specific software, Cellebrite, to conduct this review and by using 

specific hardware which Mr. Neumeister simultaneously refused to provide to Mr. Young: 

• On February 18, Mr. Ackert emailed Mr. Neumeister to discuss the issues Mr. Young 
was encountering using Cellebrite, causing loss of work due to Cellebrite crashing, and 
reminded Mr. Neumeister that Ids "originally suggested a review protocol that did not use 
Cellebrite reader and would be amenable to hearing other review workflow suggestions." 
Att. 56, at 13. 

• Instead of working to address this, Mr. Neumeister responded in degrading fashion that 
"Cellebrite reader is fairly straight forward and is used by most attorneys reviewing cell 
phone data. I do not know the power of Mr. Young's system, but we did make 
recommendations as to a minimum system." Id. at 12. 
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• Mr. Ackert then proposed another solution "in the interest of time"- that Mr. 
Neumeister's firm "provide a machine with the configurations you specified below that 
could be provided to Mr. Young," which Mr. Neumeister then refused to provide based 
on an "insurance prospective" issue "if something goes sideways," while simultaneously 
and again in degrading terms demanded that Ids provide Mr. Young with the very 
hardware he had just refused to provide. Id. at 10-11. 

• Mr. Ackert then followed up commenting that just like Mr. Neumeister's firm, "Ids does 
not have that kind of equipment available for Mr. Young," and again suggested 
alternatives because "it seems neither expert can effectively support your request for Mr. 
Young's review of images using Cellebrite reader." Id at 10. 

• Mr. Young then responded by confirming that "the problem is the instability of the 
Cellebrite application. During the past week, it crashed on me twice causing the loss of 
several hours of work." Id at 9. Ms. Beard's experts then assisted Mr. Young by 
providing "technical input from Tyler Swasy" to "save□ the sessions periodically." Id. at 
9. 

As this record reveals, all of these delays and technical issues were caused by Mr. Depp and his 

expert's demands that Mr. Young use specific software while simultaneously refusing to provide 

the necessary hardware. Id. Ms. Heard's expert witness repeatedly attempted to resolve and 

speed up these issues, and on February 21 again attempted to apply "additional filtering that may 

speed up Mr. Young's review process." Id. at 4-5. Mr. Young then communicated the time 

difficulties he was having due to the volume of Extracted Data, again demanded and defmed by 

Mr. Depp, and in even further cooperation readily agreed to Mr. Young seeking the assistance of 

an Associate at his law firm to help accelerate the review process. Id. at 1-4. Mr. Young also 

further confirmed Ms. Heard's experts helpful assistance in speeding up his review process. Att. 

54, at 2 ("For what it my (sic) be worth here, Tyler shared with me some techniques which have 

significantly sped up my review"). 

Mr. Depp then falsely accused Ms. Heard's forensic expert or using "unlicensed 

software." As to Microsoft Excel, this program was never used by iDiscovery Solutions ("iDS"), 
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Mr. Ackert's fi11TI, for forensic imaging as it is not forensic imaging software, and is instead 

merely a presentation tool to display data already taken from forensic images. Att. 63, at ,r 8. 

Additionally, all technologies and software used by Ids are licensed, including the Cellebrite 

imaging software for which Ids has been a licensed used for over a decade. Id., ,r 9. 

At no point until this new Declaration did "Mr. Neumeister or Mr. Erickson .. .indicate 

that there was an issue with the software [Mr. Ackert] used to image the devices at the time of 

imaging, nor did they indicate that there was an issue with the software [Mr. Ackert] used to 

extract relevant data at the time of extraction. Id. ,r I 0. Nor did Mr. Neumeister or Mr. Erickson 

indicate any "issues, allegations, or concerns" regarding these new and false allegations during 

any of their extensive communications with Mr. Ackert in February 2022 or since. Id. at ,r 10. 

Contrary to this record summarized above and supported by specific communications 

addressing each aspect of this time line, Mr. Depp again declines to support his wild accusations 

against Ms. Heard and her expert witness with a single communication or document; they are 

nothing more than Mr. Depp's counsel's frustration with the end result of the forensic imaging 

and review. Mr. Depp's naked accusations are outrageous and misdirected projection, with the 

real motivation being that Mr. Depp and Mr. Neumeister are frustrated by their inability to find 

evidence of falsification and being overwhelmed with the volume of fruits from the tree they 

shook. 

b. Mr. Depp's Motion is Premature, and there is No Legal or Factual Basis to Strike 
Mr. Ackert's Expert Opinions Supporting the Authenticity of Ms. Heard's Data 

First, Mr. Depp's Motion is premature and should be denied outright because Mr. Ackert 

has not even had the opportunity to serve an Expert Disclosure in Opposition to a full and 

complete disclosure from Mr. Neumeister, as Mr. Neumeister has failed to produce one. 

Following Ms. Heard's attempts to resolve this issue, Mr. Depp finally agreed to produce a full 
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and complete expert disclosure for Mr. Neumeister by Friday, April 1, 2022. Att. 57. Because 

of this delay, Mr. Ackert will then have to work diligently to produce an Opposition Expert 

Disclosure, followed by both Mr. Neumeister and Mr. Ackert appearing for deposition. 

Courts have also found motions in limine premature when the motion is "based solely on 

the representations of the attorneys and the designation of the parties' expert witnesses," where 

the court did not know "what evidence will be presented at the trial" or "what arguments the 

parties will make in stating the reasons why the jury should find in their favor." Mangum, 102 

Va. Cir. 20, 25-28 (Rappahannock 2019). Here, Mr. Depp has not even produced a full and 

complete Expert Disclosure, so the facts are even more extreme than those in Magnum. Mr. 

Depp also ignores to date, Mr. Neumeister has failed to identify a single specific piece of 

multimedia or evidence that he contends is manipulated or fabricated. As supported by Mr. 

Ackert, 

I understand that as of March 22, 2022, Mr. Neumeister has received over 
58,000 images. To date, Mr. Neumeister has not identified one single photograph with 
specificity to support any of his statements, opinions, or allegations. Instead, Mr. 
Neumeister has only identified photographs generally. For example, in paragraph 14 he 
identifies twelve photographs that "visually look the same," but does not identify any of 
these 14 photographs by evidence ID, hash value, or any other unique identifier. As such, 
I am unable to opine as to whether the unidentified photographs should or should not 
hash with one another, nor am I able to determine whether these photographs have been 
identified for bates stamp production and/or trial exhibits by counsel for Ms. Heard 

Att. 63, ~ 11. Yet Mr. Ackert opining that Ms. Heard's multimedia productions are authentic 

and that Mr. Ackert "will supplement within a reasonable period of time after Mr. Neumeister 

concludes his review and provides his opinions and bases for his opinions" should somehow lead 

to Mr. Ackert being precluded from testifying? On these bases alone, Mr. Depp's motion should 

be denied. 

Second, Mr. Depp argues that Mr. Ackert's expert opinions should be struck because Mr. 
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Neumeister has not completed his forensic review of the newly-imaged devices, so Mr. Ackert 

has also not completed his review of the same. But Mr. Depp also simultaneously claims that 

"Mr. Neumeister has opined that the basic metadata" of images produced by Ms. Heard indicates 

the photographs went through a photo-editing application called Photo3 (notwithstanding that 

Mr. Neumeister has never identified what "Photo3" even is), so Mr. Ackert's opinion should be 

"viewed with extreme skepticism." Thus, Mr. Depp is simultaneously arguing that Mr. Ackert's 

expert opinions should be struck because Mr. Neumeister has not completed his review of the 

Extracted Data so Mr. Ackert cannot have any valid opinions, while simultaneously using Mr. 

Neumeister's opinions regarding Ms. Beard's "basic metadata" and claimed use of"Photo3" 

(whatever that is) to claim Mr. Ackert's data should be viewed with skepticism? These circular, 

tautological arguments are houses of cards, make no sense, and provide no basis to exclude Mr. 

Ackert' s opinions that Ms. Heard' s data is authentic. 

Third, Mr. Depp's continued attempts to blame Ms. Heard for his own expert's failure to 

review the Extracted Data, let alone Mr. Neumeister's failure to identify a single specific 

pl,otograpl,, video recording, audio recording, text message, or email are fatal to his own 

arguments, but in no way preclude Mr. Ackert from testifying to the authenticity of Ms. Beard's 

multimedia and data based on the forensic information available to him, all of which is equally 

available to Mr. Neumeister. Indeed, Mr. Neumeister has already admitted that based on the data 

he has received, "I am not able to opine as to the authenticity of the photos." Att. 55, 'If 16. So 

for Mr. Depp to claim Mr. Neumeister's generalized and completely unsupported opinions 

lacking any specificity, when he admits his inability to opine on authenticity, should somehow 

result in striking Mr. Ackert's opinions regarding authenticity, which are not even complete due 

to Mr. Neumeister's failure to supplement his Expert Disclosure, is beyond the pale and provides 
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no basis to strike Mr. Ackert. 

Finally, even if Mr. Depp is correct that Mr. Ackert's opinions should be viewed with 

"extreme skepticism," which he is not, is not a matter Mr. Depp can unilaterally define in his 

favor pre-trial. Instead, it is the role of the Jury to "determine[e] credibility and assess□ the 

weight of the testimony," and to then "ascertain what reasonable inferences arise from the facts 

they found proven by that testimony." Pease, 39 Va. App. At 354 ("What inferences are to be 

drawn from proved facts is within the province of the jury"). If"conflicting inferences are to 

be drawn from a defendant's conduct, the determination of where the truth lies is the province of 

the jury." Andrews, 280 Va. at 261; Pease, 39 Va. App. At 354-55 ("If 

alternative inferences are possible, the jury resolves the differences and determines 

which inferences are reasonably drawn."). The Jury then has the responsibility "to resolve 

conflicts in the testimony, to weigh the evidence, and to draw reasonable inferences from basic 

facts to ultimate facts." Id. (citing to Jackson, 443 U.S. at 319 (1979). 

Here, there is not even a conflict as Mr. Neumeister has yet to even produce any 

conflicting opinions, but any eventual conflict must be resolved by the Jury, not Mr. Depp. 

c. Mr. Depp's Data is at Issue, and Ms. Heard is 
Entitled to Question its Authenticity Through her Expert Witness Mr. Ackert 

Ms. Heard has every right for her expert witness to opine on the lack of authenticity of 

Mr. Depp's evidence in this case, especially when Mr. Depp has made the authenticity of each 

party's multimedia and data a focal obsession of the case. 

First, contrary to Mr. Neumeister who has failed to identify a single document, Mr. 

Ackert has identified many specific photographs and recordings that lack forensic veracity, and 

has further identified specific reasons that he questions their authenticity. These include: 
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• The photographs produced by Mr. Depp as DEPP 7303, 9916, 9934, 9943, 9944, and 
9945 contain no embedded metadata, and the accompanying production load file 
provided no metadata that could authenticate these photographs, and this lack of 
metadata :indicates that the photographs may have been altered after they were 
taken"; 

• The metadata for the photograph produced by Mr. Depp as 34908 is dated July 20 I 7, 
which is long after Mr. Depp alleges Ms. Heard caused this injury, and is even dated 
long after the end of the parties' marriage. The accompanying production load file 
provided no metadata that could authenticate the photograph, and indicates the 
photograph may have been altered after it was taken; 

• For the audio recordings produced as DEPP9046-9047, the embedded date 
modification dates of these recordings, which are clearly partial snippets and are 
included in Ms. Beard's motions in limine, indicates modification after their initial 
creation date of September 2015 and before the modification in June 2016; 

• Mr. Ackert produced a chart containing an additional 172 specific documents by 
BATES number that contain missing or manipulated metadata in their production 
load files. 

Att. 58, at 87-89. Therefore, Mr. Depp's argument that Mr. Ackert's opinions regarding Mr. 

Depp's data lack foundation is itself without foundation, nor does Mr. Depp care to address why 

Mr. Ackert' s opinions regarding any of these specifically cited documents Jacks foundation or is 

somehow not admissible, especially when Mr. Depp has included documents analyzed by Mr. 

Ackert in his trial exhibits. 

Instead, Mr. Depp attempts to interpret and stretch the Court denying Ms. Beard's 

motions to obtain forensic imaging of Mr. Depp's devices as the Court preemptively striking Mr. 

Ackert from testifying about the veracity and authenticity of any of Mr. Depp's data. The Court 

made no such ruling, and instead only limited the evidence which Mr. Ackert would have access 

to in order to support his opinions regarding the Jack of authenticity of Mr. Depp's data. Nor 

does Mr. Depp cite any authority standing for the proposition that a Court denying a discovery 

motion operates as a preemptive ruling to strike the entire scope of an expert's testimony on 

documents and data available to that expert independent of the previously denied discovery. 
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Mr. Depp also argues that because Mr. Neumeister opines in general terms 'just because 

a certain file or data has a creation or modified date after the original date when the file first 

came into existence, it does not follow that the data has necessarily been manipulated or altered 

in any way. Neumeister Declaration, ,r 7. While this "opinion" is contradictory because Mr. 

Depp and Mr. Neumeister obsessively argue that any variation in metadata of discovery 

produced by Ms. Heard de facto means that Ms. Heard falsified her evidence (even though Mr. 

Neumeister has still failed to identify a single such item produced by Ms. Heard), Mr. Depp and 

Mr. Neumeister fail to address why Mr. Ackert's specific opinions regarding these specifically 

referenced documents from Mr. Depp's production should be excluded. 

Nor has Mr. Neumeister even disclosed any opposition opinions defending the 

authenticity of Mr. Depp's produced data, and for Mr. Depp's data Mr. Neumeister had no basis 

to delay disclosure of such opinions. Yet Mr. Depp argues because Mr. Neumeister claims in the 

general position in ,r 7, only this opinion can be correct and Mr. Ackert's opinions must be struck 

as misleading and irrelevant. Mr. Depp has no right to once again unilaterally define the only 

possible conclusions and inferences the Jury may draw from this data based solely on his 

expert's opinions and testimony. 

d. The Probative Value of Mr. Ackert's 
Opinions is Not Outweighed by the Danger of Unfair Prejudice 

Mr. Depp then makes no argument that the probative value of Mr. Ackert's opinions 

regarding the authenticity is outweighed by any unfair prejudice, so the argument is not before 

the Court. Nevertheless, the probative value of these opinions could not be higher based on Mr. 

Depp's doomed obsession with attempting to prove that Ms. Beard's multimedia is not authentic 

or has been manipulated or falsified in some un-defined way for two years, and there can be no 
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prejudice, let alone unfair prejudice, to Mr. Depp based on Ms. Heard's own expert's opinions 

proving the authenticity of that multimedia. 

For all of these reasons, Mr. Depp's motion in limine no. 17 to exclude Mr. Ackert's 

opinions should be denied. 

20. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 20 to Exclude 
Defendant's Trial Exhibits 857, 858, 960, and 984 Should Be Denied 

In his Motion in Limine No. 20, Mr. Depp attempts to exclude Exhibits 857, 858, 960, 

and 984, which are text messages by Mr. Depp that express hope of physical harm to Ms. Heard. 

Those exhibits (which Mr. Depp's counsel deems "crude and obscene") are highly probative of 

Mr. Depp's abuse of Ms. Heard and motives for this lawsuit, and the relevance is not 

substantially outweighed by unfair prejudice. 

a. Each of Mr. Depp's Texts About Ms. Heard is Highly Relevant 

i. Exhibit 857 and 858 

Exhibit 857 and 858 contain an August 2016 text written by Mr. Depp to Christian 

Carino about Ms. Heard. Mr. Depp writes: 

She's begging for total global humiliation. She's gonna got it. I'm gonna need your texts 
about San Francisco brother. .. I'm sorry to ask ... But she sucked Mollusk's crooked 
dick and he gave her some shitty lawyers ... I have no mercy, no fear and not one ounce 
of emotion, or what I once thought was love for this gold digging, low level, dime a 
dozen, mushy, pointless dangling overused fish market. .. I'm so fucking happy she wants 
to go to fight this out!!! She will hit the wall hard!! ! And I cannot wait to have this wasto 
of a cum guzzler out of my life!! ... I can only hope that karma kicks in and takes the gift 
of breath from her. 

Sorry man ... But NOW, I will stop at nothing!!! Let's see if mollusk has a pair. Come 
see me face to face I'll show him things he's never seen before. Like the other side of his 
dick when I slice it off. 

Mr. Depp's words ring loud and clear, and the probative value is critical and clear to this lawsuit. 

Mr. Depp is hoping Ms. Heard "hit[ s] the wall hard" and that "karma kicks in and takes the gift 
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of breath from her." Those are words of violence, and Mr. Depp cannot hide those, now that he 

has sued alleging the absence of any domestic violence. Mr. Depp's texts are important to show: 

(!) Mr. Depp's thoughts of violence toward Ms. Heard; (2) Mr. Depp's intent and motive for this 

lawsuit, which is to further attempt to hurt Ms. Heard with the hope that she would "hit the wall 

hard;" (3) Mr. Depp'sjealousy of Elon Musk leading to thoughts of violence; (4) Mr. Depp's 

demeaning and degrading language toward Ms. Heard; and (5) Mr. Depp's actual malice towards 

Ms. Heard, going far beyond ill will. See, e.g., Simpson v. Commonwealth, 2017 WL 5574715, at 

*6 (Ila. Ct. App. Nov. 21, 2017) (text messages were relevant to prove "intent, malice, motive, 

and identity"). 

ii. Exhibit 960 and 984 

Exhibits 960 and 984 contain an April 2019 text from Mr. Depp to Erin Boerum, where 

Mr. Depp writes about Ms. Heard: "Heavy shiza! ! ! It's over with ... She's gonna go down ... 

Hard." Mr. Depp further writes: "it is a pleasure to be at battle with these lowest of the low 

frauds!!! I'm about to take the lot of them down, once and for all!!!!!" These texts are probative 

of Mr. Depp's malice toward Ms. Heard and motive for this lawsuit- i.e. his quest to further hurt 

Ms. Heard and damage her reputation. Mr. Depp's texts reflect the hope of harming Ms. Heard 

physically and emotionally. The texts show Mr. Depp's purpose of injuring Ms. Heard; not 

exonerating himself. They also evidence (1)- (5) on the previous page. 

b. The High Probative Value is Not Substantially Outweighed By Unfair Prejudice 

Mr. Depp's texts (Exhibits 857, 858, 960, and 984) are not subject to exclusion under 

Rule 2:403 because the probative value is not substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair 

prejudice. The texts would not "invite decision based upon a factor unrelated to the elements of 

the claims or defenses in the pending case." Lee, 290 Va. at 251. On the contrary, they would 
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assist the jury regarding Mr. Depp's malice, thoughts of violence toward Ms. Heard, Mr. Depp's 

motives, and Ms. Heard' s defenses. The texts constitute direct evidence, and "direct evidence ... 

is rarely subject to exclusion on the ground that it would be unduly prejudicial." Powell, 267 

Va. at 141; see also Simpson, 2017 WL 5574715, at *6 (prejudice of texts was not outweighed 

by their probative value). 

21. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 21 to Exclude Evidence and Arguments Regarding 
Amber Laura Heard's Hearsay Statements Regarding Abuse Should Be Denied 

a The Court Should Consider Only the Specific Testimony Described in the Motion 

Mr. Depp requests a broad order "precluding Ms. Heard from presenting evidence or 

argument to the jury of her owo prior descriptions of abuse to her friends." Mot. At 3. Ms. Heard 

has made numerous statements regarding her abuse. As a result, it is not feasible to address 

whether unidentified testimony is hearsay, as such testimony may not be offered for the truth of 

the matter asserted or a hearsay exception may apply. See Rules 2:8011, 2:803. Accordingly, the 

Court should consider only the specific testimony described in Mr. Depp's motion. 

b. Raguel Pennington 

In support of his motion, Mr. Depp cites four parts of Ms. Pennington's deposition 

testimony. First, he seeks to exclude the following regarding violence in Hicksville, California: 

Q. You testified that, quote, you learned from Amber the next morning that Mr. 
Depp had been in a rage and trashed the trailer is the correct? 

A. I did testify that, yeah. 

Att. 71, Pennington Tr. 75. This testimony does not reveal anything about the nature of the 

statement Ms. Heard made to Ms. Pennington. At trial, Ms. Heard may describe the 

circumstances of her statement, which could show it satisfies a hearsay exception, such as an 

excited utterance or a statement of her then existing mental, emotional, or physical condition. See 
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Rule 2:803. Alternatively, Ms. Heard may not offer Ms. Pennington's statement for the truth of 

the matter asserted. Mr. Depp has repeatedly contended that Ms. Heard, after-the-fact, created 

an abuse hoax. Contemporaneous reporting of the abuse will all counter that assertion/defense. 

Excluding this statement before trial would therefore be premature. 

Second, Mr. Depp seeks to exclude Ms. Pennington's testimony that she "remember[s] 

Amber telling [her] that Johnny had thrown a bottle of D wine at her in the bedroom." Att. 71, 

Pennington Tr. 88. Ms. Heard may not offer this statement for its truth at trial. After learning of 

this abuse, Ms. Pennington went upstairs to look around and saw a bottle of wine and broken 

glass. Id. 89. Thus, this statement explains what caused Ms. Pennington to go upstairs and 

investigate and is not hearsay if offered for that purpose. See Weeks v. Commonwealth, 248 Va. 

460,477 (1994) (explaining the "hearsay rule does not operate to exclude evidence ofa 

statement offered for the mere purpose of explaining the conduct of the person to whom it was 

made," and finding statement that "Lonnie Weeks did, in fact, shoot the trooper" was not hearsay 

because it was offered to show why an officer arrested the defendant at a particular time). And 

again, Mr. Depp has repeatedly asserted that Ms. Heard did not tell anyone about these incidents, 

suggesting this was because they never happened and ifthere had been simultaneous reporting, 

this would be a response. 

Third, Mr. Depp seeks to exclude the following regarding how a large section of Ms. 

Beard's hair came to be on the floor of the couple's apartment: 

THE WITNESS: My understanding that it was Ms. Beard's hair was [from] what 
I saw on her body and on the floor. 

Q. And the fact that it had been, quote, ripped out of her head, that was based on 
what Ms. Heard told you, right? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, and common sense. 
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Att. 71, Pennington Tr. 121 (objections omitted). The first sentence concerns Ms. Pennington's 

observations; it is not a statement subject to the hearsay rule. Likewise, Mr. Pennington's 

reference to "common sense" does reflect anything Ms. Heard told her. As to what Ms. Heard 

told Ms. Pennington, the challenged testimony does not reveal the content of Ms. Heard's 

statement. The content and circumstances of Ms. Heard's statement may be established at trial, 

and demonstrate that the statement is not offered for its truth or falls within a hearsay exception. 

Moreover, at best it would go to the weight of the testimony, not as a basis to exclude. Ms. 

Heard' s statement could have concerned her then existing physical condition or could have been 

made for the purposes of medical treatment. See Rule 2:803; Id. 111 (Pennington called nurse 

about Ms. Heard's injuries on evening hair was ripped from her head). 

c. Joshua Drew 

Ms. Depp does not identify any specific statement made by Mr. Drew that he seeks to 

exclude. He cites Mr. Drew's testimony that on May 21, 2016, either Ms. Heard or Ms. 

Pennington told him Mr. Depp hit Ms. Heard in the face with an iPhone while she was on the 

phone with Io Tillet Wright. Mr. Drew testified that when he saw Ms. Heard that evening she 

was "near catatonic." Att. 72, Drew Tr. 69. Consequently, Ms. Heard's statement to Josh Drew 

could qualify as an excited utterance if further evidence of the statement and the circumstances 

in which was made are introduced at trial. See Rule 2:801 (2). It could also be a response to the 

continuing accusation that Ms. Heard did not contemporaneously report these acts of abuse, and 

instead made them up much later. Thus, the Court should decline to rule on whether statements 

Ms. Heard made to Mr. Drew are hearsay prior to the presentation of evidence at trial. 

d. Kristina Sexton 

In support of his motion, Mr. Depp cites Ms. Sexton's testimony recounting what Ms. 
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Heard told her occurred during Ms. Heard's trip to Australia with Mr. Depp, including that Mr. 

Depp went on a bender, defaced personal property, and sexually assaulted Ms. Heard. Exhibit 3 

to Mot. At 99-10 I. Without hearing the evidence at trial, the Court cannot detennine whether 

these statements will be offered for the truth of the matter asserted. In addition, in light of Mr. 

Depp's position that Ms. Heard has fabricated all incidents of abuse, her statement to Ms. Sexton 

upon her return from Australia may be admissible as a prior consistent statement under Rule 

2:80l(d)(2). 

e. Elizabeth Marz & Lisa Beane 

Despite requesting an order that precludes witnesses from testifying to Ms. Heard's 

statements, the cited portions of these witnesses' deposition transcripts do not include any 

references to her statements. Rather, Mr. Depp points to Ms. Marz' testimony that she 

"remembers hearing" from Ms. Pennington that Mr. Depp shoved Ms. Heard on a flight. 

This testimony can be introduced to explain Ms. Marz' state of mind on May 21, 2016. Att. 73. 

Marz Tr. 125-26. When Mr. Depp "rushed in" to penthouse five on that day, Ms. Marz was 

"scared" and ran away to "hid" on the roof. Att. 73, Marz Tr. 125-26. Knowledge of Mr. Depp's 

history of violence can be offered to explain why Ms. Marz was scared and need not be offered 

to show Mr. Depp shoved Ms. Heard on a flight. Additionally, Mr. Depp may argue that Ms. 

Pennington has testified falsely because she fears perjury charges, and Ms. Marz' statements are 

prior consistent statements that rebut Mr. Depp's assertion. See Rule 2:801(d)(2); Att. 71, 

Pennington Tr. 9. 

With respect to Ms. Beane, Dr. Kipper's office manager, Mr. Depp cites her testimony 

that Debbie Lloyd told her Mr. Depp threw things during a "big fight" in Australia. Exhibit 5 to 

Mot. At 109. This testimony could be introduced for various purposes, such as impeaching Dr. 
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Kipper's testimony that Ms. Lloyd never reported to him that Mr. Depp physically abused Ms. 

Heard. Att. 74. Kipper Tr. 224. In short, Dr. Depp has failed to prove that any of the challenged 

testimony cannot be introduced for a purpose other than the truth of the matter asserted or that a 

hearsay exception applies. 

22. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 22 to Exclude Evidence and Arguments Regarding 
Plaintiff John C. Depp, ll's Medical Condition and Medical History Should Be Denied 

In his Motion in Limine No. 22, Mr. Depp attempts to hide a critical feature of this case -

Mr. Depp's substantial, recurrent, progressive, and ongoing polysubstance abuse, which 

significantly contributed to the domestic violence against Amber Heard. Mr. Depp's condition 

and chronic history of polysubstance abuse are highly relevant, and such evidence is not 

substantially outweighed by unfair prejudice. 

a. Mr. Depp's Medical Condition is Highly Probative; Drug and Alcohol 
Use and Withdrawal Are Closely Linked to the Incidents of Domestic Violence 

Mr. Depp's "medical condition" ofpolysubstance abuse is critical to explaining Mr. 

Depp's mindset, cognition, agitation (cravings and withdrawals), actions (including domestic 

violence), and memory loss or distortion. Mr. Depp's medical condition (including substance 

abuse, craving, or withdrawal) is critical to both the nature of violence at issue and Mr. Depp's 

perception ofit. See, e.g., Schinagel v. City of Albuquerque, 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 134197, at 

*21 (D.N.M. Mar. 25, 2009) (the "Court agrees that what Plaintiffs consumed that night is 

relevant to their perception of the events"); Roberts v. Hollocher, 664 F.2d 200, 203 (8th Cir. 

1981) ( questioning concerning plaintiffs' use of drugs was relevant to plaintiff's "physical state 

at the time of the alleged incidents and his ability to accurately recall those incidents"); State v. 

Morrell, 803 P .2d 292, 298 (Utah Ct. App. 1990) ("possible alcohol and drug use and any impact 

on his memory were relevant to the credibility of his testimony"). 
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Mr. Depp's chronic medical condition (polysubstance abuse) was a major contributor to 

Mr. Depp's domestic violence against Amber Heard. Fact witness testimony (from literally 

dozens of witnesses and namely the parties), expert testimony, medical literature, and other 

evidence at trial will closely connect Mr. Depp's substance abuse with his propensity for 

domestic violence. See, Heard Second Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure; p. 70-85 (Dr. 

Spiegel); see also Burns v. Commonwealth, 261 Va. 307,332 (2001) (evidence that defendant 

tended to become sexually aggressive when he consumed alcohol was admissible). Therefore, it 

is directly relevant to the claims at issue in the trial. At a minimum, a ruling on the connection 

should await the presentation of such evidence. McCarthy, 67 Va. Cir. at 241 ("unless the issue 

is such that it can be decided in advance, many pretrial rulings must await presentation of 

evidence in a trial context"). 

b. Mr. Depp's Continuing, Recurrent, and Progressive Medical History 
Also Is Relevant to the Domestic Violence. Pertinent Facts, and Alleged Damages 

Mr. Depp's medical history, which involves recurrent and continuous polysubstance 

abuse - rather than isolated incidents, is probative of numerous facts at issue. For example, Mr. 

Depp's medical background is relevant to the(!) likelihood of domestic violence (as experts will 

testify); (2) the severity of Mr. Depp's addictions and behavioral changes; (3) the progressive 

impact of continuous polysubstance abuse over the years on Mr. Depp's health and career; ( 4) 

why relapses were so concerning and caused arguments with Ms. Heard; (5) Mr. Depp's mental 

health and propensity for self-harm; (6) Mr. Depp's mindset at the time of violence (agitation, 

cravings, withdrawals); (7) Mr. Depp's history of blacking out and memory loss; (8) the cause of 

injuries, including to Mr. Depp; (9) and the actual cause of Mr. Depp's career-related damages. 

In particular, Mr. Depp's recurrent and ongoing (at all relevant times) history of 

substance abuse and attempts at recovery are critical to understanding the gravity of Mr. Depp's 
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physiological problem and the aftermath, resulting in violence. Experts will testify that Mr. 

Depp's medical history increased the risk of domestic violence, including due to Mr. Depp's 

withdrawal symptoms, cravings, and psychology. The evidence will show that withdrawal from 

dependent drugs is probative of Mr. Depp's agitation and aggression towards Ms. Heard. 

In addition, Mr. Depp' s extensive and chronic history of drug and alcohol abuse is 

relevant to the fighting at issue and Mr. Depp's perception and memory thereof. See, e.g., 

Barnes v. Commonwealth, 214 Va. 24, 26 (1973) ("Although the jury might have concluded that 

evidence of decedent's turbulent nature five years before was too remote, it might have 

determined that his aggressive tenancies surfaced whenever he drank to excess"). There is 

significant evidence that Ms. Heard frequently became concerned for Mr. Depp's health due to 

his history of drug and alcohol abuse; this concern and Mr. Depp's reaction led to fights; and Mr. 

Depp's need for substances or withdrawal therefrom led to violence. Mr. Depp's medical history 

is also pertinent to Mr. Depp's motives, mental health, and perceptions of events. 

Unlike in the sole case cited by Mr. Depp, Mr. Depp's medical history at issue does not 

involve historical isolated incidents of drug use from past school days; on the contrary, Mr. 

Depp's medical history is so replete with constant polysubstance abuse virtually every single day 

of every year that Mr. Depp knew Ms. Heard (as well as before), that it pervaded Mr. Depp's 

state of mind during the majority or all of the relevant time frames at issue. C.f Doe v. Virginia 

Wesleyan Coll., 91 Va. Cir. 340 (2015) (precluding admission of"historical alcohol consumption 

and related school discipline"). The only thing that changed about Mr. Depp's polysubstance 

abuse over the years was which specific drugs and medications he was abusing at any given time 

- not whether he was in fact taking and abusing polysubstances. This history is relevant. See, 

e.g., Scates v. Shenandoah Mem'l Hosp., No. 5:15-CV-32, 2016 WL 7379260, at *3 (W.D. Va. 
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Apr. 18, 2016) (plaintiff put her emotional condition at issue, and plaintiff's medical history is 

relevant to whether any preexisting medical condition may also have impacted her earning 

potential); United States v. Jones, 730 F.2d 593,598 (10th Cir. 1984) ("drug addiction was a 

factor to be considered by the jury in assessing his credibility"); U.S. v. Hickey, 596 F.2d 1082, 

1090 (1st Cir. 1979), cert. denied, 100 S. Ct. 107 (1979) (evidence concerning witness' drug use 

within a week before robbery was admissible because it might have affected witness' 

perceptions). 

Mr. Depp's psychological history also is pertinent to the cause of alleged injuries in this 

case, including Mr. Depp's cigarette burn, Ms. Beard's arm injuries, and Mr. Depp's finger 

injury. Mr. Depp has made an issue in this case of whether (a) Ms. Heard or Mr. Depp put a 

cigarette out on Mr. Depp, (b) Ms. Heard or Mr. Depp caused injury to Mr. Depp's finger; and 

(b) Ms. Heard or Mr. Depp caused injuries to Ms. Beard's arms. The evidence will show that Mr. 

Depp's medical condition and history contradict Mr. Depp's claims. Mr. Depp has a documented 

history of self-harm, including cutting and burning himself. Dr. Blaustein, for example, wrote 

and testified about a medical note regarding Mr. Depp's history of being a "cutter" and self­

inflicting cigarette burns. The evidence about Ms. Heard, in contrast, will show that she has no 

history of self-harm, despite Mr. Depp's claims that she caused her own injuries. 

In addition, Mr. Depp's recurrent medical history is critically relevant to Mr. Depp's 

alleged damages. Mr. Depp claims that Ms. Beard's op-ed article caused the damages to his 

career. But the evidence will show that Mr. Depp's substance abuse problem is the true cause of 

problems with Mr. Depp's career. For example, Mr. Depp's struggle with substance abuse 

caused him recurrently to be very late to movie sets (if he arrived at all) and forget lines, which 

caused production problems and affected Mr. Depp's reputation with Disney. Mr. Depp's 
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history of substance abuse, therefore, is pertinent to the actual cause of Mr. Depp's damages. 

See, e.g. Weatherford v. Birchett, 158 Va. 741, 747 (1932) ("The man of unblemished reputation 

is entitled to greater damage than is one whose reputation is already so bad as to receive little or 

no detriment from the action of which complaint is made ... The purpose of admitting evidence 

of bad reputation is to diminish the damage, not to bar the action"); Schafer v. Time, Inc., 142 

F.3d 1361, 1371 (11th Cir. 1998) (a "charge of defamation or libel commonly makes damage to 

the victim's reputation or character an essential element of the case"). 

c. The Probative Value of Mr. Depp's Medical Condition and 
Medical History is Not Substantially Outweighed By Unfair Prejudice 

The high probative value of Mr. Depp's medical condition and medical history is not 

substantially outweighed by danger of unfair prejudice. Mr. Depp brought his substance-abuse 

problem into the spotlight by filing this lawsuit. Mr. Depp cannot both allege he was not violent 

(and remembers clearly) and also hide the substance abuse problem that undermines his story 

and directly contributed to the domestic violence. In addition, a substance abuse problem is not 

sufficiently prejudicial so as to lead a jury to "irrational behavior." U.S. v. Ham, 998 F.2d 1247, 

1252 (4th Cir. 1993) (unfair prejudice involves "a genuine risk that the emotions of the jury will 

be excited to irrational behavior"). 

It would not be sufficient or fair to limit the permissible evidence, as Mr. Depp suggests, 

to only Mr. Depp's "use of drugs or alcohol in Ms. Heard's presence in the context of the alleged 

abuse." This is overly narrow and it would: (1) unfairly shift the burden to Amber to show she 

was "present" while Mr. Depp consumed the drugs/alcohol; (2) not account for the incidents of 

violence relating to withdrawal/cravings from substances; (3) not sufficiently cover the rest of 

Mr. Depp's relevant psychological history (including self-harm) relevant to violence; (4) not 

sufficiently explain the impact on Mr. Depp's mindset and motives; and ( 4) prevent an adequate 
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defense on the true cause of Mr. Depp's damages. On the second issue, certain instances of 

violence relate to Mr. Depp attempting to recover from drugs - not the use of the drugs. The 

incident in the Bahamas is one example. 

In short, the probative value of Mr. Depp's medical condition and medical history with 

regard to domestic violence and damages is not outweighed by danger of unfair prejudice. See, 

e.g., Commonwealth v. Proffitt, 292 Va. 626, 640 (2016) (history of rape testimony was relevant 

to "whether, because of a mental abnormality or personality disorder, he finds it difficult to 

control his predatory behavior," and the relevance was not substantially outweighed by unfair 

prejudice); Holdaway Drugs, Inc. v. Braden, 582 S.W.2d 646,651 (Ky. 1979) ("'drug user"' 

evidence should be admitted as relevant evidence whose probative value is not outweighed"'). 

d. Mr. Depp's Erectile Dysfunction Is Relevant to Mr. Depp's Use of a Bottle 
to Rape Amber Heard. in Addition to Explaining Mr. Depp's Mindset and Anger 

Though Mr. Depp would rather not disclose his erectile dysfunction condition, such 

condition absolutely is relevant to sexual violence, including Mr. Depp's anger and use of a 

bottle to rape Amber Heard. Mr. Depp's erectile dysfunction makes it more probable that Mr. 

Depp would be angry or agitated in encounters with Amber Heard, and that he would resort to a 

bottle. This relevance is not substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice. The 

erectile dysfunction is not likely to generate a "strong emotional response" that would make it 

"unlikely that the jury could make a rational evaluation of its proper evidentiary weight." Fields 

v. Commonwealth, 73 Va. App. 652, 673 (2021) ( emphasis in original). 

23. Mr. Depp's Motion in Limine No. 23 
to Exclude Testimony of Amy Banks Should Be Denied 

Mr. Depp seeks to exclude the entirety of Dr. Arny Banks testimony, a psychiatrist with 

28 years of experience (Att. 59 at 11 :20-12:7), who saw Ms. Heard and Mr. Depp on four 
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occasions (including two sessions with Ms. Heard, one session with Mr. Depp, and one joint 

session, Att. 60), and who after those sessions, concluded that "Amber was a victim of 

domestic violence at the hands of Mr. Depp." Att. 59 at 87:9-12. Indeed, at the time that Ms. 

Heard filed for a restraining order against Mr. Depp, Dr. Banks wrote to Ms. Heard, "Hi Amber 

- just caught something in the times about you and Johnny divorcing and a restraining order. I 

am hoping that you are safe and with friends .. .just wanted you to know I am thinking of you, 

knowing some of what you have gone through." Att. 61. Dr. Banks's testimony, which Mr. Depp 

knew would be her trial testimony, is devastating to Mr. Depp's case. There is no basis to 

exclude her testimony, and certainly no basis to exclude her testimony in its entirety. 

Mr. Depp's only basis to seek to exclude Dr. Banks's testimony in its entirety is to claim 

that all her testimony is based on inadmissible hearsay. But for the majority of Dr. Bank's 

testimony, Mr. Depp failed to object at the time on hearsay grounds, or elicited purported 

hearsay from his own questions, and did not move to strike such testimony. Thus, Mr. Depp's 

hearsay objections are waived. See Webb v. Hiben, 2015 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 125998, at *5-*6 

(E.D. Mich. Sept. 15, 2015) ("If an objection to Dr. Nielsen's testimony, which was based on the 

hearsay in the medical records, 'had been raised at the time the deposition was being taken, the 

objection could have been obviated or removed.' Thus, any objection that Plaintiff could raise as 

to Dr. Nielsen's testimony regarding the history portion of his report were 'waived by the failure 

to assert them when the deposition was being taken."'). 

Further, under Virginia Supreme Court Rule 2:803(4), statements for purposes of medical 

treatment, "and describing medical history, or past or present symptoms, pain, or sensations, or 

the inception or general character of the cause or external source thereof insofar as reasonably 

pertinent to diagnosis or treatment" are not considered hearsay. It does not matter whether Dr. 
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Banks characterized her work as a being a psychiatrist or a relationship consultant, but whether 

Ms. Heard believed she was seeking medical treatment. See Campos v. Commonwealth, 67 Va. 

App. 690, 712 (Ct of App. 2017) ("the trial court made a factual finding that C.F.'s statements to 

Kling were for the purpose of receiving medical diagnosis and treatment. This finding was 

supported by the evidence. For instance, C.F. characterized her 2014 meeting with Kling as the 

time she 'went to the doctors."'). Ms. Heard clearly believed that Dr. Banks was one of the 

doctors she saw because of the actions of Mr. Depp. Att. 62, Tr. 571:6-15. Moreover, Ms. 

Heard's statements to Dr. Banks are reliable because, in response to questions from Mr. Depp's 

counsel, Dr. Banks testified that Ms. Heard told her she was abused by Mr. Depp in front of Mr. 

Depp, without contradiction. Att. 59, Tr. 85:10-21 ("what I can tell you without a doubt is that 

Amber Heard told me that Johnny Depp was involved in violence with her when he was using 

substances particularly, that she would fight back. And those statements were made, also, in front 

of Mr. Depp without anybody contradicting them."). 

Finally, attempting to exclude all of Dr. Banks's testimony at the motion in limine stage 

because of potential hearsay is improper because without knowing the purpose for which 

evidence is being offered during the trial, "the Court may not properly conclude at this point in 

the proceedings that [it] is inadmissible hearsay in that it is being offered for the truth of the 

matter asserted." ATK Space Sys., 99 Va. Cir. at 80-81. To the extent any of Dr. Bank's 

testimony is considered hearsay, the testimony likely fits in one of the many exceptions to 

hearsay. For instance, as just examples, the statements may be present sense impressions, excited 

utterances, statements of Ms. Heard's then existing mental, emotional, or physical condition, or 

reputation concerning character, to name a few. As the ATK Space Court explained, these types 

of determinations "need to be made at the appropriate time during trial when the letter and any 
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testimony thereon is offered into evidence." Id. (emphasis added). Dr. Banks's testimony needs 

to be reviewed based on the objections to her deposition designations, which the parties will have 

an opportunity to argue. There is no basis to grant Mr. Depp's Motion in limine on this issue. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, Ms. Heard respectfully requests the Court deny Mr. Depp's 

motions in limine. 
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THE COURT: I understand. That's kind of 

might be what we have to do. I don't know. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: And I'm fine -- if Your 

Honor is fine with that. We were proposing two 

pages, and for -- you know, up to two or three 

five-pages. 

THE COURT: I would hope five pages would 

be th_e exception and not the rule. That's what I 

would ask. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Yes. And I think we both 

11 feel that way and understand. 
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THE COURT: All right. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Okay. 

THE COURT: As much as you can. I know 

22 there might be strays that come along, but as much 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 

JOHN C. DEPP, II, 

Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant, 

v. Civil Action No.: CL-20 I 9-0002911 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff. 

DEFENDANT AND COUNTERCLAIM PLAINTIFF AMBER LAURA BEARD'S 
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF AND COUNTERCLAIM 

DEFENDANT'S FOURTH SET OF INTERROGATORIES 

Pursuant to Rule 4:8 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia ("Rules"), Defendant 

and Counterclaim Plaintiff Amber Laura Heard, by and through her attorneys, submits these 

objections and responses (the "Responses") to Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant John C. Depp, 

Il's Fourth Set oflnterrogatories dated February 12, 2021 (the "Interrogatories"). 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

The following general objections and responses (the "General Objections") are incorporated 

into each specific objection and response (the "Specific Objections") as if fully set forth therein: 

I. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects that Plaintiff and Counterclaim 

Defendant has exceeded the permissible number oflnterrogatories, including all parts and 

subparts, in violation of Rule 4:8(g). 

2. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatories to the extent they 

would require Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff to provide or reveal the contents of any 

document or information privileged from disclosure pursuant to the attorney-client privilege, 

the qualified immunity provided to litigation work product, or any other applicable 

privilege. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff will not provide such information. 

CONFIDENTIAL 



litigation. 

I 0. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instruction No. IO because it 

exceeds the requirements of Va. Sup. Ct. R 4:8, and is therefore overly broad and unduly 

burdensome. This Instruction is particularly inappropriate and harassing as grossly beyond 

the requirements of Va. Sup. Ct. Rs. 4:1 and 4:8, and improperly attempts to create an 

artificial deadline for Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff to file early objections to 

Interrogatories, and/or to shift the burden of resolving or clarifying vague, ambiguous, or 

otherwise unclear Interrogatories issued by Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant onto 

Defendant sand Counterclaim Plaintiff. 

INTERROGATORIES 

ou contenil tliat ~o 

OBJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to the undefined phrase 

"incident" of this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous. Defendant and 

Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to the form of this Interrogatory as including Interrogatories 

in compound and with multiple parts and sub-parts by purporting to seek the details of"each and 

every" contention of violence or abuse over a period of many years at the hands of Plaintiff and 

Counterclaim Defendant within one Interrogatory, such that later Interrogatories exceed the number 

of permitted under Va. Sup Ct. R. 4:8(g), and is overly broad and unduly burdensome for the same 

reasons. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it 

seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this 

Interrogatory invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core 

opinion work product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:l(b)(3) of the 

Rules of the Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the 

requisite showing under the Rules. 
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obliged, thinking it would 'change the mood' and perhaps get Johnny off the mental jealousy loop 

he appeared to be stuck in, but he could not achieve an erection. He was taking erectile dysfunction 

medication to attempt to alleviate this stress, and the medication's ineffectiveness in this instance 

made him more angry. He took it out on me. Eventually, Johnny passed out. 

During that fall, Johnny was continuing to be sexually and verbally abusive, especially after 

spending time with my father and/or his other drinking/drug buddies, such as, Marilyn Manson. He 

would not be able to get an erection and would become angry with me. I called it 'angry sex' that 

Johnny could not fully perform. He would throw me on the bed, he did this several times, and he'd 

force himself on me in an angry way. He had developed a habit of trying to have angry sex with me, 

which most of the time ended with him being more angry at me while blaming me for his 

impotence. 

After these episodes, Johnny would be kinder and apologized for fights. 

A year into the relationship, Johnny gave an interview on a red carpet and was asked about 

his split from Vanessa. He dismissed it: "That's just rumors." I was sat in make-up on a photoshoot 

reading it on my phone, heartbroken. I resigned not to talk to him again. That's the first time Christi 

hounded me with phone calls, saying "Just hear my brother out, he loves you." They blamed the 

journalist. I let her talk me into it, even though it was a direct quote. Time passed and at the Lone 

Ranger premiere he waited until I was about to meet his kids to reveal to them that he was split 

from Vanessa, but he never went on the record to correct the rampant gossip accusations that-I 

caused the break up with Vanessa. He let me take the blame for their split even though I had 

nothing to do with it. That severely impacted my reputation which I was reliant on to progress my 

career. He could have cleared that up in a second. 

Ont@ffl!1jj*5\0l1U! a Tuesday, Johnny sent me a text message about a book called Disco 

Bloodbath. I responded, "Is it about last Friday night, by any chance?" Johnny then responded, 

"How can you make me smile about such a hideous moment??? Yes, it is .... Funny bitch. !fucking 
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love you, you cunt!!!" lWl$1happened@i1ltm@llrt!$1fis!ioj@t§as1ti1lhf )8Jinn\luat1mtimfdjmzj 

GnudJiadeifo,,siwasjonQodilim$1mes\t1Q81Jnn§loot1rnmmtajmi\lintr-m$1$0H&8 

I recall that Johnny and I were in Penthouse 3 of the Eastern Columbia Building. We were 

downstairs in the kitchen living room area having an argument. ~5lium1was/accusm,$n@o111$in'gl 
&n/aiiifu)vith one or two ofmy friends in Spain-it was kind of hard to juggle Johnny's 

accusations. f.i1f46nenjaif-ti\\'it\111@@umt91ifJa1Inn¾u'.@1,;hjffmfajmeSand@®ffine$mas,!\umQjiu 

@001@mfup(wenttint0Jm)iittthj!!a1@Mrememlier1sceim\'jll1$t{oron\1n4wattit\lnajjj$Rini@ 

1&orom\it\iitMffilff11ati@rruo\noucem€m6eii{§1iailexa8¥ormfomli$1bncejrromb/\linn¾causedm\t 

t61$tctronnne$¥11l1ra$11"11°'41nmlmlmMM\so&ffana\mtlm8M@Mf8u,jonjr1Ijjillm&$ndr/itnnt 

@ihM1ilmi.\\il 

Onl!;f1!flt1ms!!'lOllQ8I recall Johnny and I were at my apartment on Orange, in Los Angeles. 

I recall that we were arguing again, but I do not recall the reason for the argument. At the time he 

was making several accusations that I was having sex with my male and female co-stars and/or my 

male and female acquaintances, one of which was a singer-songwriter, son of another famous 

musician. I knew this singer-songwriter in a platonic way, and was a fan of his father's music. 

Playing that music in my home was enough to set Johnny off without him ever explaining why. He 

was angry about it for years and the details of the accusation only came up years later after 

countless days ofmy life lost to denying the accusations in futility.~"hnnyJuirew)mN@au1Stta(wa11l 

t$t<mhreatbneajmj~11umelu11&noiseicatL~&limal1!m'Mfrii11o@a1mnejp91i$';bil(wajm11iff11ijpoli$1 

flbatre.{\/M\i11,11i\twasm\M 

My career was becoming the subject of these rows too. By 2013 I already knew that there 

was a correlation between the severity of abuse towards me, whether name-calling or threatening to 

kill me, and how available I was to him. Work, my family, my friends, my life made me less 

available to him. 

I supported myself financially, throughout our dating, the engagement and the marriage. 

When I went to the gas station, I paid. Groceries, I paid. When he was on location filming Lone 
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Ranger in Utah, I paid to travel there. I never had his credit card. We never shared an account. I had 

my own apartment until he convinced me to get rid of it after the engagement. I resisted for nine 

months and finally let go of Orange in 2014. I thought it would mitigate his paranoia and suspicion 

around me and therefore alleviate the violence he directed towards me as a result of those 

suspicions. I had an escape route - according to him: ''Are you serious about this marriage? Oh you 

need your own home, kid? Got it." 

That's why I eventually refurbished the then almost empty apartments Downtown. Raquel 

needed a place to live, and Johnny was trying to get under the yolk ofmy nearest and dearest. "Oh 

move in, kid!" he said, and moved her into this apartment. I started redecorating the downtown 

apartments. After some time, they became my default place. We were a couple with two different 

homes in the same city. We couldn't be in the same house for too long. Every time he got high and 

we had a row, he'd leave afterwards. Johnny never wanted to see the destruction he caused, and he 

loved to destroy places. He destroyed things the way bands smash up hotel rooms, except he'd do it 

to the whole house. Then he'd leave to avoid facing the damage, which often would include me. 

Johnny wanted to own me entirely." I'll take care of you. You don't need to work." He'd fight 

me on every job. The way he talked about working actresses was despicable. Being an actress was a 

sin to him; it was the equivalent of being a whore. He talked about ambition in such a dirty, onerous 

way. 

1111jm.11pia&Qon(©range§on@\u:Mf}u!F}onkmnrougtilllj$jmmjrfuffi!@,2')onijf#jnnn¾roo~ 

11ssd$iwnmamaifilinili£[mvjei/!pa1tner@svauumffi\m'fttctj@1Mhlllfi!fctjhanru,Mfilp81njafi$sttb"l'fl~ 

1ort§a115wa§iareametwee6im¼iliaroomja11hm$1tfau£'llii, lt was in a place on the wall behind the 

bedroom door, which was almost always open. The picture had been up on the wall for a long time: 

Johnny had seen it many times and he had never said anything, but one day after he had been doing 

a lot of drugs, the painting was suddenly a big problem for him. In addition, there was another 

painting that he also wanted me to remove - and Johnny defaced both of them. 
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t¼\nnN1flffijrn'Ken/o&bafueSw11s\iwi\cMan11moozeumiirmmmm$!11¥lwasffinfu\t,.ffliinesfob 

fo@11mewno[d~iTT™in)daioni\itp@{i1dtt!henlui/fsilutedfarkuimt(wiln@ajakouijlnkj\\aft"tinkl@li$.1m 

t\hMmfinaje,-venmdi11na11t1oardh1101116Qcrl1rlt$ji11ajne.x@a&)(doJnotU<nowiwtn\i\e1/&MS1macll 

m@111Aijpaiiji;nN½!\1iill,1i1(w0uI1!1havajappearectroudofi1Ijffil51liffi10jajnormai@rsQn1Wj\ffil\f'djseenj®' 

$lm;mmm1m@imeerlna11k1riffi'.or1a4,ear31orho1neonzjon1a1111ullim$Mf{!1on¥i@ct$i,l\!iuilaffi!SJ 

foi\eam@r@ll,!Mmi&uajo1n1§!!1 

ijilisiwa$a(w&@6h1e'!nrom!creruninM\an(Ufi$\i1nfi'j1hat@emj6u10M\cni¼$tlandiinf$imajm&i1 

@Mhon®oomjjhajti;1ffmolse1j$maiffiing[onu1r/4w1ilfii\ifll@1terJ11h'lfctjlojpfi\tiifa11M\$®Mm 

M\n1'11\§.nffitfu11g(un@,j 

At another point during the ordeal he also verbally attacked me and accused me of having an 

affair with my ex-wife Tasya, as well as that singer-songwriter. The latter accusation was a hold­

over from a previous fight, but these sorts of accusations were repeated and re-hashed by Johnny 

until I admitted to whatever he was accusing me of. This was how he would justify keeping me 

there in the fight cycle for sometimes days - because he was holding out for me to admit something. 

I remember trying to walk away from him, just because I wanted to diffuse the situation, but 

this antagonized him. 11jrbmemb"'®@Mvectunzjafjon@poiffitmjm§.jb'Miroomf}).'tfanot11brJmomenu 

@pus!i{am1®ufiliigainMjlni\twa11fiffi1\brJhmajaMi@jih1s1orm!!t18h'ffllappb&jmaja&rgss\th1ft$--

I do not remember if I was in the hallway when I was slapped or if I was leaving the hallway - but I 

remember being with him in that hallway area after he hit me in the face and I remember telling him 

that he had hit me in the face. ll!'iilsojrem€moer$imnffia8rossja11adlclffon¥onnnilarlike1ffa!ir® 

,hoi\¼aiia.!v.$erijl5lihn§i,fas1a~ijj~i@orown1a1i!M'o1ffaha(waswl1mu@oumorjme)fojaafflm 

M\metnm/)!ant!Rlienbonnn{islagpeajm@& tsut I do not remember if! was slapped in the breakfast 

nook, or if I had stood up and moved rooms at that point, but I remember what happened right 

before I was slapped. 

Johnny was supposed to have been on set to film a Keith Richards documentary, but he 

would not leave my house. Everyone was coming up with strategies to calm him down and get him 
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lean across him and get her back in the car. I will never forget the way that everyone else in the car 

reacted - no one reacted. There was like a quiet alarm because no one wanted him to drop the dog, 

but no one reacted so as not to antagonize him which might make him do something even crazier. 

That was a really scary situation, everyone was trying to keep the energy down, without confronting 

him, to make sure he did not drop the dog. 

The hatred that he was capable of expressing towards me was at such despicable odds with 

the excessive ways in which he also expressed obsession and love with me. Everything was my 

fault. The end of his career was my fault, no matter that it was going down at a rapid pace by the 

time I'd started dating him. This incident was one of the first iterations ofa pattern I started to 

notice more and more. On Black Mass he missed multiple days of shooting. He did it on Mortdecai 

too. It's a miracle he could get hired for any job. I watched Johnny sleep through multiple days in 

his trailer and nobody would wake him up. I'd never seen an actor miss a day of filming after I 7 

years in this business. If you're sick, you come to work sick. But I watched Johnny do this in all the 

movies I was there for. I watched him sleep through press days, too. 

l!lneb\Mereiot[ier)pt&;mt:ijassaulffiiffl@ffljijf2ojmlbit/lI[1lojn9tjrecau@efexKSmti\1esjI1 

€e8a111$n®tim§a11mwapa1jli11enttifil(i)tangefrJ6hnm\was@ojmaa[a(!meffanajacGUgedlg,ejorii,¼\@@ 

tr&fuanfu¼iMifflildit@li11r/iruemoeritd.m%\rohaJKfawa§JiromrS®\n¼fanaui@gi:alliltajm§J11!ia 

ll!(ecaUJliT'di(ferent!time!wlier$!Johnn¾¼restlftijmi,/ctown[orM1sirt/ifo1Qr!ownjro\mzjgrouna8 

l\\iliifflao~fujgnlthjft1oorj1jremem$\Ufocusmi\ionjll)ajnailll#ds10nunhlwrns10111t\cisofa\imm¥aa1 

11$1sajmat\ma@lo(tnesej,rfcrnents[dOlnOt[ctit'trnjffirnh1ihemse1vbsjinjmwnemocyjauej1oj11tffi11@er) 

@moumt\lmnen11a11ujii@Rl!enc§marjoccurreo@illiil\itliemSa11leasfl%!1,$'umreini\remijrut'djbj 

r$'Afafunc®fhatl6111re@h!m)ifecollf<m$9 One of the common ways I found myself"dealing with" 

the violence was to focus on something else around me. 

I was looking at the nail heads on our sofa. I thought: Did I buy those nail heads antiqued, 

or did I do that to them? I saw the blood on the floor. I clocked red on the walls. It was mental 

whiplash, dissociation. I was dealing with life or death. I wasn't comfortable being beat on. I just 
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didn't want it to happen anymore. That's why I was thinking ofnail heads when he was pummeling 

me. 

In late March 2013, I had been to lunch with Russell Simmons who wanted to pitch me an 

idea for a reality show having to do with yoga and wellness. He had sent a copy of his book to 

Orange for me to read afterwards, and Johnny was at home not leaving my apartment, and he 

intercepted the package. He wrote a note on the cover in black marker that said: "Dem· Mr Simons 

[sic], I found your book inspiring to look at. Especially your teeth on the cover. I'm so happy you 

are so hygienically inclined and so super rich! JOHNNY DEPP." After a lengthy interrogation of 

me about my behavior and what I wore to the meeting I had to show him what I wore, offer to call 

my assistant Kate to confirm on the phone without any prompting from me what she remembered 

me wearing to him to prove I was telling the truth, and then promise to oblige that Johnny could 

speak to Mr. Simmons about this interaction. All this in order that he could eventually move off of 

the subject. Johnny showed me the book, and I had to agree to send it. I was embarrassed. 

11ule&mf@a\i20)m91icaum\¾dma@>JannnfJstopjusmgjan11ifi4w·.iMm&in¥\auod24wori/! 

loecaMModJmtmm@anoll!rugjalluse§@ijm@stwerejang@jaoout!h1flilttriji@1@6ut(werenID 

(ffi'6i$:jfiiffli@1!me(wasiunprof#si6ffii!t\tra@oulori,\etjang@at!fiimsel f4Hi@screamMra4mejand, 

l!iumea1mffl1rnj@imffligareu§§1j$&jioj@\rfil1m)rojstop1analifijustjma1!1\inimjan!!Jjiffl 

In mid-May 2013, Johnny was upset about me filming with other men, despite me 

reassuring him. We had a fight because he wouldn't let me leave the house or agree to do scenes in 

low-cut tops or tight-fitting clothes. I was under pressure to change my wardrobe. I was considering 

taking another job in which I would be filming in London for London Fields but Johnny wanted me 

to go on the road with him and continue on location with him filming Lone Ranger, where I would 

wait for him to come home from work every day. I saw him on set and then left to continue to 

undertake press obligations I had for outstanding work. I made the promise to make regular returns 

to him wherever he was, whether LA or on location. 
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In late1tMM\olm!15hnn¼anoh(wbrej,rljmiti@m!) staying at a themed trailer park with 

some friends. One night around the campfire, Johnny got upset with a female named(@nls®' 

@14'Ja§a@1$M'&'.1m:azjue11P.Fnfim'/it?iiii@rt§tfu\ihe1comB1$1\i)mi§mtennretiiilumlatoni$1 

(1mbra¾t1$njt1;$jhijwrongfajp&,;eeila1aslsom@so&t@ttempt!torcomel$nno$nej111!\t/£a6b%j@bj 

lin/4wmsffand61ireatbneaji@rnijtal$i@1meMtefs$1/iu¾t("l'oul8ibe}11eedrarjzjb"\t!l¢j1ierl-,%s11i'ij 

¢J$jzj,ftjnoijadffiiilH1at1fa1~Jwasn\@Mi\@11Ittt~1mm,e8He was threatening her, if she ever touched 

"his girr' again. fJ5linnyjandl!Lwent!l)lt/\Aco1\%Qtrail;&caCTi/ltff,Ij@Rejco,fiinuMltrlifiMfu#tifu!IJi1' 

@M11aij@m/!n,Qamo1m@t/c&car@i$jh''l\'dlimferffl/t1€,:teauliffi$ihtilitol1uaK$1ra1izjj'in@n@anc!lh1) 

(wen&,nfojajmami\tstalej1umr/t.s11t.1unefil1i,1$'Jrn1a1ragefi¥s12cci~11v}rbmernoh)ajr$@ijsrna~\®1 

ra1assli@tt)k1)1iMifukuresjanctltftJb:tMffi1t®t\\fil(d/j£1a$'.1t{on(o11arca$1n€1\tanu11jrbmem$$2m$1 

Rlirgwmffiomemiftijthaltsti1itlerect[atjm8f&1jJeast1on®omnosijitemslh1timcS®'l'Mffim@ljb$k1 

1lihet/lt1\fflimms\w11$herjt11ei4%r,&cui,#JJll&ti1Mes!wmet\1i{sses/orAomethmj/je1sejenti$1!'ctial 

mfm..11jrememb@i;tbjjiffflffiorJofit1@tfaiie)gt~inglnifll'off bj'$1<e&illass, 

He accused me of being "the moral police" and "lesbian camp counsellor" and of hiding his 

drugs. 1!11$m,,ect{onefo1JtJM/itrags10,fi1pY.{ct£$fajf ctfi1ienl,:jpRe/iliffitf:fJJni\iatltfialroTI1!Gttiiiflinffl@@ 

1sea@mfflra'ffim\ffinugsii\incajoutjof!ihe(wajh~£1'Jj@,uiiimnrnffl!ilb1l'iil'ifai#iommyJtmdbr.wearjfue1 

MffiorS&lrniffiiml\tmittfoejg,/fJu:iflfi1oket4ii(-'41lil}iii\ar,Mjffl1Ju®rt®-'.ctll11erej{rozbn\ii@roi!JfiiiJSl 

Fvt116utl,PYicon@nr¼ana!JJ'$i@@tn~b I had never had anything like this happen to me and didn't 

know what to do or how to respond. I was absolutely frozen in terror, staring at the bathroom light. 

I had never experienced anything like that before. 

In tn~@immerloti)/oj1@!Ttnnn§jamiji!{!re!onjajpr@M@i\ir\'fflfflc:®M\Jfor press events for 

Johnny's Lone Ranger premiere. There was a female flight attendant on the plane. Her name was 

Hope. She gave the impression she was new. 

Before the flight, Johnny had some MDMA from Nathan Holmes delivered to him, which 

he brought out during the flight. I decided I would take some with Johnny because I didn't want to 

be bad cop and MDMA seemed like a non-violent safe bet that I could engage in to prove to him 
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that I wasn't "nagging." I thought it would be impossible for him to tum a happy love drug into a 

nightmare. Johnny offered MDMA to the flight attendant, who refused a few times, but eventually 

acquiesced. ,111$jr$iw1U.mwentuall\lllliffili'$fmgij@t1bnaanifta11dcyn@cam\4aown1t(ill;1ltonJthajnmftotJ 

@ffi1Fnir1anct116u~h,d1or1gra15il!ru1m¼nrm1anallb,mcolinto1me!\siffl1larjt01\\•@j§@u!,\s@i&jin1 

llll(M®m$1n1rcsponse/P;ohnnWsa1!i'1@\v1nmnii\frctMffmiilmfallenaanii/it/Mm,pi@e1ndmm® 

@M\\ii$mn)Jgratib'.$iile4wi\isi\ianoll\ffll)$!iff&m1<1§erl\marn1ammea11ffi19wm$n)l@1a61fflifilrront1 

®inbijanarS'am@1jjiijnejmmt@nffiuii5f11rearenifflrur®.b§Jla1~1nltiai@.uij11,$18ressurQtnamvodmjl$l 

f1ee&$@j6ja\4heijwciffiimu:esponsb5ii¥Jm!4i!(aHen1lant!panmFeaffag@miffil(prof®\1iffcni&18 

l!ilia(w§o,ct1\,§rjseej11er1muoitt{offlne@sm\Mh]Ifli~Lill 

I was trying to defend the flight attendant, telling Johnny that she did not mean anything, 

and was just feeling the effects of the drugs. And then, Johnny turned the accusation on me, and 

said that I provoked it. 

4v1.$en1wajam;1@Gm@mM1umR'ffli\ltiinn\\wa§sl1rnanM1hfourJnt1ti.room\ii@ 

mu@/a@ajaoi&njana1ijdwgntja1glaslj1atl1$fflit11jm;$11ntfil)clli:m$86ut(u¥)1atl1\\'f'mbjntijbj:$Mlb!rem 

ijannd1apµec1,01e1across1m\iac®anarmaJna%i1iiijm:elm01:aj111anjS2cef1eW,J1f<lrnt11enlc@@ 

tintffiu@roon1ianu!$Ke!uplt1@i!'i\!i11enl9 

llfmen(wenllmt5lth"e1lffilhroomi\ih1$iadame}out9anoLWenijmtojt@lh''!ul.Miiiirtnjm'ctJ)smal 

II!h'mimut1taj!l1!tdctfcomi@irrom1m¼n<1sei11m}n@mjtj\$1)in@t1\ejb'lftnr,oomjntl1tmgfuh§n6sej11 

1ri$1€mii\,rJc@mIDana1wantii\lJ5lmn¾rorcomdm1anare1\'.$i4on1meffasffi81;,cbjasm1a/jsounoNiiBear1!l 

t}jft1fl'11gijafu@t1inni/we¼nofu,s1b'1M;1Ns@Jtih@WlctrtMft;h'tckf on1me9 

In@fflrt2011ijfffi!iJ1n¾was1u/%bt/tioourjnfl1@tohe11M$1ooaij@K3R$jJmfaana@ 

(wantbttlt6!1Jav,@a,goo1.!bfflh4&a111on\11jzjb'ffi!i1) We took the kids and our friend Britney Eustis with 

us to the island. Johnny proceeded to covert binge drink in coffee cups. The tension was comprised 

of a combination of whatever he was secretly taking plus whatever amount of alcohol he was 

consuming, in addition to his upset over his career status and the money situation (he didn't want to 

sell the boat), and the fact he was hiding it from his kids who were hypersensitive about Dad 
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drinking again. It was a pressure cooker. Lily Rose asked me, crying, what was going on with her 

dad. I was walking on eggshells. I didn't want to lie or hide it from her, but I had no choice. 

Lily Rose had a panic attack after Johnny jumped head-first into the water from the peak of 

the boat. He was drunk and wasted, and threw himselfover as a joke, like a dead fish, and it freaked 

the kids out. Lily Rose shortly after was crying panicked saying she needed to leave, and that her 

Dad was drinking again, and she asked if! knew. 1 said, I didn't know, I didn't think so. I was 

trying to protect them both. He came in and I was holding her while she was crying, reacting the 

way a 14-year-old would with their estranged, lying father. Johnny blamed me for getting her upset 

at him, when I was just trying to protect him.@@walkTd!in/antJllr§k'tctjij,i{!jfrosijmjiba@us/aianc) 

fos@oan@isni\iwnlk¥li~ut.◄11i4'.wasjgnjm@j1filjgra6$iojmejo}i$t'tnroai❖1mfemj111ijup]gam¾mb}) 

ffi11@j\1fi\'1$aroom1ofilJ1el§u&mffkyJ.!)l/MwasjanjcmliaGI¥#menij@!lfflktctsff aooR$lt1&~oultlrb"el 

IOOttbJ,ijtfeiojtrnilltjme§Ildon't remember much else about what happened in that room. Mostly I 

was just hyper-focused on Lily Rose. She told the boat captain that she wanted to get off the boat. 

Tara, who ran the Island got involved. Lily Rose was screaming, crying, hyperventilating. Jack got 

upset and said he wanted to go with Lily Rose. Tara wanted to talk to me about this, as did the boat 

captain. 

Lily Rose demanded to get off the boat immediately, so they called a chopper for her, and I 

went with them to make sure both the kids got home okay. I can't remember Britney being a part of 

that. I might have left her on the island with Jack, who at the last minute, decided to stay. It was 

scary for Jack because he stayed - he stayed because he felt protective over his Dad. He found his 

Dad after we left, passed out, face down on the beach in the sand. He thought his dad was dead. He 

called Tara in a panic. Tara told me next time I saw her, by which point Johnny was sober, and she 

told me how frightened Jack had been. 

I ushered a crying, screaming Lily Rose off the island with her curled up in my arms. She 

wanted to go to her home, but I didn't have an easy way in to get to Johnny's main house, so I went 

to 80. Johnny was in a 24-hour one-directional text rant at me. 1 did not respond. He called me 
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the role and I was biding my time and biting my lip waiting in anticipation for when he would catch 

up to reading the script while I was already on set. 

Gftffli@&m1eafitffifofflfgdd/~jJ$hmw)anal1lw$fa@1™ifflifif¥ihea\ltiffillmansifflffifi1 
llttamns1Mauj1&tMmi&n&twafi111ffi1n}jljmoMi$ll\j!llffi1juh1an¼\V:@j1$)jffl110useKeeperi¢@ 

mml®asYealin@,iji@a@i\~1,ajsK,oii@um$1,im/2fiil&m¾iiilc1fl11@usM@ii@tonwiili@1t1m 

@M4kuk1i@d1¢vb)@uu)@iwktibhbufih'.tmmtiidmgi!im$112M,iMiliiffiti1$1naw@crJt8mlhffi 
@N1iimffi\b§Msmo/a(woralwneg1sn@sar'drnl!!ijijtJ1ijml#liii1l!!fd§ucann011oversratj\jlio,§ 

(htlrt)t I (ffliffli\ifljsjaija(womaµ8 

During October and November 2013, after many attempts by me to intercept the runaway 

train that was Johnny's loss of sobriety, things came to a head and Johnny didn't come home one 

night. 11founu@t(wlierijnijwaMaiaffl1aierWecausMn4wasnmable@Imai-.!l\i1mo@drij/ojs1100u 

p;Wffij)i)@1lifrerjgoj.1,1g!onla!dijUgl!5ingij,ajuijfflil!U@ttan)1i5Tlilll'/?euro$mlwtJerijnzjD8Ssea1odtfll1jih°1) 

(bifulfuo§ana@e8d"rt'\1hifuffi51bjta\fdown@aoorJm1ordemgjn:et!ti5JfiHn1 He proceeded to miss several 

days of filming because he was so sick from the bender. 

faarerjgn§once,Jcilinn{jn?ct$1:icceujdp5najanojelffi1jexolIBngectm>,~amessagesjal5ofujth\!i~ 

@&kia/j_m/,J,1fotliff1m'wmt1m1{ffiil5Mraoouuonr:nmi\im¼anct@'i\m/ffifofaeaiircoru@becauseul 

(w\¼ifuo1an1bi@W,Fs/itMkMdJ.eunie11?rjr@J5linn§lsjnee1ljtommsrct1iu@ti!'fct$1&uMenisb,wM@I 

1rus1❖&M@i,or#ucHjm'ctmgences8 

In November and December of2013, this was Johnny's period of sobriety post-drug binge 

in London with Paul Bettany. We were back in the honeymoon phase. It's important to understand 

Johnny's addiction cycle, which I can describe by phases. 

Phase One: After a short period of abstinence in which he claims he's definitely done and 

he's absolutely never doing it again, he's over it all. "That's never happening again so why are you 

acting like it's still a problem?" it goes on with him telling me words to the effect" You need to 

25 

CONFIDENTIAL 



!mow how. I think the bodyguards must have helped him, which is frustrating to me because so 

many people were preventing him from having accountability for his actions. 

I was having second thoughts about the marriage but decided to go ahead with it to alleviate 

some of the pressure on the relationship based on Johnny's insecurity. I also thought it would give 

me more say in terms of weighing in on how badly I felt Johnny needed care. I went through with 

the engagement party in mid-March. Johnny got high at the party and ended up staying in the 

upstairs office room all night with a few trusted friends. I tried to get him to come downstairs to see 

guests a few times but he was too messed up and drunk. He screamed at me. 

I recall that in May 2014, Johnny whacked me in the face with his hand after the Met Gala, 

following another argument. I remember we had an argument in the living room area in a big suite, 

which had red and yellow carpet. Johnny had accused me of flirting with someone. It was his first 

time there at the Met Gala and I was on the shortest leash. I may as well have had a veil over my 

face. I had to monitor where my eyes were, which was challenging at the Met because I'm a fashion 

nerd and my gaze wanders. If I looked at a woman walk by, it was a fight. It wouldn't start right 

there and then. It would be saved up and used against me later. He caught how long I looked at each 

person, so I had to be judicious. Once we left, he was in a rage. He broke a lamp, upturned a sofa 

and end tables, threw a bottle into the wall, broke part of the chandelier off with one of the things he 

threw at me that hit the dangling fixture, and he hit me in the face. This caused me swelling and a 

discolored nose. 

ISometi\tfflii'i!N1ijho)❖Ssome9n¼oostHll1llpn9101offlarnesjijrancoianajme!Jotinny]lbi\ilii~ 

ffl}ii\"dllffid1was\screhmwfaatlmeii@fficr,:,iiu!ml\iihrbtenea@jtfrfaijup1wnn1rne8anciilassu¥aumm 
(@u\1,1@(waijgQj_n£jo/\ifi6hnn§lstarilfctjt$jmcowj111ing.sjaurne5ii1c1-@carcarfia(wenmojamj\$$i~ 

1nousiiiiie\was\a%Mfie11i@ijt1$ti11e(,%£vgrtliles@anatlmlt11rctiafimrealll'tlovefm$jijieiwa$Gt1t(ifuil 

®M@rnufflhm\#e118anollr/liUn1/ii$ow1whamo1ct&j1I was instructed to call an ambulance by Dr 

Jacobs, but I couldn't do it because press would find out. That was the same reason I never called 

the police when we fought. 
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author of mine, named Clive Barker. I know that Johnny's text message refers to physical violence 

because Johnny did not apologize for name calling or some other verbal argument. 

It's a constant whiplash. He hits me. The next thing you know we're staring lovingly in each 

others' eyes and we're in Japan with the kids, 

Johnny had a premiere in Tokyo in January 2015 for a film he had done called Mortdecai. 

We were in a hotel room and he was upset because his sister, Christi, had brought up the issue ofa 

prenuptial agreement, which he said he did not want, but I said I would sign whatever was needed, 

either a prenuptial or postnuptial agreement. But then Johnny was also accusing me of having an 

affair with a co-star, which ended up with him in a rage. Johnny slapped me, there was a struggle, 

he grabbed me by my hair, and he wrestled me to the floor in the closet of our hotel room. He then 

kneeled on my back and hit me in the back of the head. When I tried to stand up, Johnny muscled 

me back to the floor. He stood over me and yelled as I cried on the floor. I was sitting on the floor 

crying and I put my head in my hands. 

I remember being concerned about any visible bruising on my back because my back was 

exposed, as I was wearing a backless dress to the premier of Johnny's movie. No bruises were 

visible. I checked obsessively in pictures online. 

In February 2015 we were married on his island. And immediately after I went to work in 

the UK. Shortly after that, Johnny went to shoot Pirates of the Caribbean 5 in Australia. We didn't 

see each other for nearly a month. 

um@ffi1JF/46fi~Si\ot/mHji@il!innf,sjentoura@ga,vejme1anfefas!uma,iffo(wriji\ltlwa!jabo11moJ 

@!ii\)li@\Toj~tl$ra1iffi1rnoug1,jmfflm!'dit\eenirb¼itolni%dcessi,ve\i@an&jpJ)ICri751$jti1ffiFmi$) 

¢1ii1ijmffi"o@&eh/a~roaa!l\\jheffll$$1jil\faffi1ifu,11coultlUmmeoi!ffi!JffiE1®6hnmJwasjadiffl 

@1;rou/¥mctuffi1j1$si/aJ18of$ffii@i!m@mj5een10n\a1oelra$1mruffilrnaustlfufo&jnuA-\ii0M1Mm1ffi9 

(v.ffijspen1iiil'lfflimeiw1!mr;@m1fi1ansonja111JUffi'a.6eenioemaou111mmorb1(t,ll§s1t(mn'mjtlifl1lingfil, 

That was the situation I unwittingly walked into in that isolated home in Australia. m\'!mffmo@em 

ffi¥fali/r$ven1awa\whenPJ!lh1my1pull&ir$ut{a\oai@m1Gugs9 
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After I filed for divorce, he was determined to get my job taken from me, and in those 

efforts wound up jeopardizing his own future project with JK Rowling, which he was discussing at 

the time. He sent out emails to directors and producers at Warner Brothers connected to him and 

me, and he called everyone demanding that I be fired. 

11j\jmm$d{!ern$2oj1fu!ra1rnn§lanalllWe1fai@as@ngelfij'iijlj\jjjh''lmffl®friiunnc1}aual 

MMB@anotherjifo'ftjii't11rrnBiuamjno@mlelsurei,-$$fwaMu1crea[lb''lll1ev/M:aguelnJi!i\'m&\\on9 

tnfu.JoaM/®a1j11$jiµn§@1t@re,vSi§i~iiffianson!iaci$11ajiji1!~oseSB\¼fatherhooss101MiM 

1mnmei)anorposs1ui\inurs@ii,imBoenimi1fdoingtn:ecalllru1cnjmi$uestSlam¾t®1$n, 
(w$lv$@upstai$1injajmfferehijapartmen1rnwa§Jtroffi@urjguest:\tw1ffirnnnn§li1ppecnmi) 

ffla1di@111,¥¥11Warounollhejroomliji$Jmre»ia\wmzjglassjaniiffl1ieaJ.;j1asMaedmler1mjint8 

®)\tt(jjm'j;kl:vlmiffi!'df&ijonajpoin1\flh$nn;1pusIFeajmeSanil11llememb"eFWffling@Y11itfd!att?/$ 

(ffillingjo,1er)ofc@arasionnh1f$fim$e11oung®ma\@$s£itlhejcfunMomh®room1wnbrejtneiexposeal 

f6'fuoK\wru11wasi11remem®t&1uniiioi\erjbi;t,<{§ardS!oveQ,t/anajilirnng@)jnkc11onjme@au9 
Johnny was so mad at me; I do not know why. I know that I wanted to get back downstairs. 

I wanted to have a good night. I always just wanted to have a good night. I always just wanted 

things to be okay between us. I wanted him to be less angry at me. I remember wanting to go back 

downstairs, put on a brave face, get through Thanksgiving, and most of all, just hope that he did not 

want to stay mad at me and make this another war. 

m1alewearnea1lhjitj1jtFaim\:ottenja/si½!ill'151S:Jmp1onlt11El$@imj1Yaaffanollhaijmjjfflh'tt'dt 

lb\Istebio\§n9 

On the night of December 15, 2015, Johnny picked another fight with me. He threw a 

decanter at me, knocked items around the room, and punched the wall. He slapped me hard, 

grabbed me by my hair, and dragged me from one room to the other. We fought in various parts of 

the house. On a stairwell, in the office, in the living room, in the kitchen, in the bedroom, in the 

guest room. In the process, he pulled large chunks of hair and scalp out ofmy head. 
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campaigns. As a result, I was unable to renegotiate a new contract, which is standard in the 

industry. 

I also incorporate in by reference my response to Interrogatory Nos. 1-3 of these Fourth 

Interrogatories, my deposition testimony in this case, the declaration I submitted in this case, my 

deposition testimony from my divorce litigation, and my sworn Witness Statements and live 

testimony I provided in the Sun litigation in the United Kingdom, and the other incorporated 

information from Interrogatory No. 3. I also incorporate in by reference my deposition testimony in 

this case. Per Rule 4:8(f) of the Virginia Supreme Court Rules, I also incorporate with this response 

the Expert Designations of Dr. Dawn Hughes and Kathryn Arnold. I also incorporate all the 
j 

documents produced in discovery and the depositions that relate to these issues. 

February 9, 2022 
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Elaine Charlson Bredehoft (VSB No. 23766) 
Adam S. Nadelhaft (VSB No. 91717) 
David E. Murphy (VSB No. 90938) 
Charlson Bredehoft Cohen & Brown, P .C. 
11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201 
Reston, Virginia 20190 
Telephone: (703) 3 I 8-6800 
ebredehoft@cbcblaw.com 
anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com 
dmurphy@cbcblaw.com 

J. Benjamin Rottenborn (VSB No. 84796) 
Joshua R. Treece (VSB No. 79149) 
WOODS ROGERS PLC 
lO S. Jefferson Street, Suite 1400 
P.O. Box 14125 
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jtreece@woodsrogers.com 

Counsel to Defendant and Counterclaim 
Plaintiff Amber Laura Heard 

CONFIDENTIAL 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was seived this 9th day of 
February, 2022, by email, by agreement of the parties, addressed as follows: 

Benjamin G. Chew, Esq. 

Andrew C. Crawford, Esq. 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
601 Thirteenth Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: {202) 536-1700 
Facsimile: (202) 536-170 I 
bchew@brownrudnick.com 
acrawford@brownrudnick.com 

Camille M. Vasquez, Esq. 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
2211 Michelson Drive 
Iivine, CA 92612 
Telephone: (949) 752-7 I 00 
Facsimile: (949) 252-1514 
cvasguez@brownrudnick.com 

Counsel for Plaintiff and Counterclaim 
Defendant John C. Depp, II 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 
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VERIFICATION 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the Responses to these Interrogatories are true and 

correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. _ 

2/9/2022 olfl-/ 

Date Amber Laura Heard 



VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

JOHN C. DEPP, II 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant. 

Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

PLAINTIFF'S SUPPLEMENT AL DESIGNATION/IDENTIFICATION OF EXPERT 
WITNESSES 

Plaintiff John C. Depp, II, by and through his undersigned counsel, pursuant to Rule 

4:l(b)(4)(A)(i) of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia, and the Court's Scheduling Order 

dated March 26, 2021, and in response to Interrogatory No. 15 in Ms. Heard's First Set of 

Interrogatories dated October 7, 2019, hereby supplements his Expert Designations dated 

January 11, 2022 to reflect the findings of Dr. Shannon Curry's !ME report dated January 18, 

2022. 

Given the ongoing state of discovery-in particular, the continuing document 

productions from the parties and non-parties and the fact that depositions of certain key parties 

and witnesses have yet to occur-Plaintiff reserves the right to further supplement this Expert 

Witness Designation, to include (I) identifying additional or different areas of expected 

testimony for the designated witnesses, (2) identifying additional or different bases for the 

expected testimony of the designated witnesses, and/or (3) designating additional or different 

expert witnesses. 

CONFIDENTIAL 



Infinitum Nihil (DEPP000 18328-DEPP000 I 8404; DEPP000 18508-DEPP000l 8594), Jack 

Whigham (JW00000I-000149), Christian Carino (CC00000l-252), Edward White & Co., LLP 

(EWC00000I-EWC000052), and Disney (DISNEY00000l-383), as well as his extensive 

experience as a CPA and financial forensics professional. Mr. Spindler may also testify as to any 

fact or opinion rendered or attributed to another witness or party as identified by other parties' 

witnesses. Plaintiff reserves the right to designate or substitute other witnesses of the same 

disciplines to testify as to the facts and opinions described herein. Plaintiff further reserves the 

right to supplement this Expert Witness Designation based on additional facts Plaintiff learns 

during discovery and/or his ongoing investigation of this matter. In particular, as of the date of 

this Expert Witness Designation, the following depositions have yet to occur and/or be 

completed: Ms. Robin Baum, Mr. Edward White, Edward White & Co., LLP, Disney, Mr. 

Christian Carino, and Ms. Heard. 

Mr. Spindler' s CV is attached hereto as Exhibit B. He is being compensated for his 

work at the rate of $550 per hour; none of his compensation is contingent on the opinions he 

renders or the outcome of the litigation. 

3. Doug Bania, Analyst, Nevium Intellectual Property Consultants, 415 Laurel 

Street, Suite 341, San Diego, California 92101. Mr. Bania is a Certified Licensing Professional 

("CLP") and intellectual property ("IP") expert with more than fifteen years of experience in IP 

valuation, IP management, brand strategy, and internet and social media evaluation. As a 

founding principal of Nevium Intellectual Property Consultants, Mr. Bania has extensive 

experience analyzing the reach of website content and social media posts and providing 

valuation and damages calculations for intellectual property and defamation cases related to 

celebrities and other public figures. He has been named an expert for over ninety-five cases and 
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has provided expert analysis, consulting, and testimony concerning social media analysis, 

defamation damages, internet impressions and visits, Google search results analysis, website 

traffic, and social media damages. Mr. Bania received his Bachelor of Arts in Cinema from San 

Francisco State University and a Master of Arts in Television, Film, and New Media Production 

from San Diego State University. Mr. Bania is a Google Analytics Certified Individual 

("GAIQ") and is a current member of the International Trademark Association ("INT A'') Right 

of Publicity Committee and the American Bar Association ("ABA") Copyright & Social Media 

Committee. 

Subject Matter of Mr. Rania's Opinion: Mr. Bania will testify concerning the impact of 

Ms. Heard's allegations of domestic abuse against Mr. Depp as made in her 2016 Domestic 

Violence Restraining Order and her December 2018 Op-Ed in The Washington Post on Mr. 

Depp's career, reputation, and public image. 

Substance of Mr. Rania's Opinion: Specifically, Mr. Bania will testify as to the 

following opinions: (I) there is no indication of Mr. Depp being portrayed in a negative 

connotation during the seventeen largest Google Trends Spikes before Ms. Heard's allegations of 

abuse in May 20 ! 6;{(,4;fi/ynjIDeJ?pJ1SlPOflraxeulimatnegativerconnotation[clMmffirne1eiZhj11arg@} 

[©oogl$'5]renuff si5i1<es1ari:fflN!s'!1Hearujfflllegations[ofialiuse1mlN!al7-0)I[6jil\tmmng1att$11h"e1 

@l\!Ect(was1pul5Ii~Iffi"d1Hi\Becem,li,(;lri\w1I18) and (3) Mr. Depp's Q Scores indicate the public's 

perspective of Mr. Depp was damaged after the date of Ms. Beard's allegations of abuse and 

even more so after the date these allegations were re-published in the Op-Ed. Based on Mr. 

Bania's analysis, Mr. Bania will opine that Mr. Depp's reputation was negatively impacted after 

the date of Ms. Beard's allegations of abuse, including when they were re-published in the Op­

Ed. 

12 

CONFIDENTIAL 



EXHIBITD 

CONFIDENTIAL 



Nevi um Intellectual Property Consultants 

Google Trends Timeline for the Term "Johnny Depp" Exhibit D~ Schedule l 
Source: Document3a (Johnny Depp and Amber Heard GoogleTrendsAIITime.xls 0) _____________ ----------------------------------------------~ 

A 
Google Trends Results For Johnny Depp 

100 -------------------------------------------------------~----------=-~~~~~~=~----
Heard pubTishes the Op•Ed In the B 

C 

_______ u s 

10 

Google Trend Analysis• Before the Heard Allegations See Notes in Chart Above 

Note Date Article Title 
A 25-Jan-04 Johnny Depp and Vanessa Paradis - Hurriyet Daily News 
A 12-Jan-04 Pirates of the Cari!Jbean: The Curse of the Black Pearl {2003) 
A 10-Jan-04 Actors Johnny Depp and Sean Penn Pose Together ... 
B 4-Mar-04 Secret Window (2004) • Trivia - lMDb 
B ll-Mar-04 'Secret Window' is another perfect fir for Johnny Depp 
B 12-Mar-04 Johnny Depp Secret Window (2004 Stock Photo - Ala my) 
C 27-Jul-06 460 Johnny Depp Ideas• Plnterest 
C 5-Jul-06 Johnny Depp- CBS News 
C 3-Jul-06 'I felt weirdness for many years' I Movies I The Guardian 
D 28•Feb•04 Secret Window press Conference February 28, 2004, Johnny ••• 
D 23-Feb-04 In a Surprise, SAG Chooses Johnny Depp as Best Actor 

D 29-Feb-04 Johnny Depp Oscars 2004 Stock Photo -Ala my 
E 12-0ct-12 Five User Experience Lessons From Johnny Depp 

16--0ct-12 Johnny Depp: Publisher I Fine Books & Collections 
E 22-0ct-12 Johnny Depp Stickers I Redbubbles 
H 17-Jul-05 Charlle and the Chocolate Factory (2005) - IMDB 
H 31-Ju!-05 The day I met Johnny Depplll- lA Youth 
H 20-•Jul-05 nm Burton+ Johnny Depp= Movie Magic• Arizona Daily 

Heard files restraining order and flies divorce 
from Depp due to alleged abuse 

K 

p 

------- --- -·-

TO~i_s 
Relationship Pictures 
Movie Review 
Picture 
Movie Facts/Trivia 

NA• Art!de unavailable 
Picture 
Pictures• Fan page 
Pirates of the Caribbean Picture 
Depp's personal life 
Movie detalts and pictures 
Movie award review 
Picture 
UX Programming Comparison 
Book publishing company 

Depp Stkkers/merchandlse 
Movie details 
Fan blog post 
Movie review 
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No 
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No 
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No 
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No 
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No 
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No 

Washington Post 
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No No 
No No 
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Nev!um Intellectual Property Consultants 

Google Trends Time line for the Term "Johnny Depp" 
Source: Document 3a (Johnny Depp and Amber Heard Google Trends All Time.xis) 

Continued, Google Trend Analysls • Defore the Heard Allegatlons Sec Notes ln Ch.irt Above 

__ J:Jote _D,!1~ - Article TI_tle _____ --- - - - ----- --- - - - __ _!.qplc 

I 13-Apr-04 Rim career of Johnny Depp time line - Tlmetoast Depp film career 

I 6-Apr-04 The Johnny Depp Archive: Once Upon A Time In Mexico Movie Review 
15-Apr-04 The Libertine• Behind the Senses - Johnny Depp-Zone Movie Review and Pictures 
16-Sep-15 15 Best and Worst Johnny Depp Roles - Rolllng Stone Review of roles 

18-Sep-15 Johnny Depp's Weirdest Movie Looks• Variety Review of roles 

J 18-Sep-15 Johnny Depp Is Hollywood's Essential We!rdo 1 Wired Depp career review 

K 3-Jul-13 Johnny Depp as Tonto: rs ltthe Lone Rangerlt Racist? I Time.com Race of character played by Depp 

K 7-Jul-13 The Lone Ranger (2013) IMDb Movie detatls 

K 3-Jul-13 The Politlcs of Johnny Depp as Tonto I The Talceaway-WNYC Race of character played by Depp 

M 25-Jan-10 Johnny Depp In internet death hoax - lndependent.ie Falce death report 

M 14-Jan-10 Johnny Depp tattoos, celebrity dads, Johnny Depp- Pinterest Fan Plnterest posts 

M 15-Jan-10 Johnny Depp Impersonator Ronnie Rodriguez Bio of film double/impersonator 

N 31-Jul-04 Johnny Depp - Johnny Depp-Zone Depp biography 

N 29-Jul-04 Secret Window [DVD] • Amazon.com Amazon movie for sale 

N 1-Jul--04 Pin on the Hollywood vampires• Pinterest Allee Cooper Pinterest page with Depp 

0 10-Nov--04 Biography Johnny Depp: Under His Skin (TV Episode 2004) Movie detalls 

0 12-Nov-04 Johnny Depp; Finding Neverland • NPR FIim character discussions 

0 5-Nov-04 The Brave• Rotten Tomatoes Movie ratings and detalls 
p 3-Jun-12 Johnny Depp (Creator) • TV Tropes Depp career history 
p 21-Jun-12 Johnny Depp's Newly Slngle Ufe - ABC News Depp's alleged breakup with Vanessa 
p 15-Jun-12 Johnny Depp's girl on Twitter - Plnterest Depp picture on fan website 
Q 10-Dec-04 Johnny Depp; A kind oflllus!on by Denis Me!lcle (2004-12·10) Amazon book for sale 
Q 15-Dec-04 by Jim Merrett Everything Franc December, 2004 - Johnny ... Movie roles and relatlonshfps 
Q 16-Dec-04 The less dialogue vou give him, the happier he feels: Marc ... Depp's ease to work with 

R 5-Feb•OS Johnny Depp- Pinterest Depp picture on fan website 

R 10-Feb-OS Johnny Depp: Johnny Darlco - Rolling Stone Depp's career and history 

R 5-Feb-OS Supporting Johnny Depp Mlnamata out December 15 Depp p!ctures and movie history 

15-Jul-09 Photos: The Johnny Depp Retrospective I Vanity Fair Magazine photos 

15-Jul-09 Johnny Depp's Movie characters photo: John Dilinger - Plnterest Depp picture on fan website 

s 2-Jul-09 Faces of Depp - Today Show Depp pictures 

u 16-Jun-09 Johnny Depp's Great Escape I Vanity Fair Depp's movie career and history 

u 18-Jun-09 Johnny Depp, Marion Cotilla rd arrive for "Public Enemies ... Depp picture on fan website 

u 20-Jun-09 Johnny Depp- Witlpedla Wikipedia page in a different language 
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None of the articles were related to Heard or the Op-Ed 
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None of the articles were related to Depp's use of drugs or alcohol 
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Google Trends Timeline for the Term "Johnny Depp" 
Source: Document 3a (Johnny Depp and Amber Heard Google Trends All Tlme,)(ls) 

Google Trend Analysis• After the Heard Allegations See Notes In Chart Above 

Note Artlcle Tlt!e Topic --;---- e Fd of Johnny Depp: How the wt1rkfs most beautiful mGVle.:: ewspaper/Sun liwsu 
ohnny Depp loses .Court case ~!nst.Newspaperiniat,- Newspa~/Sun lawsiil 
otina toi:fe rt tlie :'Fantastic Geasts" Frandil~ • CNN Loss-of movie title to lawsuit 

G 27-May-16 Amber Heard granted restraining order against husband ... Heard divorce 
G 30-May-16 Johnny Depp I Golden Globes Movie background 
G 26-May-16 Amber Heard flies for divorce from Johnny Depp I CNN Heard divorce 

27-Jun-16 90s Icon Winona Ryder is Making Her Comeback Winona's career and states no abuse 
22-Jun-16 Johnny Depp Height, Weight, Age, Biography, Wife & More Depp Information 
5-Jun-16 Depp's fall from heartthrob to 'hobo' Heard allegations and drug use 

T 19-Jul-20 Hollywood nervously awaits fallout from e)(ploslve Johnny ... Heard allegations and trial 

T 19-Jul-20 Johnny Depp vs Amber heard: All the nasty bits of the UK trial Heard allegations and trial 

T 7-Jul-20 Johnny Depp: Oaims In the Sun he beat ex-wife 'complete Iles ••• Heard allegations and trial 
V 27-Feb-20 Let's burn Amber': Text allegedly sent by Johnny Depp about e)( Heard allegations and texts 

V 9-Feb-20 Petition• Justice for Johnny Depp- Change.erg Petition 
V 25-Feb-20 Johnny Depp's Disturbing Alleged text messages read aloud ••• Heard allegatlons and texts 

w 2-Jun-17 Johnny Depp jokes about kil!lng Donald Trump In Glastonbury Kil!lng Trump Joke 

w 23-Jun-17 Johnny Depp's domestic abuse allegations deserve as much KIiiing Trump Joke and Heard Allegations 

w 23-Jun-17 Johnny Depp Raises 'Last Tlme an Actor Assassinated a ... Kltf!ng Trump Joke 

X 21-Jun-18 The Trouble with Johnny Depp· Rolling Stone Interview with Depp 

X 21-Jun-18 Johnny Depp's Roll!ng Stone Interview: Most Shocking Interview with Depp 

X 21-Jun-18 Johnny Depp's $650M FUm Fortune "Almost All Gone", Says ... Interview with Depp 

V 16-Aug-16 Amber Heard settles domestic abuse case against Johnny Depp Heard allegations and trlal 
V NA Johnny Depp FJ!mography and Movies I Fandango Depp movie roles 

V 19-Aug-16 Johnny Depp, Amber Heard: A Tlmeline ofThelr ••. -Variety Heard allegat!ons and tfmeline 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR FAIRFAX COUNTY 

- - - X 

JOHN C. DEPP, II, Case No. 

Plaintiff, CL-2019-0002911 

v. 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant. 

- - - - - - - - - - - X 

************************************** 

CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 

PURSUANT TO THE PROTECTIVE ORDER 

************************************** 

Videotaped Deposition of ROBIN BAUM 

Conducted Remotely via Zoom 

Thursday, January 20, 2022 

12:31 p.m. Eastern Time 

Job No.: 425537 

Pages: 1 - 204 

Reported By: AMYL. STRYKER, CCR 
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CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION - PTTPO 
Transcript of Robin Baum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

Videotaped Deposition of ROBIN BAUM, 

conducted remotely. 

Pursuant to subpoena, before AMYL. 

STRYKER, Certified Court Reporter and Notary 

Public of the State of Maryland. 
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CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION" PTTPO 

Transcript of Robin Baum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

A P P E A R A N C E S 

ON BEHALF OF PLAINTIFF JOHN C. DEPP: 

LEO J. PRESIADO, ESQ. 

BROWN RUDNICK LLP 

601 Thirteenth Street, NW 

Suite 600 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

(202) 536-1785 

ON BEHALF OF DEFENDANT AMBER LAURA HEARD: 

CLARISSA K. PINTADO, ESQ. 

CHARLSON BREDEHOFT COHEN & BROWN, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive 

Suite 201 

Reston, Virginia 20190 

(703) 318-6800 
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CONTAlNS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION - PTTPO 
Transcript of Robin Baum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

A P P E A R A N C E S 

ON BEHALF OF THE WITNESS: 

JI-IN LEE HOUCK, ESQ. 

STALWART LAW GROUP 

1100 Glendon Avenue 

Suite 1840 

C O N T I N U E D 

Los Angeles, California 90024 

(310) 954-2000 

ALSO PRESENT: 

CATHERINE GONZALEZ, AV Technician 

KIMBERLY JOHNSON, Videographer 
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888.433.3767 j WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 

4 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION - PTTPO 
Transcript of Robin Baum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; vague and 

ambiguous. 

MS. HOUCK: Join. 

THE WITNESS: I would be speculating. I 

don't I don't -- I don't remember how much 

press. 

BY MS. PINTADO: 

Q Okay. 

MS. PINTADO: Let's look at Exhibit 13. 

AV TECHNICIAN: Stand by. 

(Exhibit 8, Royal Courts of Justice 

Approved Judgment, was marked for identification 

and is attached to the transcript.) 

AV TECHNICIAN: Exhibit 8. 

A 

l?limm 00&? ~ ~ = l?limm 00&? !iiiiiful tl!iml 

~uogmen 

Q •Yesb 
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14:45:37 

14:45:37 

14:45:50 

14:45:50 

14:45:53 

14:46:07 
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CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION - PTTPO 
Transcript of Robin Baum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

A lY
1
esjj 

Q Okay. And when was that? 

A 

Q iDl!.!!. ~ ~ ~ \llmis ils lmY.§/ ~ 
. - " . 

And what -- what is your understanding 

of -- strike that. 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; vague and 

ambiguous. That's it. 

MS. HOUCK: Join. 

THE WITNESS: fY.G 
Q fA#'df wMI oi;.ouf meanf nvjP.uB°!l.fmfil@ 

A Cw:C1•151:,nejP.ressfrep:or1f=d@ 
Q 1w§tfur\-i!;.ou■sa,v•i1fgenera,tfe"d•af1$fod 

@J51J.iitm;va 
MS. HOUCK: Objection; vague and 

ambiguous. 

MR. PRESIADO: Vague and ambiguous as to 

publicity where, so ... Just in general, global, 

in the U.K.? 
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CONTAJNS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION - PTTPO 
Transcript ofRobinBaum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

BY MS. PINTADO: 

Q Did it get a lot of press in the U.K.? 

A I don't live in the U.K., so I don't know 

specifically --

Q Did it get a lot of --

A -- the amount. 

Q (ql<ai, ... Bidf iltjqe1\f f 1$tJQtjp$&ll\i1i,WJ 
@fflsM?~ 

A foiqo:f afJf t-j -f\i!Miitfqof cor,e"'it£ri» 

(r1•1f-0neiii.l'nj4h1ejpreffl 

t>fie 

nan 

Q (nere'7;nj1:h'e1Qiif@fr¼9~1@ 
A G&iiii4W#Ft:-'E) 
a GS·MJrfM§i)l~+I~ 
A 

P.J?ess as nega,1JJ!c11.e or, P.os,it-:i!c11.e 

MS. HOUCK: Objection; vague and 

ambiguous. 
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CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL JNFORMATION - PTTPO 
Transcript of Robin Baum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; lacks 

foundation, calls for speculation. And object to 

the extent it calls for expert opinion. 

THE WITNESS: g lml!lMl ~ ils ml§! !mis 

BY MS. PINTADO: 

Q 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; lacks 

foundation, calls for speculation. 

MS. HOUCK: Join. 

THE WITNESS: 

E1antas1'd!c 

Q Did your role as publicist change after 

the filing of the lawsuit -- sorry, after the 

judgment? 

A No. I don't know what you mean by that, 

though. 

Q Did your work change in any way? 

MS. HOUCK: Objection; vague and 

ambiguous. 
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A No. 

Transcript of Christian Carino 

Conducted on January 19, 2021 

Q Did you have any conversations with 

Mr. Waldman about how you believed or were 

concerned about legal actions having an impact on 

Mr. Depp's reputation or career? 

A Can you repeat that? 

1calreerRi 

A(EI 

Q f How•m1an$J❖-jifs.'?J 

A @e•i;n;yl£ijr;eca;O 
Q And when was that? 

A I have no idea. Years ago. 

Q What do you recall of the conversation? 
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Transcript of Christian Carino 

Conducted on January 19, 2021 

A ~ g C!troJO~ ~ g 11'0!) ~ llr!J €f1W} 
- - -

Q And why did you feel that way? 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; vague; 

ambiguous. 

A I don't know how to answer that, Elaine. 

Q If you expressed to Mr. Waldman that the 

sooner the litigation was over the better for 

Mr. Depp, what were you thinking when you said 

that? Why did you think that? 

~ 0@ ~a ~ ~!,fit© ~ ~ ~ ;!l.{s.0@ = $ts-
- L ! ' ,, -- • < ; 

Q And what do you mean by it distracts from 

their career? 

A I mean that -- with somebody who is well 

known, people don't want to hear they're in a 
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Transcript of Christian Carino 

Conducted on January 19, 2021 

lawsuit with anybody about anything. 

Q Why not? 

A Because that's just not what they want to 

know or hear news about people. 

Q And why do you believe that? 

Q ~egatfvefuY, 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 
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Transcript of Christian Carino 
Conducted on January 19, 2021 

Q fA#'ct,~h1ere!i;oref1'ess•oflP.O'-Jt,un•i\!£it!i?I 

A i'(es@ 
Q When you expressed to Adam Waldman that --

your opinion that the sooner the litigation was 

over for Mr. Depp the better, what did Mr. Waldman 

say? 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; hearsay. 

A To be honest, I don't recall exactly what 

he said, but something to -- something like we're 

going to get this over with as fast as we can. 

Q Do you remember which litigations were 

ongoing at the time you had this discussion with 

Mr. Waldman? 

A I do not. 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; lacks 

foundation. 

Q I'm going to ask you --

MS. BREDEHOFT: Alex, could you please 

bring up No. 4, Carino No. 4. 
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Transcript of Christian Carino 

Conducted on Januazy 19, 2021 

all right, we'll keep it labeled four. 

t~aws u,1-\il?I 
A lYesb 
Q Okay. And was it your understanding that 

this was litigation that was brought in connection 

with The Mandel Company having served as the 

management company for Mr. Depp for a number of 

years -- business reasons? 

A Yes. 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; lacks 

foundation; compound. 

Q What was your understanding of the nature 

of this litigation? 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; lacks 

foundation. 

A I really don't have much of an 

understanding of the specifics outside of the --

the general accusation that his business managers 

acted in a way that was illegal in how they 
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Transcript of Christian Carino 

Conducted on January 19, 2021 

(Requested portion read back.) 

A Elaine, are you asking me if I'm aware if 

the Jake Bloom litigation was made public? 

Q Yes. 

A Yes. 

Q And in addition to being made public, do 

you recall whether there was publicity surrounding 

the Jake Bloom litigation? 

A Yes. 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; vague and 

ambiguous. 

A fYesi 

I.\!® ~ ~ \!@ ~ ml ~ fi!!ml = liq 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; assumes facts 

not in evidence; calls for speculation. 

MR. DERIN: Join. 

THE WITNESS: Greg? 
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MR. DERIN: I joined in the objection. To 

the extent you can answer it, answer as you will. 

A 

m.id. is rffilMlo .!lm mw ~ ~ ~ 
covera 

f1li\t±irga-,8ilonjeoY.eieagefils■nega1¥11v.e@ 

Q ISo■an.vjmecfo.lajeoMeJ:ageio•fJ@1e■Hur0om1 

Mano.e!I! 

A 

@ ;1.i!mJ; OOffiD© ~ C!li'l ~ ~ @(§3 El ~ 
\ .• , 

numan 

Q And so would you agree that the publicity 

surrounding the litigation, the Jake Bloom 

litigation and the Mandel litigation would have a 

negative impact on Mr. Depp's reputation and 

career? 

A Didn't you already ask me that? 

Q Not exactly that question. 

A Say it again. 
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off-screen reputation was impacted by the 

accusations included in the Waldman tweet on 

May 2020 of the op-ed? 

A No. 

Q Are you aware of any role or opportunity 

that Mr. Depp lost as a result of the op-ed by Dan 

Wootton in The Sun? 

A No. 

Q Are you aware of any role or -- and when I 

say an opportunity, any kind of business 

opportunity that Mr. Depp lost as a result of the 

particulars of claim that Mr. Depp filed? 

A No. 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; vague and 

ambiguous. 

Q Are you aware of any role or business 

opportunities that Mr. Depp lost as a result of 

the op-ed by Amber Heard in The Washington Post? 

A No. 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; vague and 

ambiguous. 

Q I'm sorry, I didn't hear your answer. 
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A I said no. 

Q Okay. Thank you. Are you aware of any 

roles or business opportunities that Mr. Depp lost 

as a result of the Waldman tweet from May 2020 

relating to Amber's op-ed? 

A No. 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; vague and-

ambiguous; lacks foundation. 

Q Other than the two that you've testified 

to, I believe it was the Grindelwald role and then 

the one for Houdini, are you aware of any other 

roles or business opportunities that Mr. Depp has 

lost as a result of the UK decision on 

November 2, 2020? 

MR. DERIN: Objection; misstates his 

testimony. 

MR. PRESIADO: Join. 

THE WITNESS: Greg? 

MR. DERIN: Answer the question. 

A No. 

Q And because we have an interesting 

objection there, I have to go back and I apologize 
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for this. 

F.antasti!c 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; vague and 

ambiguous. 

A Paul, can you reread the first half of 

Elaine's question? 

(Requested portion read back.) 

A lY,esi 

IP.1'0<iucerjorjtfo:ejHouakffl'♦1wjpr,o~(e:c&?I 

A (yt@~ 

Q Is there any other role or business 

opportunity that Mr. Depp has lost since you 

started representing him in October 2016? And I'm 

saying 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; vague and 

ambiguous; lacks foundation. 
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(Requested portion read back.) 

MR. DERIN: Thank you. 

MR. PRESIADO: Same objection. 

A My efforts were probably primarily around 

Houdini, which at one point was a film, but other 

people at CAA for sure did, yes. 

Q And who were they? 

A I would start with Jack Whigham. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: No, not correct. I am 

entitled to up to seven hours of deposition. You 

can 1 t 

MR. PRESIADO: That's not true. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: -- cut it in half. 

MR. PRESIADO: That's not true. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: That is true. 
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MS. BREDEHOFT: Right. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: I don't agree to that and 

I'm not going to --

MS. BREDEHOFT: I do not agree with that, 

and I am not going to stop asking questions. I'm 

entitled up to seven hours. I don't intend to 

take seven hours. You don't get to split with me 

because you do a cross designation. 

MR. PRESIADO: Well, we need to meet and 

confer on this. Would you like to take a look at 

the statute that says that? 

MS. BREDEHOFT: The statute that says 
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MR. PRESIADO: You agree that this is a 

California subpoena that Mr. Carina's --

MS. BREDEHOFT: No --

MR. PRESIADO: -- appearing under? 

MS. BREDEHOFT: No, it's a Virginia 

subpoena. 

MR. PRESIADO: And we're operating 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Virginia 

MR. PRESIADO: We're operating 

MS. BREDEHOFT: -- doesn't even have a 

MR. PRESIADO: We're operating 

MS. BREDEHOFT: -- time limit. And 

then 

MR. PRESIADO: We're operating under 

California law. 

--

MS. BREDEHOFT: -- we're just talking over 

each other. I'm just going to continue on. You 

can -- you can preserve your objection, but I 

fully intend to continue this deposition. 
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MS. BREDEHOFT: I can. 

raia ~~B cc~'&~~~ 

@l!X!.@a l?mD!l'@J @&l\s/1~ ~Is !!.!lllE@ u\1\'/ ~ = ~o!l'© 

@/;){!,as~ i!m\b® @m!5' ~ tml'tla 

MR. DERIN: Hang on for a second. 

Mr. Carino are going to disappear for the next 

five minutes. The two of you can talk. All I can 

tell you is that Mr. Carino is not going to come 

back for another day deposition. And you guys can 

argue 

MR. PRESIADO: And that's exactly my 

point. 

MR. DERIN: Okay. 

MR. PRESIADO: And that's exactly my 

point. He's not required to. 

MR. DERIN: Well, you guys can work it out 

and we're going to go off for a couple of minutes 

so Mr. Carino doesn't have to listen to this. 

MR. PRESIADO: Understood. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: That's fair. Okay. 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: So it is 4:50 p.m. We 

go off the record. 
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(Off the record from 4:50 p.m. to 5:23 

This is Leo Presiado back 

on the record. The parties have a dispute with 

respect to the amount of time that Ms. Bredehoft 

had with the witness. 

We are trying to schedule 

a IDC, informal discovery conference with Judge 

Boick. Her clerk has indicated that she's most 

likely available at 3:00. It's now 2:24 p.m., so 

the parties have decided and Mr. Derin, counsel 

for the witness, has agreed that we will conclude 

this deposition for today, subject to the judge's 
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it was deceptive, and I'm very, very troubled by 

the manner in which this was handled. 

Mr. Derin, I apologize to you. Because I 

am not familiar with this rule. I did call our 

counsel, the lead partner in California who said 

he's taken thousands of depositions and never 

heard of such a rule or an agreement or policy. 

And I apologize because Mr. Carino should have 

been able to be finished today, and I would have 

been happy to work with the other side for a 

reasonable accommodation of that, but obviously 

did not have any notice whatsoever of that until 

they say, oh, by the way, your 3.5 is up. And I 

think that's just outrageous tactics. So I'm 

sorry 

~ ~ ~c g ll!lm'!ll l.mX!OO l5!ml ~/l,m 

You heard me ask for the timing of you on the 
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CERTIFICATE OF SHORTHAND REPORTER-NOTARY PUBLIC 

I, PAUL P. SMAKULA, the officer before whom 

the foregoing deposition was taken, do hereby 

certify that the foregoing transcript is a true 

and correct record of the testimony given; that 

said testimony was taken by me stenographically 

and thereafter reduced to typewriting under my 

direction; that reading and signing was requested; 

and that I am neither counsel for, related to, nor 

employed by any of the parties to this case and 

have no interest, financial or otherwise, in its 

outcome. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand 

and affixed my notarial seal this 23rd day of 

January, 2021. 

My commission expires: June 18, 2023. 

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 

THE STATE OF MARYLAND 

PIANET DEPOS 

888.433.3767 I WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 

183 



pd 

Planet ,Depos· 
We Make It Happen· 

Transcript of Jack Whigham 

Planet Depos 
Phone: 888.433.3767 

Date: January 20, 2021 
Case: Depp, II -v- Heard 

Email:: transcripts@planetdepos.com 
www.planetdepos.com 

WORLDWIDE COURT REPORTING & LITIGATION TECHNOLOGY 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR FAIRFAX COUNTY 

JOHN C. DEPP, II, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant. 

-x 

Civil Action No. 

CL-2019-0002911 

-x 

Videotaped deposition of 

JACK WHIGHAM 

Conducted Virtually 

Wednesday, January 20, 2021 

12:09 p.m. EST 

Job No.: 344474 

Pages: 1 - 198 

Reported By: Paul P. Smakula 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Transcript of Jack Whigham 
Conducted on Januaty 20, 2021 

Deposition of JACK WHIGHAM, conducted 

virtually: 

Pursuant to notice, before Paul P. Smakula, 

Notary Public in and for the State of Maryland. 
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BROWN RUDNICK, LLP 
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GREG D. DERIN, ESQUIRE 
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~lmE~.!!m~~Wa fmlil 

MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; assumes facts not 

in evidence. 

Q Well, did you become aware of this? Do 

you know today about this judgment? 

A Can I ask, is this the ruling in the -- in 

London on the case over there? 

Q Okay. And did you read this opinion? 

A Not in its entirety. 

Q Did you read -- how much would you say you 

read? 

A Actually of the opinion, zero. I've never 
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seen this document. I think I read maybe what was 

reported in the press. 

Q 

con1iac!lec! 

.8@.1!@ .!'Im 00© ~ ~ ~'al 

MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; overbroad. 

A 

Q 

MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; overbroad. 

A Sorry, can I ask a question? I see the 

date --

Q It's confusing. The British are a little 

different than us. 

A Okay. Sorry, that messed me up. 

Q So it's November 2nd, 2020, they just 

A Got it. Okay. Sorry, what was the 

question? 

con,Mmui!ng 

r,oille &s Gr,imc!eillwailla A-
Q IWnojwer,efv.ou■con&actst"dlb"W?j 
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Efpy9s/j 
Q 01i'a,Y,. 

A E:1 

Q Gan· y;o.u P.illease 

MS. VASQUEZ: Objection. Calls for 

hearsay. 

mo:v:e 

MS. VASQUEZ: Calls for hearsay. 

MS. VASQUEZ: Same objection. 

PLANET DEPOS 
888.433.3767 I WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 

151 

15:47:31 

15:47:35 

15:47:35 

15:47:38 

15:47:38 

15:47:41 

15:47:43 

15:47:47 

15:47:49 

15:47:51 

15:47:53 

15:48:01 

15:48:06 

15:48:17 

15:48:19 

15:48:23 

15:48:25 

15:48:26 

15:48:28 

15:48:28 

15:48:34 

15:48:35 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Transcript of Jack Whigham 

Conducted on January 20, 2021 

~~OOffi~lmls©~IE®~~E!©-.. . . 

1accu-:r,a-fi?I 
MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; misstates his 

testimony. 

A ~ ~ @ii l5li@ ~ lffiEo lllli!,@ ~ 

:;Iolinn,y, 0 lffi'!4'l Im! - ~ IE® ~ 

Q I'm sorry, when you say it was timed when 

this came out, what do you mean by that? 

A The call was made soon after this came 

out. 

Q Are we talking within a day or two or 

longer? 

A I think it was within a day, yeah. 

Q And so Mr. Depp no longer was going to be 

filming Fantastic Beasts 3; correct? He stopped 

at that point; is that correct? 

A Yes. Yes. 

Q And was he paid for the role in any event 
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something that he's claiming is defamatory. 

A. 

Q. 

13ea-J!e-i, 

MR. CHEW: Objection, argumentative, 

assumes facts not in evidence, lack of 

foundation. 

A. 6Nii¼'.0 :fieefctJi&IMIM@E1 

rsjtl'tfdi'p(i1,~ 
Q. awaiee 'olla-1! 

A. 

Q. And Mr. Depp lost on appeal as well; 

correct? 

A. Again, I don't know the status of the UK 
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Transcript of laura Divenere 

Conducted on January 15, 2021 

4 (13 to 16) 

13 15 
I BY MR. ROTTENBORN: I that, particularly the - the large yellow text at 
2 Q. Without disclosing anything to me about 2 the top. Yep, just scroll down a little bit. 
3 what you and Mr. Sherman talked about, what did 3 (Deposition Exlubit Number I 
4 you do to prepare for your deposition today? 4 was marked for identification) 

5 A. I did- 5 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
6 MR. SHERMAN: Well, I'm going to object 6 Q. And if you ever need anything enlarged 
7 that it does call for attorney/client privilege 7 or if you need --
8 generally, but you can answer the ques lion. 8 A. I'm good. 
9 THE WITNESS: I didn't prepare. 9 Q. All right. Just let us know. Okay? 
10 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 10 A. Uh-huh. Thank you. 
11 Q. Okay. Did you speak to anyone who 11 Q. Is this --
12 wasn't your attorney in preparation for today's 12 MR. ROTTENBORN: Can you shrink that a 
13 deposition? 13 little bit, Alex, so we can see a little more of 
14 A. No. I 4 it? Thanks. 
15 Q. Okay. When did you -- and I know that 15 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
16 your attendance today is -- is reluctant. That's 16•flllmlsJfficslt]i)j}~~!IElin!fi•5ulwer§lrns~ 
17 fair to say; right? 17 (feternmID[oJl)Y)Mll~ij!enere\') 
18 A. It is. It's not my comfort zone. 18-~~es~ 
19 Q. Right. Right. I get it. 19Wffi9\}illat\was(vouiireaotronJt§lreae1MMmt5) 
20 And your involvement in this case 20~ 
21 generally has been reluctant and out of your 21 ~~goulkno.irl1!lwagaJhtiJ£)1lo!i1iH1cclia11 
22 comfort zone too; right? 22,was:>1viiu!Ruow!'lllwnsJconce!l!!e![..1iustlli'ecausg]ll 

14 16 
1 A. True. 1 (!c!!Jl1k~llreall=,;ouu<J10~,:J11tlwa!l)alcou11Ie) 
2 Q. When did you first become involved in - 2 1fearsllaferllli!!ctnlt!realh:Jlvoullcno1,';l'll[d1llrtl9 
3 and when I say, "this case," you understand that 3 (Rno"iwliy~llwaslmYoh•cc!M1l.hl1t.'W.li)dll!iii!ll!e,li) 
4 I'm referring to the lawsuit pending between 4 (a)h!.!leunreatenellllii1t.1!li)OOhones~ 
5 Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard in Virginia; correct? 5 •Y.1•I~tcll!h1sJtexm,illh-gj•oiiJleell 
6 A. Correct 6 (unconrtormbl@ 
7 Q. When did you first become involved in 7 ~es~ 
8 this case? 8 -!l,l~ua[i],al1~aE!l1ilinaRcJyo1illeclllIB'.e) 
9 A. When I received a text from Mr. Waldman. 9 ,2ou~~6enuimutlllllll~f2[i\ssu,:<'l!i\ill-'lP.llSJall!tiili1D 
10 Q. And Mr. Waldman is Mr. Depp's -- one of I O Ito Jmak1iJalIDeclar1iliQ nJmliS:ir:!wem,~lfa':Q ,!?J 
11 Mr. Depp's attorneys? 11 M~ll.V{~sm:rn1w.1J95Je9t1on!al!eli8n"@!li§) 
12 A. Correct 121w@§M! 
13 Q. I'm going to ask Alex to pull up the 13 £l!/.l'IBI\l1lil!~l3t1I~1::!~ou[canla1lli=r~ 
14 exlubit that's been uploaded that's called, 14 umw,ijijl)!l5S/S4)fest 
15 "Waldman Text to Laura D." 1518[~!/.l'IE:!illll!!~=@~~~ 
16 And, Ms. Divenere, the way this is going 16 •ill•l•Jial2o ufieell1,1'cssui-eal§:~Mr1£il•im~1aplcril 
17 to work is you're going to -- rm going to show I 7 ~ a yJ!lim gS1ffiatl~'ellli1Javorlffi' lt'Iau1i ut~'lli.ll fl!!ilil:11~ 
18 you a few documents today. It won't be many, but 18 M$QXSfil!!!WA(jlbject10n(liclilimU, 
19 a few. And I'm going to put them up, or the I 9@(ij@.Rl'J@JJlll!WB© !/.l/2a 
20 Plaoet Depos tech person is going to put them up WWriJ.'ijou[camanswe,~ 
21 on the screen like this. 21 ~es~ 
22 MR. ROTTENBORN: And if you can enlarge 21WffiW/41'.ndl\lb]Ill\veJ,'>\tjulfus<tr@lto)ili:i.~lii:iil 

PLANET DEPOS 
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5 (17 to 20) 

17 19 
THE WITNESS: Okay. 

2 (w;r@S0bi,lHGffitU@G<J1JS&QUtiiliesjpe1)SQnafl~~j1fi)'\)UI 2 
3 (di,Cinitj@opSran:\lwJtiiJ!iilji':~ 3 

MR. SHERMAN: -- and then you answer the 
question afterwards, unless I instruct you not to. 

4 N)~S(!.) 00i'41!l\l51 e"Gl!on!liea'!h ngl 
5 
6 Wi!:j/JI LlS@lililil/li"S \;1\/Wi!il 
7 Will■)llifl(l':0u@§!ltl1attl'}13\]algumniS1Gonductl 

8 ir11js!$\tldi@ffiuit\m'l®ifa®i111Jgbu,in/iwo\iltb) 
9 ®gnj!lille\flaf@on@asfanfuX\mva@ 

4 Okay? 
5 THE WI1NESS: Okay. 
6 MR. SHERMAN: So go ahead and answer 
7 that question. And if you need it read back or 
8 you need to hear it again --
9 THE WITNESS: Yes. 

IO ®$1W$S\ilWhMfibjl.\foon!l(eatlmg/a\@@ I 0 MR. SHERMAN: -- they can do that for 
11 @ffln\fa@WuMasni;,]jjapp]jo R ma@i 
12 NI Rl$fil~!Ml®.t&M:eali1Jjm@ing)ro'Iob1e@ 
13{toltl\!@jff,,j6i1l9lmus9I§ai@lorJaj(egaQ 
14((\ooQusrom1j1jm1jDlS)o11w.ffi5tlier,Siirdonltjl<'nofil 
15@bemtjfmuj@jlnjoj;,1.appropij1'ate)i@pijQpmate) 
l o(co@®ti)orJajiav{ifferZ01~n8ttlt$UlfSfie@ouJanlt16el 
l 7table'ltoromfietonjmat, 
I 8 f):)l!J@Jjl1Ul~J}.$<!/OOU)di½fileJljs@carn 
l 'J(aus,\jerJriiej@i\SU 0n\~tiliji1Jjask11 tfugat m,\\t ti~ 
:w(Wi@t§bfficnoustno@, 
21 @tYl&RAA®mi&B®YS B 
??Wm■lroiwu.1aw&ujundeJistant1ttbelWO):d) 

18 

I llj""a"'o"'m=§1""1n""1\i"'@ill..,.,._ "'t.>"'l"'§J .. l\J"'► 1""1,"'\\"'Jje"'."'r~'"J,"'dC"@"'~"''/iO"'u"'lmle'"'e"'ll"'U"'1a"'t) 
2 «';W-\WaJdnian!SIG(ll)dUGflm)sendmiiJv§illtijI$1textl 
3 (lii)):!fiilittinAfalwebiariit(onJttomw0u11~as1 
4 @jjpj:oprJaie/4 
5 %'>ffl-S\ill!llff41$amerob1ecuon$$ 
6 Imtl/JWJjljfilt.;$1>')a'!m! 
7 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
8 Q. And at any point when you received this 
9 text, or since then, have -- have you believed 
IO that Ms. Heard somehow concocted a hoax that she 
11 was abused by Mr. Depp? 
12 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection, leading. 
13 Assumes facts not in evidence. It's vague and 
14 ambiguous. 
15 MR. SHERMAN: Also overbroad. 
16 THEWITNESS: rm--I'msorry. Arn! 
17 supposed to answer this? 
18 MR. SHERMAN: Yeah, youcan--
19 THE WITNESS: Okay. 
20 MR. SHERMAN: Laura, you answer the 
21 questions. When the objections come, just wait 
22 and let them get made --

11 you, because it's been a minute. 
12 THE WITNESS: Thank you. Can you repeat 
13 the question? 
14BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
15 Q. Sure, yeah. At any point -- at any time 
16 have -- have you believed that Ms. Heard somehow 
17 concocted a hoax that she was abused by Mr. Depp? 
18 MS. VASQUEZ: Same objections. 
19 MR. SHERMAN: Same objections. 
20 THE WITNESS: No. 
21 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
22 Q. Now, in this text from Mr. Waldman, he 

says that he has you, quote, "all over the 
2 surveillance video." Do you see that? 
3 A. Yes. 
4 Q. Did he ever show you any surveillance 
5 videos from this building? 
6 A. I don't recall. I believe I might have 

20 

7 seen one photo that he had - that he had shown 
8 me. In fact, he did show me one photo of myself 
9 in an elevator. 
IO Q. Was anyone else in that elevator with 
11 you? 
12 A. I don't remember. 
13 Q. And Ms. Heard wasn't; correct? 
14 A. I don't remember. 
15 Q. And this building that is being referred 
16 to in this text is the Eastern Columbia building 
17 in which you resided at that time; correct? 
18 A. Correct. 
19 Q. Did you -- is it fair to say that this 
20 text left you with the impression thabfyou 
21 didn't cooperate, that you were going to have to 
22 spend a significant amount on your own attorney? 

PLANET DEPOS 
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8 (29 to 32) 

29 

I Q. And do you have any personal !mow ledge 

2 of any fact that suggests that Ms. Heard's 

3 statements regarding abuse at the hands of Johnny 

4 Depp are false? 

5 A. I have-

6 MR. SHERMAN: Object -- hold on. 

7 Objection. It's overbroad and lacks 

8 foundation as to this witness. 

9 You can answer the question, Laura. 

10 MS. VASQUEZ: I join in those 

11 objections. 

12 THE WITNESS: I'm sorry. Can you repeat 
13 the question? 

!4BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

15 Q. Sure. Do you have any personal 

16 !mow ledge of any fact that suggests that 

I 7 Ms. Heard's statements regarding abuse at the 

!Shands of Johnny Depp are false? 

19 A. No. 
20 MS. VASQUEZ: Same objection. 
21 MR. SHERMAN: Laura, did you answer? I 

22 didn't hear you. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. I'm sony. I said, 

2 no. 

30 

3 MR. ROTTENBORN: Alex, can you please 

4 pull up the document entitled, "Declaration of 

5 Laura Divenere Signed," and slowly scroll through 

6 it, just so she can see all the pages and her 
7 signature at the end, please. 

8 (Deposition Exhibit Number 3 

9 was marked for identification) 

10 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

11 Q. Ms. Divenere, is this the Declaration 

12 that Mr. Waldman had you sign? 

13 A. Yes. 
14 Q. And did -
15 MR. ROTTENBORN: You can scroll back up 
16 to the top, please, Alex. 

!?BYMR. ROTTENBORN: 
18 Q. In your conversations with Mr. Waldman, 

19 both in the text that we saw earlier and leading 

20 up to signing this Declaration, did Mr. Waldman 
21 leave you with the impression that you could be 

22 charged with perjury if you didn't sign the 

31 

I Declaration he wanted? 

2 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection, leading. 

3 Assumes facts not in evidence. Calls for hearsay. 

4 MR. SHERMAN: Also vague the way it's 

5 phrased. 

6 You can answer, Laura. 

7 THE WITNESS: Yes. 

8 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

9 WWWA'Vi:1Ic11 dwonuee.1IGOC1Md(to)l;1Ji11Jttnsl 
I 01@€"clarat1IBilbyllilr?l\\laigtj1au\') 

11 ®,l,'\.W$f:@,l!/lf41\j)b1ti8uon.1a,,"'f.-Sdfar@ 
I :.uan§"1eredjj$ss1ffiiint®nomnre,j(deUG68 

13 
14 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

15 Q. I'd like to go to paragraph 5, please. 

16 And paragraph 4 as well. 

17 Do you see in paragraph 4 there's a 

18 reference to an accusation that Amber Heard made 

19 against Mr. Depp regarding an incident that 

20bappened on Saturday, May 21st, 2016? 
21 A. Yes. 
22 Q. And then in paragraph 5, you talk about 

I seeing Ms. Heard in some of the days following 

2 

3 

that alleged incident; correct? 

A. Yes. 
4 Q. You didn't seeher--to the best of 

5 your knowledge, you didn't see her on May 21st 

6 after the incident, did you? 

7 A. I honestly- I don't recall. 
8 Q. Okay. And you didn't see her on May 

9 22nd after the incident; right? 

10 A. I don't recall. I - again, I don't -
11 these are jnst dates. And it's been so long, I 
12 have no concept of that time. 
13 Q. And when -- when you say that you saw 

14 her at least on May 23rd, 24th, and 25th, are 
15 those -- is that your recollection that you saw 
16 her on those days, or did Mr. Waldman tell you 

17 that you saw her on those days? 
I 8 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection, calls for 

19 hearsay. Lack of foundation. Assumes facts not 

20 in evidence. It's also vague and ambiguous as to 
21 time. Her recollection when? 
22 THE WITNESS: Those would have been 

32 
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9 (33 to 36) 

33 35 

I dates that Mr. Waldman gave me. Because, again, I I (tnanlc.s: .Jtis al.way,;,.,~.al.wa1-s:111!ereshng:11(,1thJ 
2 don't have any correlation or idea of what those 2 @(l!)J:WJth::U1e:httlc't1me,Belav;:ru2.fit'O 
3 dates were, especially after so many years. 3 ( .to!Voimkuo,,~n~<lge!.Mli. ,.Waldn1hn,psr!.QanJ 
4 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 4 (expertonrs1:J6ilb'ali.:a9Usefbtdomcsntv1olent:e3 
5 (il\1tQ·,:1;/AfiB(,vhenijhca1ue.lti;iice1ng:.q1 gns ofj 5 (cou-ect'IJ 
6 (a@s:e!on1,Ms;,;l{eand!1Mate,c(N,1i•;'Waliln1.1mrold·ytll0 6 ~,:::,,;:::· ,=M;:,:.,.S~:=,g~)!J.=·;:;=v~, .~o=.E~z~,.-91=.,~51_e_c-t1-o~n,J 
7 (thilt!i:ht!Jercttm'diljccma tii,1se,;tt,ati\yoi1<,voul d•havel 7 (. · ,: '·, ,MJ{t':,Sl:!Bl{Mli\:1\H,06fecu on,: !;le!@ 
8 (l:ieen,nbn.;lto)see::si)l,\s;\i1glir? :'l:fiat,vas•:someuun/l;l 8 UoilhdatJort:0alls•for,:sp:cculallon:.:klall$\lori'aJ 
9 {[c.l§a1tltfo\vou'!J 9 (legalrnoncl u§1on,as1wme~,vord,:~'exj:ic~t,11 
I O~¼'.i:S.QJUJ#Z:'''Obrecl101w hearsav.J I Oidepe,ld, ug·on'.1.fryou use Jtlis,.a term'olcartl 
l Ht1,'Sliufuesr,JacL~'.lKitituJe'11dencc,1nusstatesctheJ I H : MS: VASQOM .l'UW)in11rtl1oseJ 

12(1:ecord,) 12;(o;';b!:fe';:c;;t1;':om;;s~,J-===~ 
13&,'b%r;,UtlillZ~WHNESS:;Yc;;.J 13(BY,IV!R:RQl'.tENBORN:J 
14ltl>Yi!MR~eR0lQflE61BORN:J 14( , Q: 1\lbu camanswcr'.) 

l 5@Yl)!@:it'1~niljhe;told;you,Uilil1any s1gns10J;a6useJ 15('.::=•::;•':;\.:::.· ·::;:<<l';:"o::rr;;;';:e:::c:'::h'....J ~~~=-------~ 
16[\\Jfju@hiNe.\t)een:,V"e/j¥v1s1 6 le 'l:OJWu; ,f1gJ1aj 16( · Q.. 1t\nd1.to v.om;,Jcrjow(ed.l!c, :Mr:1.Waldman,,, sn'll 
I WS'1!'!11:>1y1S~,v1i'S@Qhii'41¼/.li1:ect..,::,arne,ob1ectrons.l l 7(anexpci:GQil,What,.cuts•and:ljrn1seSanll;,sv,e!l1tigJ 
I 8u>i)i)1;ijji)UHB"WlitN.ESS: :, YM .J l 8(all<l other st:ens,.ofrabltSe: I ookl 11d'b:Jg11t/J 
19!B;\~ifi'Ut~R011J,@BOR\i'l:J 19( MS,NASQllliZ:;.Same 06rect1ons.J 
20t'\,11AQ>~Btit,,he).ne,v·e,·3:\@lamed,.to,\'nu:how,or why) 20(, ,,, Hlli:.Whl!NESS: GouectJ 
21(1jC1.wOuld,baveo:any:pcrsonatkno,vk'dgeor any.basis) 21(8YMR:;RO,frl•EN80RN:J 
22 tq::rnal&/suc.lJ':a:§tatement; r, g!1t?J 22( • Q: . BuFnonetheless/Mr: Wal dman:le'd'y'ou,to) 

34 ----~--~-------- 36 I f~,,. :•:,:.-:<MS-:,Y;ASQOl;Z:,,Same obtections.J I (bcl,evethautyou d1dn'r110tice.s1ens:otabuseJ 
2 (·•,;i;,,::,:ffME'WHNESS:'?G'bri'cct.J 2 (Oh'Ms: Heard's face.,:that.she.hadn't,beeirabiise1l;) 
3 fl:l;{;'Mfb#Q:f;l(EN);lORRJ 3 (niilit'!J -----~------------4 (':'l,,:Qiii'1\1J•~,\'valdmaff,,vasdnhe~e·on May2lstJ 4 ( MS. VASQOEZ: :Qb1eot1on,,Asstnues:factsJ 
5 t20i!b;:t0Jyo11tdmlM:kdge;,-t,ght'!l 5 (noun evidence ... M1sstntes the record. Ca!ls'1,01) 
6 ff"c:&D,:IJo'nj}'iknowlcdge:+J 6 (he_arsay.J 
7 c;:;, ;',:;1\[R,C, SI'IER!W@;, Ob1cL1IOn. ·lrlacks) 7 (;::;=::';::;;;Lt)~: T.li~,,);\~1"I~1=N~E~s~sr:.-c~.,.~orr=, =ec=,q 
8 (fofuiillilloii c?amfor spe.culat,on.J 8 (BY MR,RO I'IENBORN:J 
9 h::f,',,:MS·. \¼ASQLlfaZ:;•)onL) 9 ( · Q, ,Now, votLdid. C,C'.'\'OU men110ned, tlus m) 
IOk~•,!•'i:,•MR'::SHEl@i'\ljl':f::You.cail.answer, Laura,) IO&ourcQrt:Vl:tsat1()nwnhMs' ... Hcard,CY.ou,,d10\SccJ 
I !(,,:fr.' ,dJJJGcWbb'-lBSS:,Oh:.· Correct.) l l(Ms.·.Heard'stacered and·swoi le1i:011 mosedays 1hJ 
12(l'l,)';,Mfu)3;01UiENBORN:J I 2(Jate May:2016 ,vhenvou saw her; n ght'IJ 
131;;.,,0:im:le, i1ever,:tol<l·you.:u1at.he·was there on) 13( MS: :VA§QO.ElZ:, ··. Qh1 eeUon:; .A'.~:,tunes¥tac(sJ 
140\'1tly."lll'st~'2Ql:/i::c,gljt'I) 14(notm e1J,1deilce,. 1t's:conMJOtind.) 
lS(J,1~;;.~}(Son:cct;J 15( U\lE WIX NE!:>S, .Jo l)ly recall,. yes,) 
16(,'i:W':c,~~\1§,'•vti'.SQl!JEZ: :061ec1Ion: Calls !or) !6BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
17@arsay;J 17 Q. And you have no personal knowledge or 
J 86it/Mi;,f:JiA'polo@ze;<Msiv01:vcnerc,,;j!was a 619 18 reason to believe that if you hadn't seen bruises 
19@e.la:y-ed.J I 9 or cuts on Ms. Heard's face, that somehow she 
20£F,>"il(ffiH: Whl,Nb$S;Jlt!s:lrnc.J 20 wasn't abused and was making up the allegations of 
21$:½tA1£,,.R(Q:1UfENIJQWN:J 21 abuse; right? 
22®1'.<Qtf@to'.volll/Jiill:m'\ledlje,filr;·Waldman--J 22 MR. SHERMAN: Objection. It's vague as 
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41 

1 A. No, I - I'm still - I don't know why 
2 I'm drawing a blank. Probably because this just 
3 is not my thing. 
4 So if she was wearing - could you 
5 repeat the question one more time? I'm so sorry. 
6 Q. Sure. 
7 MR. SHERMAN: And, Ben, not to be 
8 difficult, but - but I think the problem is 

9 the - the negatives. There are so many -- the 
10 way the question is phrased in the negative with 
11 multiple negatives in it, it -- it gets confusing, 
12 and I think that's where the problem lies. 
13 So maybe ifwe could phrase the question 
14 affirmatively, it might be easier. But that's 
15 just a suggestion, and I don't mean to step on 
16 your -your deposition in any way. 
17 MR. ROTTENBORN: Thanks, Lee. 
18 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
19 Q. Ms. Divenere, if you -- to the extent 
20 that you didn't notice cuts or bruises on 
21 Ms. Heard's face, in the days that you saw her in 
22 late May 2016, that could be because enough time 

42 

I had passed that they were no longer as apparent; 
2 right? 
3 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection. Vague and 
4 ambiguous. It's an improper hypothetical. 
5 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
6 Q. Youcananswer. 
7 A. Correct. 
8 Q. And it could also be because Ms. Heard 
9 was wearing makeup that concealed those cuts and 
IO bruises; correct? 
11 MS. VASQUEZ: Same objections. Calls 
12 for speculation. 
13 THE WITNESS: Correct 
!4BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
15 Q. In your multi-year relationship --
16 working relationship with Ms. Heard, was it 
17 uncommon for her to wear makeup? 
18 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection. Calls for 
19 speculation. 
20 THE WITNESS: I-- I don't recall. I've 
21 seen her with both makeup and with-- and --
22 and -- and not having makeup. 

43 

I BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

2 Q. And does the fact that you didn't --
3 that you didn't notice cuts or bruises on her face 
4 make you in any way doubt that she was the victim 
5 of domestic violence on May 21st, 2016? 

6 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection. Assumes facts 
7 not in evidence. Calls for a conclusion. 
8 THE WITNESS: Correct. 
9 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
IO Q. Does it make you doubt that at all? 
11 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection. Vague and 
12 confusing. 
13 THE WITNESS: Does it make me doubt--
14 l'm sorry. What does it make me doubt? 
15 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
I 6 Q. Does the fact that you -- does the fact 
I 7 that you did not notice cuts or bruises on 
18 Ms. Heard's face make you doubt at all that she 
19 was the victim of domestic violence on May 21st, 
202016? 
21 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection. Vague and 
22 confusing. Lacks foundation. Assumes facts not 

44 

I in evidence. 
2 THE WITNESS: No. 
3 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
4 Q. Now, you're aware that Mr. Depp has 
5 tried to use your Declarations to suggest that 
6 Ms. Heard wasn't abused and is lying about her 
7 allegations of abuse; correct? 
8 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection, compound. 
9 Assumes facts not in evidence. 
10 THE WITNESS: Correct. 
11 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
12 Q. Do you feel like anything in your 
13 Declaration suggests in anyway that Ms. Heard is 
14 lying about her abuse allegations or wasn't abused 
15 by Mr. Depp? 
16 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection, compound. 
17 We're talking about a three-page document with how 
18 many paragraphs? Ten? 
19 MR. ROTTENBORN: Camille, cut out the 
20 speaking objections. Just make your objections 
21 for the record, but don't do any more speaking 
22 objections. Those aren't allowed in Virginia. 
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45 
I MS. VASQUEZ: All right. Well, we are 
2 in California, Ben, and they are allowed. 

3 THE WITNESS: I'm sorry, can you please 

4 repeat the question? 

5 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

6 Q. Do you feel like anything in your 
7 Declaration, Ms. Divenere, is suggesting that 

8 Ms. Heard is lying about her allegations of abuse? 
9 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection, compound. 

10 THE WITNESS: No. 

11 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

12 Q. Are you calling Ms. Heard a liar in your 

13 Declaration? 

14 A. No. 
15 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection. Lack of 

I 6 foundation. 

17 THE WITNESS: No. 

18 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
19 Q. And how do you feel personally about 

20 this Declaration that you've testified was coerced 

21 from you as the result of threats being used to 

22paint Ms. Heard as a liar in her domestic abuse 
46 

I allegations? 

2 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection, compound. 

3 Assumes facts not in evidence. Vague and 

4 confusing. 

5 THE WITNESS: I'm sorry. Repeat the 
6 question. 

7 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

8 Q. How do you feel about your Declaration 

9 here, Ms. Divenere, that you've testified was the 

l0result of threats and coercion, being used to 

11 paint Ms. Heard as a liar with respect to her 

12 domestic violence allegations? 

13 MS. VASQUEZ: Same objections. 
14 THE WITNESS: Well, I don't love it 

15 I'm not sure how I'm supposed to respond to that. 
161 mean--
17 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

18 Q. Just tell me how you feel. 

19 MS. VASQUEZ: Is there a question? 

20BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
21 Q. Just tell me how you feel. 

22 A. Okay. 

47 
I MS. VASQUEZ: Objection, vague. 

2 THE WITNESS: I've -- I've never -- I 
3 mean, from-- from my personal experience with 

4 Amber, there was never a reason for me to 

5 disbelieve her, if that's what you're asking. 

6 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

7 M@W\l'.iidf1111t(olra:v1\\{1thlffiujtiJa1Tttiisl 
8 @6GI1iljil:t1onJhliSlbeemtl§cdj,njs@1'a1Jii#lrnjpos1sjtO} 

9 1Su@s11tl!aQ(yJfilll)lea@j1s)a!11ara 
10 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection. Assumes facts 

11 not in evidence. 

12 lljljIJ:j\Wljlt,'ijBSSa/o}I 
13 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

14 Q. Do you feel like you were misled into 

15 signing this Declaration about what --

16 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection, vague. I'm 

17 sorry. I apologize, Ben. 

18 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

19 Q. I'll ask it again. 

20 ll)o1youlfecUl1k¢Jyoutw,e~e1nust'ecllin!o] 

21 C[1grjlng)mis1wcc\amt1 orjYl 
22 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection. Vague and 

48 

1 ambiguous. Assumes facts not in evidence. 

2 ljl)it\Wlliili;lBS$4Yies~ 
3 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

4 M'2W$ntllu1vouthamroroo111@IItM'.e1ia1rnm9 
5 1Ms,1iJ1venere\lw§uiii{V§11rstizjj)th,sfshme} 
6 @ec@:auon:/l 

7 UJ.iE-!011 
8 Q. Whynot? 

9 A. I - again, I was, you know, completely 
10 naive about so many things apparently. No, I, you 

11 know - where do I even begin? 
12 MR. SHERMAN: You've answered the 

13 question. 

14 THE WITNESS: Okay. Thank you. 
15 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

16 Q. Well, if you have a further answer, you 
17 can - you can give it. 

18 A. No, I'm good with that 
19 Q. Other than Mr. Waldman, have you had 

20 communications with anyone on - representing 

21 Mr. Depp, whether an attorney or anyone else, 
22 relating to this matter? 
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49 
I MR. SHERMAN: It's vague as to your use 
2 of the term, "representing." I'm not sure if yon 
3 mean that in, yon know, as a lawyer or like an 
4 agent or somebody else, so --
5 MR. ROTTENBORN: We're going to break it 
6 down a little. 
7 MR. SHERMAN: -- it's vague and 
8 ambiguous the way it's phrased. 
9 MS. VASQUEZ: l'lljoin. 
10 MR. ROTTENBORN: We're going to break it 
11 down a little bit, Lee. 
12 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
13 Q. Bnt as my initial question, 
14 Ms. Divenere, have yon -- have yon communicated 
15 with anyone representing or working for Mr. Depp 
16 relating to this matter, other than Mr. Waldman? 
17 MR. SHERMAN: Vague. You can answer 
18 if - if you fo !low. 
19 MS. VASQUEZ: Join. 
20 THE WITNESS: I'm not sure. So any 
21 other attorney? 
22BYMR. ROTTENBORN: 

50 

1 Q. No, just anyone working for Mr. Depp 

2 about this matter. 

3 MR. SHERMAN: Okay. It - okay. It's 

4 still vague and it lacks foundation. If you have 

5 an answer, you understand, you can answer. 

6 THE WITNESS: Yes. 

7 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

8 Q. And who -- who is that? 

9 A. Kevin Murphy. 
10 Q. Who is Kevin Murphy? 

11 A. He had worked with Johnny, and he was 
12 the person that I usually had a lot of direction, 
13 as far as, you know, things that might need to be 
14 done. And I maintained my friendship with him 
15 after - after the divorce - or not - well, 
16 after they broke up, whenever that might be. 
17 Q. Was he Mr. Depp's house manager? 

18 A. Yes. 
19 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection, leading. 
20 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
21 Q. And just detail for me your 
22 communications with Mr. Murphy about this dispute. 

51 

I MR. SHERMAN: Overbroad. 
2 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection. Vague and 
3 ambiguous. Lacks foundation. Calls for hearsay. 
4 THE WITNESS: I --1 don't know. Can 
5 you repeat the question? Sorry. 
6 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
7 Q. Yeah. Just tell -- tell me about your 
8 communications with Mr. Murphy relating to this 
9 dispute, or allegations --
10 MS. VASQUEZ: Same -- same objections. 
11 THE WITNESS: He had contacted me 
12 almost -- quite honestly, very soon after I heard 
13 from Mr. Waldman, which caught me by surprise, 
14 but, again, I've kept my friendship up with him 
15 You know, we would touch base every once in a 
16while. 
17 And he kind of just was -- I was under 
18 the impression that he was guiding me and helping 
19 me understand what it was that Mr. Waldman was 
20 requesting. 
21 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
22 Q. And what did he say to you and what did 

52 
I you say-- or let's break it down. 

2 What did -- what specifically, if you 
3 recall, did Mr. Murphy say to you about what 
4 Mr. Waldman was requesting? 
5 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection. Calls for 
6 hearsay. 
7 MR. SHERMAN: Also overbroad and 
8 compound, but you can answer. 
9 THE WITNESS: I'm trying to recall 
IO again, but he was -- he was just mentioning that, 
11 you know, it was a good thing tl1at-- because 
12 after I had received that text from Mr. Waldman, I 
13 literally looked.up into my calendar that showed 
14 that I wasn't in Africa at that time. I was also 
15 moving, as wen, so I had a lot going on during 
16 that -- that time. 
17 And he said it was a good thing, you 
I 8 know, that -- that I had literally explained to 
19him that I wasn't trying to mislead Mr. Waldman; 
20 that, you know, that -- that I went ahead and--
21 and -- and addressed him 
22 And then he literally said it was kind 
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9 
PRO C EE DINGS 1 EXAMINATION 

2 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Here begins Disk No. I 2 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
3 in the remote deposition of Adam Waldman in the 
4 matter of John C. Depp, II vs. Amber Laura Heard, 
5 filed in the Circuit Court of Fairfax County, 

3 Q Could you please state your name and 
4 address. 
5 A Sure. It's Adam Robert Waldman, 

II 

6 Virginia, Case No. CL-2019-0002911. 6 5163 Tilden Street, Northwest, Washington, D.C. 
7 Today's date is February 15, 2022 and the 7 

8 
9 

Q And what is your date of birth? 
8 time on the video monitor is I 0:08 a.m. The 
9 remote videographer today is Dan Lohaus, 
10 representing Planet Depos. All parties of this 
11 video deposition are attending remotely. 
12 Would counsel now please introduce 
13 themselves and state whom they represent, 
14 beginning with the taking attorney. 
15 MS. BREDEHOFT: Good morning. My name is 
I 6 Elaine Bredehoft, and together with Ben Rotten born 
17 we represent Amber Laura Heard. 
18 MR. CHEW: Good morning. Ben Chew and 
19 Camille Vasquez from Brown Rudnick representing 
20 Johnny Depp, and our cocounsel is also on the 
21 line. 
22 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: I'm sorry, Ms. Zellner, 

IO 

1 you are muted. 
2 AV TECHNICIAN: If you go on the comer on 
3 the Z.Oom screen, you'll see an unmute button. 
4 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: The bottom left-hand 
5 corner of your screen. 
6 MS. ZELLNER: No, I got it 
7 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Perfect. 
8 MS. ZELLNER: I was on another call. 
9 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Would you like to 
10 introduce yourself, Ms. Zellner. 
11 MS. ZELLNER: Yes. Kathleen Zellner on 
12 behalf of Johnny Depp. 
13 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Thank you. 
14 MR. BRAGA: Stephen Braga on behalf of the 
15 witness, Adam Waldman. 
16 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: The court reporter 
17 today is Amy Stryker, representing Planet Depos. 
18 Would the reporter please swear in the 
19witness. 
20 
21 
22 

ADAM WALDMAN, 
after having been duly sworn, testified as 

follows: 

A An ust 4, 1968. 

22 
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1 

1 
16 Q And what is your role in this case as 
17 counsel for Mr. Depp? 
18 MR. CHEW: Objection -
19 THE WITNESS: Sure. 
20 MR. CHEW: -- attorney-client privilege, 
21 calls for attorney-client communication. I would 
22 instruct the witness not to answer that question. 

1 THE WITNESS: Okay. I'll follow the 
2 instruction. 

13 

14 

3 MS. BREDEHOFT: Okay. I am just going to 
4 cite Rule 8.01-401 for an adverse witness. I 
5 believe we set the standards for that. But I just 
6 wanted to put that on the record. 
7 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
8 Q Now, you indicated you met Mr. Depp 
9 approximately October of2016; is that correct? 
10 MR. CHEW: Objection--
II THE WITNESS: That's correct 
12 MR. CHEW: -- mischaracterizes the 
13 testimony. 
14 MS. BREDEHOFT: You're right. You're 
15 right, Ben. My apologies. I did ask that 
16 incorrectly. Let me go back -- strike that -- and 
17 let me correct it. 
18 Q When did you first meet Mr. Depp as 
19 opposed to first start representing him? 
20 A I first met him in October of 2016. 
21 Q Were you introduced to Mr. Depp by Saudi 
22 Prince Abdulaziz bin Salman? 

15 

I WDr,i'o)! 

2 ll©IE>1d.@.waS1the.re)ru1VJCQijn&iiOlllt§1w§enJ 
3 (:,uiRhU:,,,pc§t@ffu!Mi,,16m1$almal).j,m!!fyotijat)t\ro 

4 nunefo@1uctj!(1fioppi/l 
5 @l/!l(ill)ll-.:@illj.lfod'm/iiil tlllth elf ornrj o jjthql 
6 (glieSt1oo&!aglle8.1riffiR\,,antl 
7 llml/,\Villj[1Nl?$$Ates1 
8 EA½Jhm(wa!mbejconnectK\iiill 
9 WA1lll@1djsomcl'WotlGfor~th¢S!Cgallworl{ItorJ 
101rn¢1:;,auil1Jpn ncc}landj11wo 1Rcdf clifSclj1,v1 t111fi1s) 
11 @.enc1>1\[connsel~ 
12■(•)Jl\:\jasuM§uijundeIBfundui@tlllillVOUlW§rtj 

13 [eJ-e11'.eilj toJM 1'!I 0ei1R1§YJtt@$ii"ti111Jfil1'iici\) 
14 MBl/i!lil@½1@§1fouon® 
15 ,u1lll\W4!lll\J@,S111irnjndrS) 
16 0 R!Wilfll@'ii==@@el(oa!lijj§iiajicgao 
I'/ (c,onclus10n, 
18 ljl1Jli\W1lil)klbSSJllmjnotl)lu@wfiat(v§ujrr)¢i@ 
19 ltiiQii§tcrred!iil 
20 a@ll:i 6wJis)1mha!lYOU(camcJtojrncetjll:1rJJjlcpjt9 
2 l W+\WI1ll¢Jge11era1(co u nseUthatjllref erenc:edf a) 
22 (Jllon,cn tfago)aske{llmCltOJ!!olandlh aY§afmect,ng\\\1 rh) 

16 

1 ll11m)\w1th)M1;.,0epPlfandjtoJt'llk{about{aJl,,1ancial) 
2 (pr.ob!cm(thatjhe\wasjhu:vm@ 
3 Q Did the general counsel descnbe the 
4 financial problem that Mr. Depp was having in 
5 October of20l6? 
6 MR. CHEW: Objection. I would instruct 
7 the witness not to answer on the grounds that this 
8 is in anticipation of legal representation which 
9 is privileged. 
10 THE WITNESS: Okay. I accept the 
11 instruction. 
12 Q Okay. And so you'll follow that, correct? 
13 A Yes. 
14 Q I don't want to waste a lot of time here. 
15 I'm assuming that when -- just for the record, 
16 when Mr. Chew, who's acting on behalf of Mr. Depp, 
17 objects and instructs you not to answer and you 
18 indicate you'll follow that, that you're not going 
19 to respond. 
20 MS. BREDEHOFT: Can we just have that 
21 agreed upon, Mr. Braga? Is that comfortable for 
22 you? 
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27 
1 counsel? 
2 MR. CHEW: Mr. Waldman, I would instruct 
3 you not to answer that question if doing so would 
4 require you to disclose any communications you had 
5 with Mr. Depp. 
6 THE WITNESS: It would. 
7 Q How long had Tracey Jacobs been Mr. Depp's 
8 agent at the time Mr. Depp terminated Tracey 
9 Jacobs? 
IO MR. CHEW: And again, Adam, same 
11 instructioIL To the extent that answering the 
12 question requires you to disclose communications 
13 that you had with Mr. Depp, I would instruct you 
14 not to answer the question. 
15 THE WITNESS: It would. 
16 Q Was it Mr. Depp's decision to terminate 
17 Tracey Jacobs? 
18 MR. CHEW: Again, I would instruct you not 
19 to answer that question because that could only 
20 have come from Mr. Depp in a communication with 
21 you. 
22 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 

28 

I BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
2 (0 
3 Mr. • 

r, :ve • : ~F.ii~~iiii~lr=== 
6 tell Nfr 

7 Q Now, your initial knowledge of the 7 <l~lr$i"dlliistcompany;i<llill 
8 relationship between Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard was 8 
9 based on your interviews with Mr. Depp. Would 9 

10 that be fair to say? 10 , But· was Mr. Be 's <lecision on w etliet 

11 MR. CHEW: I would instruct the witness 11 {tmfileTth1\liiwsuma¥i\Mili!'d~1r$fdl!l¢) 
12 not to answer that question because he can't even 12{company\W61i1<nv,ou1agrec?) 
13 answer yes or no witl1out disclosing the substance 13 @R!(eHEW,)1(woulil!instruc«tneiWllnessJ 
14 of communications with his client, Mr. Depp. 141not\to[answer1mat/4uestioji\liecause1n1wou!ill 
15 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 1s@gwre[communa"tionEiaiM;1osureloll 
16 Q Once you came into Mr. Depp's life and 16fcommun.t"ti$$lootweent@80ePP!aniii@rjwalilmanjasl 
17 became his counse~ Mr. Depp filed, with your 171toiwholW!lS!ailMiug(wlio!asll6lfilnig1@caseJ 
18 assistance, a number of lawsuits. Would you 1s($ffisi\1jMGrajrd[th"elMlt!'di51lbTotliers8 
19 agree? 19 isM1(wou@hns1rucuvou/not\tolanswer1 
20 A Yes. 20lih"lmJ 
21 Q Did Mr. Depp terminate Tracey Jacobs as 21 ~,1l:l'l1H~E~i,::IN.:o::J~ffi:,:,N,::ES,o;· ,o;s~jr.1"ja•c•ce•pl!!tjl!':tli■$j"'ins_$_ct"$ffl11n11• 
22 his agent before or after you became Mr. Depp's 22 (0J0iajNl/10eppjriiivejmfflllimatzj 

PLANET DEPOS 
888.433.37671 WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 



Transcript of Adam Waldman 

Conducted on February 15, 2022 

8 (29 to 32) 

29 

1 decision-making ability with respect to the 
2 lawsuitagainst Mr. Ma1;:del and his company? 
3 lv!R. CHEW: And, again, I would instruct 
4 ou not to answer to the extent it requires --~ 5 disclose attorney-client communicatioIL 
6 THE WITNESS: Itwould . ..._ __ ~ 

7 Q Aft<c:r you beganreptesenting Mr. Depp, 
8 Mr. Depp filed a lawstut agai11St Jake Bloom, 
9 Mr. Depp's fonner attome , correct? 
10 A Tilllt's correct. '--------~ 

THE WITNESS: lt would. 
BY MS. BREDEHOfT: ______ ~ 

Q You represented Mr~·-=D======"1 
U.K. litigation, cmrect? 

A That's correct. ~------~ 
MR. CBEW: Again, I would instnict the 

witness not to answer the qu.o;;tion to the extent 
that it requires !um to.disclose attome -client 

irc.;!"-rc.c.ivc.;ilege,~--------~ 
10 We have to be consistent It's all or 

' 

31 

11 Q And you.represented Mr. Depp in that 
1 lawsuit a inst Jake Bloom and hls !_aw fif!ll, did 
13 
14 
15 Q But it was Mr.. Depp's decision on whether 
1 to file tl1e lawsuitagnitit Mr. Bloom and his law 
1 firm; is tlmt cmrect? 

l l nothing,
0
and it's gonna be all.,__ ____ ~ 

12QTHE WITNESS: I should have waited for 
l3 Mr. Chew's objection. J accept the instructioIL 
l4□M~. CHEW; I know. I apologize, Adam I 
15 should

0
have been quicker. But we have to be 

~-------~ 
18_..,-·--·· CHEW: Again, I would instruct the 
1 witness not to answer to .the extent it requires 
2 !um to disclose attorney-client communications. 
21 THE WITNESS: It would. ~----
22 nd Mr. De · 1 was the ultimate 

16 consistent; so the instruction is not to answer. 
l 7QTHE WITNESS: Lacceptthe instruction. 
18 Q And Mr. Depp alleged in the U.K 

' 19 litigation that The Sun and Dan Wootton had 
0 

20 committed libel by accusing Mr. Depp ofbeihg a 
21 quote, wife-bearer, end of quote, and committing 

D D 

22 dolnesticyiolence a _inst Amber Heard, correct? 

decision-maker in connection With any decisions A ThaCs true. ~-------~ 
made in the litigation againstMr. Bloom and his Q It was Mr. Depp's decision on whether to 
law firm. Would you agree?~-----~ bring the U.K lawsuit a · ·t The Sun and Dan 

MR. CHEW: Same instruction not to answer. Wootton, con-ect? ~------~-1 t' s basically the same question gussied u a bit, MR. CHEW: And, again, I would instruct 
so same instruction not'\o answer.~--~ the wimess not to answer any - I would instruct 

THE WITNESS: I accept the insquctiQn. Wm not to answer because it, of course would 
Q After you began representing Mr. Depp,~-,u require him to dis¢lose attorney-client~---~ 

Mr. Depp filed a lawsuit against The Sun news a er communications as to the thought .rocess that went 
!Oand°its editor-in-chiefl)anWootton, correct? JO into filing that pruticular lawsuit 
llf(A Correct.,__~----,---------. I 1nnm WITNESS: l accept<cth_e_iru_s_tru_cll-.o-n.~. 
,12L.(Q

0 
And for purposes ofthis deposition, I may 12~ After/OU began representing Mr. Dep]) 

13 refer
0
t~ the lawsuit against The Sun and its'--~~ 13 Mr.,,D'ij>P filed suit a!!llinst Amber Heard, his 

14 edi10r,pan Wootton, as "the U.K. lawsuit" or "the· 14 former
0
wife; correct? 

15 U.K. litigatioIL" Will you understand those 15LJA Thaes corr~ct~-----~ 

--~~~ref:7~:t~o mean this? :~ la;;ui:J:~ :z:~~o~~::~'-2-Q-1~9-u~ 

'i 8 What was your role. i~ the UK. liti!flll.· on? 18 unll1°0ctober of 2020; is that correct?~--~ 
19 .CHEW: Iwouldmstmctthew1tness 190MR.CHEW: You.ma answerthat uestion 
20 not

0
to answer that. question because it necessarily 20 " ·es" or "no." 

21 rcquires)in1 or would require. him to disclose his 21 THE:wn~N-ES~-_S_:_)c_es~-

22 commllllicarions with his clien, Joh De . 22 Q And it was Mr. Depp's decision on whether 
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53 

I of other publications to speak on Mr. Depp's 
2 behalf. Do you recall? 
3 MR. CHEW: Again, I would instruct not to 
4 answer to the extent it requires you to disclose 
5 communications that you had with Mr. Depp. 
6 THE WITNESS: It would, and I accept the 
7 instruction. 
8 Q How many publications did you communicate 
9 with on behalf of Mr. Depp? 
10 MR. CHEW: Same instruction not to answer 
11 based on attorney-client privilege and attorney 
12 work product 
13 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 
14 Q How many publications did you reach out to 
15 on Mr. Depp's behalf relating to the U.K. 
I 6 litigation? 
17 MR. CHEW: Same instruction not to answer 
18 on the same grounds. 
19 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 
20 Q How many publications did you reach out to 
21 on Mr. Depp's behalfrelating to this litigation? 
22 MR. CHEW: Same instruction on the same 

54 

2 the instruc io . 
3 

4 ~~~~j omto 
5 J!iii!iliii i!a•~=a: useil 
6 =~ 
7 ~-
8 
9 

12 lien iliil :,,:ou oe!Ji!! iliat mitler, account~ 
13 'm not sure oMlie iliite. 
14 Q Approximately when? 
15 A I'm not even sure of the year. 
16 Q Was it prior to 2005, 2010, 2015? 
17 A Do you want me to speculate? 
18 Q I want you to give me your best estimate. 
19 A Okay. 
20 MR. CHEW: I would caution the witness not 
21 to speculate. 
22 I'm sure Ms. Bredehoft really doesn't want 

55 

you to speculate. 
2 THE WITNESS: I'm really not sure of the 
3 year. I couldn't put a specific date on it. 
4 BYMS. BREDEHOFT: 
5 Q Do you recall -
6 A If you want me to give you ranges, I could 
7 try. 
8 Q Do you recall how many years you had a 
9 Twitter account? 
10 A Not precisely, no. 
I I Q Was it more than a year? 
12 A I think so. 
13 

14 
15 
16 s 

Q Was it more than three years? 
A I don't think so. 

0 0 

11ll'!l!!■.l!!ll!ii!i!liiiiF.._..======= 
18,aali,~P.:=~ 
19 
20 a 
21 
22 

56 

Q Do you recall why? 
2 A Well, I wrote several letters to Twitter 
3 to ask why I was suspended for life from their 
4 platform. And the response that I received was 
5 multiple violations of their policy. So I asked 
6 could they name one example of those multiple 
7 violations. And they responded by saying now they 
8 were appealing - without my asking them to do 
9 so - my suspension, and that's when they sent me 
10 another note that I was suspended for life. 
11 Q Just so the record's clear, so you have 
12 been suspended for life by Tmitter? 
13 A Yes. 
14 Q Okay. Do you have a Twitter account now? 
15 A No. 
16 Q Have you used anyone else's Twitter 
17 account since you were suspended? 
18 A No. 
19 Q Have you authorized anyone to publish 
20 anything on a Twitter account on your behalf/ 
21 MR. CHEW: Objection; vague. 
22 THE WITNESS: No. 
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51 

I BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
2 Q Have you written anything for anyone 
3 else's Twitter accounts? 
4 MR. BRAGA: Does this mean, Elaine, after 
5 he was suspended? 
6 MS. BREDEHOFT: Yes. 

7 THE WITNESS: No. 
8 Q Do you still communicate with the press 
9 relating to Mr. Depp? 
IO MR. CHEW: And I would instruct the 
11 witness not to answer the question to the extent 
12 that it requires you to disclose communications 
13 between you and Johnny. 
14 THE WITNESS: It would, so I accept the 
15 instruction. 
16 Q Do you still communicate with the press on 
17 Mr. Depp's behalf? 
18 MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same grounds. 
19 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 
20 Q Has Mr. Depp ever asked you not to speak 
21 to the press? 
22 MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same grounds. 

58 

1 That -- on its face, it would require Mr. Depp --
2 Mr. Waldman to disclose his communications with 
3 Mr. Depp, which he will not do. 
4 THE WITNESS: It would, and I accept the 

5 instruction. 
6 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
7 Q Would you have followed Mr. Depp's 
8 direction ifhe had asked you not to speak to the 
9 press? 
IO MR. CHEW: Objection; improper 
I I hypothetical, and I will instruct the witness not 
12 to answer because it's an end-around the 
13 attorney-client privilege. Clever, but I'm going 
14 to instruct the witness not to answer. 
15 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 
16 Q Has Mr. Depp ever asked you not to speak 
17 to the press about issues involving he and Amber 
!8Heard? 
19 MR. CHEW: I would instruct the witness 
20 not to answer the question on attorney-client 
21 privilege. 
22 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 

59 
I BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
2 Q Would you have followed Mr. Depp's 
3 direction ifhe had asked you not to speak with 
4 the press about issues involving he and Amber 
5 Heard? 
6 MR. CHEW: Improper hypothetical, and I 
7 will instruct not to answer on the grounds of 
8 attorney-client privilege. 
9 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 
IO Q Has Mr. Depp ever asked you to correct or 
11 retract any statements you made to the press 
12 relating to Mr. Depp or Mr. -- or Amber Heard? 
13 MR. CHEW: I would instruct the witness 
I 4 not to answer on the grounds of attorney-client 
15 privilege. 
16 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 
17 Q Would you have followed Mr. Depp's 
18 direction ifhe had asked you to correct or 
19 retract any statements you made to the press 
20 relating to Mr. Depp or Amber Heard? 
21 MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same grounds. 
22 THE WITNESS: And I accept the 

60 
I instruction. 
2 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
3 Q Have you ever asked the press to correct 
4 or retract any statements you have made to the 
5 press relating to Mr. Depp or Amber Heard? 
6 MR. CHEW: You may answer that question to 
7 the extent you can do so without disclosing 
8 communications you had with Mr. Depp. 
9 But I would object on attorney-work-
10 product grounds. 
11 THE WITNESS: rm-- I want to make sure I 
12 understand the instruction. Are you saying you 
13 instruct not to answer in the event it implicates 
14 privileged conversations with Mr. Depp? 
15 MR. CHEW: Yeah, IthinkI'mgoingto 
16 instruct not to answer. And that falls on me; 
17 that doesn't fall on you or Mr. Braga. I'm going 
18 to instruct you not to answer that in an abundance 
19 of caution, because Virginia law is very 
20 unforgiving on waiver, as Ms. Bredehoft is aware. 
2 I So rm going to instruct you not to answer that 
22 question. 
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61 

I THE WITNESS: Okay. Thankyot1 I 
2 understand. I accept the instruction. 
3 MS. BREDEHOFT: Lucien, could we hring up 

4 Exhibit No. 4. 
5 AV TECHNICIAN: Stand by. 
6 (Exhibit 4, Daily Mail Online article, 
7 Published April 8, 2020, was marked for 
8 identification and is attached to the transcript) 
9 AV TECHNICIAN: Showing Exhibit 4 on the 
IO screen. 
11 MS. BREDEHOFT: Thank yot1 
12 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
13 Q Mr. Waldman, I'm going to ask you to take 
14 a look at what has been marked as Exhibit No. 4. 
15 I think I'm going to try to blow it up just a 
16 touch. It's kind of hard to read. Okay. 
17 And it's an article from July 3, 2020 from 
18 Mail Online. This is Daily Mail Online. Do you see 
19 that? 
20 A Ido. 
21 Q Okay. And I'm going to ask you to turn to 
22 what would be -- I forgot my page numbers here. 

1 A Ms. Bredehoft, if we're going to talk 
2 about this article, may I read it? I assume it's 
3 not too long. 
4 Q Yes. Yeah, absolutely. In fact, why 

62 

5 don't you take controi Mr. Waldman, and that way 
6 you can scroll at your --

7 A This is dangerous giving me - giving me 
8 control. 
9 Q And, Mr. Waldman --

1 O A Do I scroll down with my scroll button? 
I I Q You can. And, Mr. Waldman, you can also 
12 blow it up a little bit more. It's at 75 percent 
13 So if you need to be able to see it better, you 
14 can do that as you scroll Go ahead and take your 
15 time and then I will -
16 A I can use my cursor to scroll? 
17 MR. CHEW: Mr. Waldman, if you click on 
18 the screen, you'll be able to use - yeah, there 
19 you go. 
20 THE WITNESS: Okay. Thank you. I'm able 
21 to, tl1ank you. 
22 It's stopping me from going down to the 

63 
I bottom. 
2 AV TECHNICIAN: Click on the screen again. 
3 I had to unmute. 

4 THE WITNESS: Ahh, there we go. Thank 
5 yotL 
6 I was wrong; it's a long article. 
7 MR. CHEW: I would just note for the 
8 record it's not one of the three articles that 
9 remained in Ms. Heard's counterclaim, so I would 
10 object -- make a threshold objection on relevance 
11 grounds. 
12 THE WITNESS: Okay. I think I've read the 
13 article. I'm not going to read the transcript of 
14 the audiotape unless -- I'll read that, I guess, 
15 ifwe have questions about it 
!6BYMS. BREDEHOFT: 
17 Q No. No, actually, if-- I'm just going to 
18 go to page 8. 
19 MS. BREDEHOFT: Lucien, if you can take me 
20 to page 8, that will move it faster. 
21 Q And I'm going to make it a little bit 
22 larger. And I'm going to --

64 

I MS. BREDEHOFT: I need control. There we 
2 go. Thank yotL Oops, that's the wrong one. 
3 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 

4 
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1 TJ1E WITNESS: Iacce t the instruction. 

3 
2 BY MS. BREDEHOFT:~--~ 

·• \\/by dld yoiima~e the statement? 

4 Mit CIIBW: ·. Same instruction; same 

5 ationale. '--------~----
6 ou can't answer tlle "w~y" • ues · 
7 fyithiJtit disdosing at!orhey-client e, so I 
8 Woiild instructym1 no~ lq <)IlSWer.,__ ____ _ 

. Were you represe11t;::i ====·:..:a=t-=th:.::e:..:t:::im=e 

iadCih/f ~tat¢111e11t?--------~ 
.... CHEW: <Objection; asked and answered. 
-•in any even~ l'illgoingto instruct the 
s ~t.to answerthat question on 

ey:cHe11t ptivilege .. grounds.,._ __ ~ 
$WITNESS: !apologize, l actually 
hear thequestion. 1 can agree with the 
ti on, burl .. . . should hear the 

art ofthe record.),__ _______ ~ 

MR, CHEW: I would. instruct the witness 
answer oilattorne 
ds. ~--------~ 

THE WITNESS: And thank 
I acce t the instruction. Sor 

repetition·-----~ 
BY MS. BREDEHOFT:~--~~ 

q Did you disctiss the statement with 

66 

11 MR, CHEW: Same objection; same ounds. 
I O~Mr,repp b.e· fc. o. re llJllki·n· ·g.· the .sta .. tewen.· t? 

12 THEWITNESS: Ye Iacce tthe 
13 instruction. 
,l4[1q Did y,~ou-.-di-s-cus-. -s~th_e_s_ta_t_erne_n_t_w_i_th~ 

15 Mr. Depp a!Jei-making the statement? 
'16QMR. C1IBW: Srurie instruction; s .... ame--gr-o_un_d_s~. 

I 7 TI:IE WITNESS:· Iaccept the instruction. 
'1 8 Q. Was Mr-Depp aware, either before or 
j -, • . Q 

,19at1er ,
0
that you were makin,g thi~ statemenr?,___~ 

20 MR .. CHEW: Same instruction; same grounds. 

,21 TilE\VITNE~S: J~cceptthe instruction. 
22 Did ou make. this statement with 

67 

Mr. Depp's authorization or agreement?,.__,..--_._ 
MR. CHEW: Sa.me instruction; srure grounds. 
THEWITNESS: I accept the insttucdon. 

Q Was Mr. De aware that 
with thepr<c!ss?,__ __________ ~ 

MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same.grounds. 
THE WITNESS: Jaccept the instruction. 

Q Did Mr. Depp ever ask ou to retract or 
correct this statement? ---------~ 

0 MR, QI::fEW; Same in;;truction; sanie grounds. 
11 THE WIT!-IESS: I accept the instruction. 
12 Q If}11r. Depp had asked you to retract or 
13 correct

0
thf statemen would on have retracted or 

14 corrected.it?,.__·~---------~ 
15QMR. CHEW: Sarne instruction; sat¢ grounds. 
16 THE WITNESS: I accept the .. instruction. 
17 Q lfMr,Depp had told you that the 

' 18 statementwas not correct, would ou have 
~· . 

19 corrected,or retracted it?,__ ______ ~-
20 MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same grounds. 
21 THE WITNESS: T accepttheinstruction. 
22 Q Did ou rel u on any statements or 

~--------------~68 
evidence fromMr. Depp in making this statement? 

MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same ounds. 
THE WITNESS: Yes, I acce t the 

instruction. 
MS. BREDEHOFT: Thank you. You can take 

this one down, Lucien. 
And if yon can bring up Exhibit No. 5. 
AV TECHNICIAN: Stand by. 
(Exhibit 5, Daily MailOnline article, 

IO ublished April 27, 2020, was marked for 
11 ·ctentification and is attached to the transcript) 
12 AVTECHNICIAN: ShowingExhibit5 on the 
13 creen. 
14 Y MS. BREDEHOFT: 

Q Mr. Waldman, rm going to be asking you a 
16 uestion about a specific statement in this one. 
17 fyou would like to read the article first, you 
18 e certainly at liberty to, and you can take 
19 ontrol now and do that. 
20 A Thank you. I will. 
21 MR. CHEW: And, again, I would just note 
22 or the record this is not one of the three 
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statements, F, G, or H, that is still at issue in 
2 the litigation. 

69 

3 THE WITNESS: Okay. Thank you. I've read 
4 it 
5 MS. BREDEHOFT: All right. I'm going to 
6 ask Lucien to take control and take me to page 9. 
7 And then I'm going to ask to take control so I can 
8 do my highlighter. And l'm going to go down to -
9 there we go. It's page I 0, actually, I guess, 
10 here. 
11 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
12 Q 1t says - and .this is s- I guess I didn't 
13 set the stage here. This was the Daily Mail~~~ 
14 ub.Iished on July3,2020 [sic]. And I'm goin 
15 now direct your attentiorito page 9 .. Depp's 
16 lawyer Adam Waldman srtid the various disc'--v--~ 

17 roved that nothing Heard and her friends said 
18 about tl:le events ofMa 21' 2016 could be 
19 considered credible. 
20 Do you see that? ~-----
21 lv!R. CHEW: Objection; hearsa . 
22 THE WITNESS: I do. 

Q Then I'm going .to direct your attention, 
Mr. Waldman, to the next statement. Quote, 
simply this was an ambush, a hoax. They set 
Mr. Depp up by calling .the co s but the first 
attempt didn't do the trick. ~--~ 

70 

MR, CHEW: Objection; hearsay. 
"----~ 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Excuse me, I'm not done, 
Q The officers came to the penthouses, 

thoroughly searched and interviewed, and left 
10 after s~eing no damage to. face or property. 
l 1Q0Amber and her friends spilled a little 
12wineand roughed the place up, got their stories 

0 Q . . ' ' . . 

l3 straig.ht under tl1e directio.n of a lawyer and a 
"" 14 publicist, and then placed a second callto 91 I.' 

' . 0 

15 Do you see thatstatement? ~-, 
16 MR. CHEW: Objection; hearsa .-
17 THI!. WITNESS: I d9. '----, 
I 8 Q Did you make those s tateinents'/ ' ~----
19 A There are nyo parts to ,vlmt you've shown, 
20 me.IlThe first art didn't have uotation marks 
2lilroundiL ~------~ 
22 And I'm not askin · about that. 

71 

A Where it said, nothing could !Je considered 
credible, that's not quotin me. 

Q Right.~-----------.--,. 
The part with the uote marks, I believe I 

said that, yes. ~--------~ 
Q So startingfrom "quite simply'' throu h 

"9 ll," yoti stated all that; is that con-ec.t? ~--~ 
10 MR. CHEW: Objection; vague and ambi ous. 
j 1 THE WITNESS: Yes, I believe so. 
12 Q Okay. Did you make this - these 
13 statements on Mr. Depp's behalf? 
14DM!t Cl-JEW: histruct the witn~es_s_n-ot_t_o 

15 answer,,on the rounds of attom -client 
16 privilege: ~-----------, 
17 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 
18 Why did you make these statements? 

~-~ 

19 MR. CHEW: Same instruction, same.reason. 
20 THE W1TNESS: I accept the instruction. 
21 Q What were you trying to conv to the 

" 22 ress in rriakin these statements? 

1 
--~-----------~72 
MR. CHEW:. Same instruction; same reason. 

. THE WITNESS: I acce t the ins.truction. 

BYMS. BREDEHOFT:~---­
Q Did you discuss this statement with 

Mr. Depp befo.re making these statements? 
~-~ 

MR, CHEW: Same instruction; same reason. 
THE WITNESS: .I accept the instruction. 

Q Did. you discuss these statements with 
Mr, Depp following making these statemen~? 

I OL__,. .. -R .. CHEW: Same instruction; same 
11 rationale. 
12□THE~WI-.. -TNES--S-: -Y-e-s,-1-a_c_ce_t_th-e 

I 3 instruction. ,__ _________ _ 
I4l]Q Was Mr, Depp aware, either before or 

• 15 after,_that you were makingthese statements? 
16QMR. CHEW: Same instruction; same reason. 
'. 7 THE WITNESS: I accept the.instruction. 
18 q bid youmake these statements with 
19 Mr. Depp's authorization or agreement?,___~ 
20 MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same. basis. 
21 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 
22 Q Was Mr. De ou were s eaking with 
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73 

MS. BREDEHOFT: I got it, too. 
2 AV TECHNICIAN: Just click on the screen 
3 and try not to click on the text. 
4 THE WITNESS: Okay. I got the box again. 

5 MS. BREDEHOFT: Could we maybe take a 
6 break and, Lucien, you can see if you can figure 
7 that out -- help figure that out. 

AV TECHNICIAN: Sure. 

75 

8 
9 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are - stand by. We 
10 are now going off the record. The time is 
11 11 :22 a.m. 
12 (Recess was held.) 
13 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are now going back 
14 on the record. The time is II :31 a.m. 
15 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
16 Q Mr. Waldman, we were looking at Waldman 
I 7 Exbibit No. 6, and it's the Daily Mail from July 
18 -- I just lost it there - July 3, 2020. And you 

~ .. '!!l!ll!!!l!!l!!!nts!!!'a::'tl. 19 were going to scroll through it and I think we had 

21 
22 Q Okay. 

I 
74 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Lucien, you can take that 
2 one down, and let's go to Exhibit No. 6. 
3 AV TECHNICIAN: Stand by. 
4 (Exhibit 6, Daily Mail Online article, 
5 Published June 24, 2020, was marked for 
6 identification and is attached to the transcript.) 
7 AV TECHNICIAN: I'm showing Exhibit 6 on 
8 the screen. 
9 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
10 Q Mr. Waldman, I'm going to ask you to take 
11 a look at Exhibit No. 6. This was another Daily 
12Mai!Online, July 3, 2020 [sic]. And if you would 
13 like to go ahead and read the article, this would 
14 be a good time to do it. 
15 A Thank you. 
16 MR. CHEW: And while he's doing that, I 
17 would just note for the record this is not one of 
18 the three articles that contain statements that 
19 are still at issue in the case in Ms. Heard's 
20 counterclaims. 

20 some technical difficulties so we took a break. 
21 Have you had an opportunity to review it or do you 
22 need to now? 

76 

1 A No, Ms. Bredehoft, I - I just saw the 
2 screen for the first time. So may I read it now? 
3 Q Absolutely. 
4 MR. CHEW: And, Elaine, while he's doing 
5 that, let me make a correction. I had - I stated 
6 with a couple of the last exlnbits that these were 
7 not the statements at issue because I was thrown 
8 off by the date at the top of the exhibits. So 
9 some of the statements are at issue in the 
10 counterclaims. That was not the basis of any of 
11 my instructions not to answer. All the 
12 instructions not to answer were based on 
13 attorney-client privilege. So I jost wanted to 
14 make that clear. 
15 THE WITNESS: Okay. May I read now? 
16 Q Oh. I thought you were reading while Ben 
17 was talking. But go ahead. 
18 A Oh, sorry. Okay. I've - there. It's 
19 controlling the document Thank you. 
20 Okay. Thank you. I've read it 

21 THE WITNESS: I'm getting a security block 21 Q Okay. Mr. Waldman -
22message. 22 MS. BREDEHOFT: I'm going to ask for 
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control of the screen, Lucien, if you could. 
2 Thankyou. 
3 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
4 Q I'm going to ask you to turn to what is 
5 the 11th page, the la.~t page you just finished 
6 reading, a.~d l'm going to direct your attention to 
7 some specific words that are fl.ltributed to you. 

77 

8 Do you see it sa s De 's atlorne Ada111 Waldman 
9 said, right here?,_ _____ _ 
10 I'm llying to get that color, but. .. ,_ __ _ 
11 AV TECHNICIAN: Oh, yea!\, I - the abili 
12to highlight is not-' you'll have to use a 
13 differeut tool to - eah 011'11 have to draw. 
14 Ye;ih.,_ ____________ _ 
15 Q Okay. Do you see, Depp's attorney Adam 
16 Waldman said? Do ou see that there Mr. Waldmnn? 

17 A I do.,__ _________ _ 
18 Q Okay. And then rm going to direct your 
19 attention to specifically: the end of Ms. Heard's 
20 abuse h<)ax against Johnn De . 
21 Do you see that? 
22 A Ido. 

______________ ____,78 

Q Did you speak the words, quote, the end o · 
Ms. Heard's abuse hoax againsUohnny De ? 

MR. CHEW: Objection; hearsay. 
THE WITNESS: I'm -- I'm not sure. It 

appears as I look at this that. there arc quote . 
marks around the statement, and that suggests that 
I did. I don't remember .sa · these articular 
words, but it appears so .. ,_ ______ ~ 

Q Do you have any reason to believe that you 
IO did:not say, the end of Ms. Heard's abuse hoax 
11 against Ms. -- Johnny Depp?,_ ___ ~--~ 
'120MR. CHEW: Ob· ectio · asked and answered, 
' D 13 calls.for speculation .. <--------~ 
'14QTf:IE WITNESS: No, fhave no reasonto-
15 no reason to doubt that \6[i'Q What was -- were,__y_o_u_r_e-pr-e-se_n_l! __ n_g_Mr_._D_e_ 

17at the time you made this statement? I'm going to 
a D 

,I 8 ref'er
0
to it as a "statement." I'm taking specific 

19 words_illMs. Heard's abuse hoax against Johnny 
20 Depp.Rsut were you representing Mr. De · at the 
?, I tirn(you mad.e the statement that included,L..,,_ 
22 "Ms, Beard's abuse hoax a inst Johnn De 

Instruct the witness not to 
answer b&5ed on attorney-client privilege. 

Tiffi, WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 

79 

Why did you make the statemem?<---­
MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same basis, 
THE.WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 

Q What were you trying to convev to the 
ress in n,aking this statement?<------­

MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same basis.· 
THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 

Q Did ou make the statement on Mr. De 's 
12behalf/ 13QMR .. '--.-C-.H-. E-W.-.. -:-S-. a-me-· .-ins-.. tru-c-t-io_n_; s_a_m_e_b_a.-s-is~. 
14 THE WITNESS: I accept tl1e instructimt 
15 q Did you discuss this statement with 
16 Mr. Depp before making tbe statement?~-­
l7QMR.. CHEW: Same instruction; same basis. 
18 THE WITNESS: .I accept the instruction. 
19 q Did you discuss thisstatementwith 
20 Mr. Depp following making tl1e statement? 
21 MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same basis. 
22 THE WITNESS: I acce t the instruction. 

·Q Was Mr. Depp aware, either before or 
after, that you were making this statement? 

MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same basis. 
THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 

Q Did you make the statement with Mr. De . 's 
authorization or agreement?~-----­

MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same basis. 
THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 

Q Was Mr. De aware ou were s eakinowith 
0 

IO□e ress? 

.

I I MR .. CHEW: Same instruction; same basis. 
12 TIIE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 
13 Q Did Mr. Depp ever ask ou to retract or 
14 correct°tlns statement?,_ _______ ~ 
15 MR. CHEW: Same .in.struction; same basis. 
16 THE WITNESS: I acce t the insrructio 
17 Q lfMr. Depp had asked you to retract or 
18 orrect the statement, would you have done so? 
19 MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same basis. 
20 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: All right We're going to 
22 o ahead and take this one down. And let's go 
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IOI 

him. at the top, conversation; six messages, three 
2 MR. ROTTENBORN: Yeah, I'm back. 2 parties, over 209 minutes. And it has -- this 
3 MS. BREDEHOFT: Great. Welcome back, Ben. 3 first one, it has a date and a time and it has a 
4 All right. I'm going to ask you to bring 
5 up Exhibit No. 11. 
6 AV TECHNICIAN: Stand by. 
7 (Exlnbit 11, Text messages and e-mail 
8 between Adam Waldman and Keith Bishop dated 
9 January 28, 2020, Bates Nos. ARW _ 000676 through 
10 ARW_000678, was marked for identification and is 
11 attached to the transcript.) 
12 AV TECHNICIAN: Showing Exhibit 11 on the 
13 screen. 
14 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
15 Q Mr. Waldman, I'm going to ask you to take 
16 a look at what has been marked as Deposition 
17 Exlnbit No. 11. And if you want to take a moment, 
18 I'm going to try to make it --
19 MS. BREDEHOFT: If you can give me control 
20 for just a minute, Lucien, so I can make it 
21 bigger. Okay. 
22 · Q Mr. Waldman, I'm just going to ask you -

I it's kind of two and a half pages. Go ahead and 
2 take a moment to review it, and tl1en I'll ask you 
3 some questions. 
4 A Thank you. 
5 Okay. Thank you. I've read it. 
6 Q Okay. So directing your attention to 
7 Exlnbit No. 11. 
8 MS. BREDEHOFT: Now I can't - I need 
9 contra~ Lucien. Sorry. 
10 There we go. 
11 Q Mr. Waldman, I'm going to ask you kind of 
12 a technical question first. In your document 
13 production there is what appears to be text 
14 messages and then there also appear to be e-mails 
15 that are the same date and time. Could you - do 
16 you have an explanation for that? 
17 A I - I don't. I actually don't know. I'm 
18 not sure I understand precisely what you're 
19 saying, but I don't -
20 Q So I'll -- because there is a number of 
21 tl1ese, so maybe we can just clear it up right from 
22 the start. So we have conversation -- if you look 

102 

4 telephone number. Do you see that? 
5 Aldo. 
6 Q Okay. And then it has some e-mail 
7 messages -- text messages, it looks like -- it 
8 starts with Keith Bishop. Do you know who Keith 
9 Bishop is? 
10 A I do. 
11 Q And who is he? 
12 A Keith Bishop is a - a publicist who lives 
13 in London. 
14 Q And for what - what publication? 
15 A Oh, no, he's a - he's a - he's a 

16 publicist, he's an advisor, on media. 
17 Q I see. Did you - at any time, did you or 
18 Mr. Depp ever employ Keith Bishop in any kind of 
19 public relations role? 
20 MR. CHEW: Mr. Waldman, I would instruct 
21 you not to answer any - I would instruct you not 
22 answer the question to the extent that it would 

104 
require you to disclose any communications you had 

2 with Johnny, either receiving or giving. 
3 THE WITNESS: I would not be able to 
4 answer without doing so, so I accept the 
5 instruction. 
6 

wlicn we liai:1 

21 Q And you were representing Mr. Depp at the 
22 time, correct? 
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I MR. CHEW: I would instruct the witness 

2 not to answer that question based on attomey-

3 client privilege. 

4 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 

5 Q Now, going-- scrolling down a little bit 

6 further, it says you have -- Something new has 

7 come up. I just obtained an audio tape of Johnoy 

8 Depp and Amber Heard, and it is clear that both 

9 parties !mow the tape is being made, and the 

10 recording is made by Amber on her phone - on the 

11 tape she -- on the tape she confesses. It will be 

12 the end of this case. And I possess more tapes, 

13 with more confessions. Is there a reliable source 

14 to give this to who will run it properly? 

15 Do you see that? 

16 MR. CHEW: Objection; hearsay. 

17 THE WITNESS: I do. 

18 Q Did you write that? 

19 A I believe I did 
20 Q When did you obtain the audiotape that 

21 you're referencing in this text message? 

22 MR. CHEW: Objection on the grounds of 

106 

I attorney-client - of attorney work product 

2 And I would instruct you not to answer the 

3 question to the extent it would require you to 

4 disclose any communications you had with Mr. Depp, 

5 your client. 

6 THE WITNESS: It would, and so I won't be 

7 able to answer the question. 

8 Q What tape did you provide to the 

9 MailOnline, the Daily Mail? 

10 A In this - are you asking, forgive me, in 

11 this instance relating to this text? 
12 Q Yes. 

13 A My recollection is that I gave a pair of 
14 audiotapes, actually, to them. Whether that 
15 occurred seqnentially or at the same time, I don't 
16 remember, but I provided them hvo tapes. 
17 Q And did you provide them with the full 
18 tape recordings or just partial tape recordings? 

19 A I'm not aware of any partial tape 
20 recordings. I provided the full tape recordings 
21 to them. 
22 Q Do you remember how many minutes the tape 

107 

I recordings were that you gave to the Daily Mail? 

2 A No. 
3 Q Do you recall whether it was approximately 

4 two and a half minutes? 

5 A Forgive me, did I give them a tape that 

6 was hvo and a half minutes long? 

7 Q Yes. 

8 A No, I don't recall anything hvo and a half 

9 minutes. 
IO Q How long were the tape recordings? 

11 A I think they were - my recollection is 

12 they were hours. 

13 Q Both tapes were hours? 

14 A No. I think maybe I'm speaking about them 

15 in tandem. My recollection, it may be off, but I 
16 think maybe they were 30 or so minutes each. They 

17 could be - they could have been longer; they 

18 could have been shorter. But they were 

19 substantial in length. 

20 Q All right. Do you recall what the dates 

21 of the two audio recordings were? 

22 A I'm sorry, I don't understand the 
108 

1 question. 
2 Q Yeah. Let me -- Jet me take them one at a 

3 time. 

4 The tape you provided to the Daily Mail in 

5 this context where you were meeting with them on 

6 the 17th of February and you believe with 

7 Mr. Depp, do you recall which tape you provided to 

8 the Daily Mail then? 

9 A I - I don't. As I - as I mentioned a 
10 moment ago, my recollection is I provided hvo 
11 tapes, and the sequence of - the provision of 
12 them, I don't - I don't recall. 
13 Q Well - and I'm going to ask you more 

14 about your best recollection on the sequence. 

15 Is it your recollection that you provided 

I 6 both tapes to them in this time frame between 

17 1/28/2020 and February 17th, when you were meeting 

18 with the Daily Mail with Johnny Depp, or do you 

I 9 recall giving them one and then another one at 

20 some other time? 

21 MR. CHEW: Objection; vague and ambiguous. 

22 THE WITNESS: I don't -- I don't remember, 
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I actually, which thing on which date. I'm not -
2 I'm not certain. If you have documents, it would 
3 be easier to, you know, refresh my recollection. 
4 But as I sit here today, I'm not sure exactly 
5 which tape, which date. 
6 Q Do you remember -- so, I just want to make 
7 sure I have your best recollection. Do you have a 
8 recollection of giving both tapes at the same time 
9 or one tape followed by another tape? 
10 A I don't remember which it was. 
11 Q Okay. And if you gave them one followed 
12 by another, do you recall what time period expired 
13 between the giving of the first tape and the 
14 second tape? 
15 MR. CHEW: Objection; calls for 
16 speculation. 
17 THE WITNESS: I was just going to say: Do 
18 you want me to speculate? Because I don't 
19 remember precisely. 
20 Q I want your best recollection. 
21 A I - as I said, I don't remember whether 
22 they were provided at the same time or separately, 

110 

1 so it's impossible for me to put a date on 
2 which/when in light of that. 
3 Q Do you remember whether they were days, 
4 weeks, months, or years apart? 
5 A Well, I know you want my best estimation. 
6 Not years, not months. If it - if they even were 
7 given separately, perhaps it would have been a 
8 week or two, but I'm - I'm really not certain. 
9 Q How did you come to possess the tapes? 
10 MR. CHEW: And, again, I would instruct 
II you, Adam, not to answer any questions to the 
12 extent it would require you to disclose any 
13 communications you had witl1 - with Mr. Depp. 
14 THE WITNESS: It would, and so I cannot 
15 Q Did you play one or both of the tapes 
16 during tl1e meeting with the MailOnline at which 
17 you recall Mr. Depp also being present? 
18 A No, I don't recall doing so. No, I - in 
19 fact, I'm reasonably certain I did not do so. 
20 Q Do you recall the approximate dates that 
21 the tapes were made? 
22 MR. CHEW: Again, I would instruct you not 

111 

I to answer to the extent that it would require you 
2 to disclose any communications between you and 
3 Mr. Depp. 
4 THE WITNESS: It would, and so I won't 
5 respond. 
6 Q Did you play the entire tapes for the 
7 Daily Mail? 
8 MR. CHEW: Objection; asked and answered. 
9 THE WITNESS: When you say -- just to 
IO clarify your question, ifl may. When you say did 
11 I play it for them, what do you mean exactly? 
12 Q When you were in the meeting, did you --
13 did you press the "play" and play the entirety of 
14 the conversations? 
15 A No. Again, my recollection is there were 
16no tapes played in the meeting. 
17 Q All right And you say here, I possess 
18 more tapes with more confessions. How many tapes 
I 9 did you possess that you contend to have 
20 confessions? 
21 MR. CHEW: And, again, Adam, I would 
22 instruct you not to answer to the extent it would 

112 

I require you to disclose attorney-client 
2 communications. 
3 THE WITNESS: It would. 
4 Q So you're accepting his instruction? 
5 Alam. 
6 Q In totality, how many tapes did you 
7 provide to any press entity or individual? 
8 A Well, as I sit here, my best recollection 
9 is four. 
JO Q And what do yon recall of the content of 
11 those four tapes? 
12 Let me take them one by one. When is the 
13 first -- when is - let's take one by one. So 
14 we're going to go with the first tape that you 
15 recall. When did you provide the first tape to 
16 any press entity or individual? 
17 A My recollection - again, I'll repeat what 
18 I said earlier - that I'm not sure ifl provided 
19 two together or - or sequentially. Whether it 
20 was sequential or the two together, my 
21 recollection is that this was February, early 
22 February, I think, of - of 2020. 
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Q And to whom did you provide the one or two 

2 tapes? 

3 A I provided them to the Daily Mail, U- -
4 the U.S. division of the Daily Mail. 
5 Q Did you provide those two tapes to any 

6 other press e.ntity or individual other than the 

7 Daily Mail? 

8 A I did. 

9 Q Who? 

1 0 A Let me think about that for a moment 
11 before I answer too qnickly. 
12 Well, strike that Actually, no. I gave 
13 it only to the Daily Mail. 
14 Q Now let's talk about tape number three. 

15 When did you provide tape number three to any 

16 press entity or individual? 

17 A I - I really don't have a date on this. 
18 Q Was it before or after February 2020? 

19 A I think it was after February 2020. 
20 Q Was it days, weeks, months, years? 

21 A I'm not snre of the precise time frame. 
22 Q Can you narrow it down any more than that? 

114 

115 

1 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
2 Q So you're accepting his instruction? 

3 A lam. 
4 Q Why did you provide tape number one to the 

5 Daily Mail? 
6 MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same basis. 

7 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 

8 Q Why did you provide tape number two to the 

9 Daily Mail? 
10 MR. CHEW: Same instruction; same basis. 

11 THE WITNESS: I accept the instruction. 

12 Q Let's go to tape number four. When did 

13 you provide tape number four to any press entity 

14 or individual? 

15 A I'm not-I'm not certain of the date and 
16 l'm - I'm not actually certain that it was I who 
17 provided tape nwnber fonr to the press. I think 
18 it may well have been yonr side that did. But I'm 
19 not - I'm not certain. 
20 Q What do you recall of tape number four? 

21 A Tape number fonr was an audiotape of a 
229-1-1 call made by a friend of Ms. Heard's, 

I 16 

1 A I don't think so. I'm sure there will be 1 according to the contents of the tape, downstairs 
2 documents, and when I look at them it ,viii remind 2 from the Eastern Columbia Building, the night of 
3 me. But no, as I sit here now I couldn't say 3 May 21, 2016. 
4 definitively. 4 Q And as you sit here today, can you recall 
5 Q To whom did you provide tape number three? 5 whether you provided that to a press entity or 
6 MR. CHEW: Objection; asked and answered a 6 someone else? 

7 fewtimes. 

8 THE WITNESS: Tape number three was also 

9 provided to the Daily Mail, as I recall. 

10 Q And how long was tape number three? 

11 A This is a slightly difficult question to 
12 answer precisely because my recollection is the 
13 tape was maybe five hours long, but it had really 
14 significant dead- dead space in the middle of 
lSit; white noise, I suppose you call it 
16 Q And why did you provide tape number three 

17 to the Daily Mail? 
18 MR. CHEW: I would object and instruct 

19 Mr. Waldman not to answer to the extent that it 
20 requires the disclosure of any attorney-client 

21 communications. 

22 THE WITNESS: It would. 

7 A I - I can't, actually. My - my 

8 recollection is that you guys provided it and I 
9 responded - I responded to the sto,y. But I'm 
10 not - I'm not certain. 
11 Q All right. Let's back up to tape one. 

12 What -- what was the subject matter in tape one? 

13 A The subject matter of tape one - I want 
14 to make sure I don't have my tape one and tape two 
15 mixed up, which could happen. 
16 The subject matter of tape one was 
17 conversation behveen Ms. Heard and Mr. Depp, and 
18 they were arguing about things that had happened. 
19 And in the - in the - it's a tape, as I said, 
20 that goes on - it's hard to characterize all of 
21 it. I don't have it memorized. But Ms. Heard on 
22 that tape confesses to quite a lot of violence 
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1 against Mr. Depp and, you know, also - also 
2 taunts him about that violence. 
3 Q And that's your characterization, having 
4 listened to the tape, correct? 
5 MR. CHEW: Objection; argumentative. 
6 THE WITNESS: I think it would be the 
7 characterization of anybody who listened to it 
8 And I think it was how the world characterized it. 
9 MS. BREDEHOFT: Move to strike. 
10 Q Let's go to tape two. 
11 So what time frame was tape one recorded 
12 in? 
13 A I don't know. I wasn't there for the 
14 recording. 
15 Q Right. But is there anything that would 
16 have - did you look to see on any of the metadata 
17 or any of the other information associated with it 
18 for what the dates were on it? 
19 A I - I don't know the answer to the 
20 question. I don't know what date it was recorded 
21 Q Okay. Let's talk- what was the subject 
22 matter on tape two? 

118 

1 A Again, making sure that I - hoping that I 
2 don't have the two - don't conflate the hvo 
3 tapes, the second tape was a bit - a bit - the 
4 tape was made a bit later. I don't know precisely 
S when. But ii seemed to be sometime after 
6 Ms. Heard had filed for divorce. And the second 
7 tape, among other things, taunted Johnny and said, 
8 Nobody's going to believe you are an abuse victim 
9 because you're a man. And there is a judge and a 
10 jury and they'll see how big you are and, you 
11 know, they won't - they won't believe you. It's 
12 Ms. Heard giving Mr. Depp PR advice at times. And 
13 that's one piece of it right there: Nobody's 
14 going to believe you. 
IS She is saying that the public would not 
16 believe that she had been sort of planning this 
17 out. She called it, I think, a secret fight club, 
18 that she had been planning it out for years. And 
19 so it's a - it's a - kind of a very taunting-
20 oriented tape. 
21 She professes to having lots of evidence. 
22 I think she says at one point it's the most 

119 

1 evidence anyone has ever assembled in a domestic 
2 violence case. And so that's - that's the sort 
3 of, you know, general context of the second tape. 
4 Q Now, you characterize that as taunting, 
5 but do -- are you able to recognize sarcasm? 
6 MR. CHEW: Objection; argumentative. 
7 THE WITNESS: The question is do I think I 
8 can recognize sarcasm? 
9 Q Are you able to? 
10 A !think so. 
11 Q Do you know whether you can? 
12 A Yeah, I think I'm- I think I'm able to 
13 recognize sarcasm, yes. 
14 Q Did you listen to the full content of 
15 either tape one or tape two? 
16 A Many times, yes. 
17 Q And it's not - and you don't pull from 
18 that that there's sarcasm in there from Ms. Heard? 
19 A No, I don't think I would call it sarcasm 
20 about such a serious topic. She's confessing to 
21 violent attacks on him He's suggesting the two 
22 of them go talk to somebody who works for them. 

120 

I And her response to that is: You know, 
2 why don't you go jerk him off. I didn't think 
3 that was really sarcasm 
4 He says something like -- I'm 
5 paraphrasing -- you lied. And she said, You're 
6 right, great investigator, I lied. 
7 So, no, I -- I think the topic is really 
8 serious, kind of sad. It's a -- it's a discussion 
9 of her abusing him and it's her exhibiting-­
IO exhibiting an attempt to either bully him or 
11 direct him not to pursue, you know, vindication of 
12 what she accused him of. 
13 Q This is all your characterization of this, 
14correct? 
15 MR. CHEW: Objection; argumentative. 
16 THE WITNESS: Well, I think you asked for 
17 my characterization. But I also think that's 
18 the -- that's the general characterization of 
19 anybody who's listened to it 
20 Q Those tapes were played in the U.K. 
21 proceeding, were they not? 
22 A I don't recall that they were played in 
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1 their entirety. I may be wrong about that I -
2 it may be that - just portions. I'm not sure how 
3 much of them were played 
4 Q And Mr. Depp's attorneys had full 
5 opportunity to play these in the U.K. proceedings, 
6 did they not? 
7 MR. CHEW: Objection; lack of foundation, 
8 assumes facts not in evidence. 
9 THE WITNESS: Sure, actually. I'm not an 
10 expert on U.K. procedural law, but it's relatively 
11 byzantine and you're not allowed to - there are 
12 significantly more restrictions on what you can 
13 present in the U.K. than you can in the United 
14 States. 
15 Q Actually, Mr. Waldman, the opposite was 
16 true in this case, wasn't it? You were present 
17 for the U.K. proceeding, were you not? 
18 MR. CHEW: Objection; argumentative, 
19 assumes facts not in evidence, lack of foundation. 
20 THE WITNESS: I was present. 
21 Q And, in fact, every one of those tape 
22 recordings was evidence in the case, weren't they? 

122 

1 They were trial exhibits in tl1e trial bundle --
2 MR. CHEW: Objection. 
3 Q -- correct? 
4 MR. CHEW: Objection; argumentative, 
5 assumes facts not in evidence, lack of foundation, 
6 lack ofrelevance. 
7 THE WITNESS: Yes, those tapes were all in 
8 the evidence bundles. 
9 Q And, in fact, every one of those tapes had 
10 been transcribed and the transcriptions were also 
11 evidence in the trial bundles, were they not? 
12 MR. CHEW: Objection to the form of the 
13 question; argumentative, lack of foundation, 
14 assumes facts not in evidence. 
15 THE WITNESS: Yes, that's true. 
16 Q Okay. What training have you had in 
17 domestic violence? 
18 A None. 
19 Q Have you ever represented any clients who 
20 have either been accused of domestic violence 
21 or -- or had domestic violence committed on them 
22 other than Mr. Depp? 

123 

1 MR. CHEW: Objection; vague and ambiguous. 
2 THE WITNESS: No. 
3 MS. BREDEHOFT: rm going to ask, 
4 Lucien--
5 THE WITNESS: Mr. Braga looks like he's 
6 trying to speak, but his mute button was on. 
7 MR. BRAGA: Yes. Sorry about that. 
8 Thanks for noticing that, Adam 
9 And I apologize for my technical 
IO incapabilities to everyone. 
11 I'm going to add an objection here, Adam, 
12 tl1at I'd like you to answer this question "yes" or 
13 "no," but not to go into any attorney-client 
14 privileged infom1ation with respect to any 
15 domestic abuse representations you may have had. 
16 MS. BREDEHOFT: I think he already 
17 answered it anyway with a "no," so I think 
18 we're -- did you hear that, Stephen? Did you hear 
19his "no"? 
20 MR. BRAGA: That's fine. Thank you. 
21 MS. BREDEHOFT: Okay. All right. 
22 Lucien, we can go ahead and take this down 

I and let's go to Exlubit No. 2. 

2 
3 

AV TECHNICIAN: Stand by. 
(Exhibit 2, Subpoena, was marked for 

4 identification and is attached to the transcript) 
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5 AV TECHNICIAN: Showing Exhibit 2 on the 
6 screen. 
7 THE WITNESS: May I add something to my 
8 previous response about them being in the 
9 evidence? 
10 BYMS. BREDEHOFT: 
11 Q No. Actually, your attorneys can ask you 
12 questions on that. We're past that question for a 
13 bit. But I'm sure they can ask you on a break or 
14 something. 
15 Let's go to Exhibit No. 2. 
16 You know what, Mr. Waldman, go ahead. 
17 What did you want to say about the trial bundle? 
18 A I just wanted to add- the question that 
19 was posed was: Weren't these tapes in evidence in 
20 the U.K? And I - the answer was: Yes, they 
21 were. I simply wanted to add that the judge in 
22 his ruling claimed he didn't give them very much 
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I for some judge to decide, and neither you nor I 
2 are wearing the robes at this point in our 

3 careers. 
4 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
5 Q Who is Jen Antonelli, Mr. Waldman? 

6 A I'm not sure, actually. The name rings a 
7 bell, but I'm not sure. 
8 Q I will - I want to -- in interest of 
9 time, I want to -- I'll represent to you that you 
10 produced a text communication with a Jen Antonelli 
11 at NBCUniversa~ but I didn't see any e-mails -
12 that references e-mails. 
13 MR. ROTTENBORN: So this is more of a 
14 statement to Mr. Braga again, and we can talk 
15 about this after the deposition, but I think that 
16 the production is incomplete. 
17 Q Do you recall ever sending e-mails to a 
18 Jen Antonelli at NBCUniversal? 

19 A I don't, no. 
20 Q Who is Tracey Mattock? 

21 A Tracey Mattock is a - I guess you would 
22 say a social media advisor to our skin care 
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I company. A consultant. I suppose you would say a 
2 consultant to our skin care company. 

3 Q Did you ever - has she ever provided 
4 services to Mr. Depp? 

5 A You'd have to define what you mean by 
6 "services." 

7 Q Has she ever provided social media 
8 services to Mr. Depp? 
9 A It's a difficult question to answer. 

IO Shall I - shall I try? I'm not sure I could 

11 answer-

12 Q Yeah. 
13 A - as to the way you asked it, but I think 
14 I understand the thrust of your question. 

15 She made an introduction for me to 

16 Instagram when Mr. Depp wanted to launch his own 

I 7 Instagram account. 

I 8 Q What about any other social media services 
19 that she may have provided to Mr. Depp? Anything 
20 else? 
21 A No, I don't remember any others besides 

22 that 
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I Q Now, we touched on social media a bit this 
2 morning with Ms. Bredehoft. But you frequently 
3 communicate with other social media contacts who 
4 post information about this case, correct? 
5 MR. CHEW: Objection; argumentative, 
6 assumes facts not in evidence, lack of foundation, 

7 calls for attorney work product. 
8 THE WITNESS: I don't think I agree with 
9 the characterization. I might need to hear it -
10 may I hear it again? I communicate frequently ... 

11 Q Let's -- let's drop the adverb. 
12 Have you communicated with other social 
13 media users about this case other than public 
14 messaging platforms? 
15 Let me ask that differently. Have you 
16 communicated privately with other social media 
17 users about this case? 

18 A Other social media - I want to make sure 
19 I'm precise. Other social media users? 
20 Q Yes. 

21 A That would - that would - that group 
22 would include almost everybody on Earth. 

1 Q Have you provided information about this 
2 case to other social media personalities who then 
3 post that information? 

4 A I've provided information episodically to 

5 what I would - what I would call Internet 

6 journalists. And I'll define that as journalists 

7 who are not affiliated with - you mentioned, I 

216 

8 think, NBC a moment ago, or a mainstream media 

9 outlet. 

10 Q And I think this question was asked 
11 before, but have you ever used social media to 
12 make posts about this dispute or the U.K. dispute 
13 from an account that doesn't contain your name? 
14 A No. 

15 [©IHave(vou1communicatealw1lll!a1soC1al\meaia1 
16•usc, wliolgoes1li$?ilieiname1ofi•1•liatlillmlirellal0uv?l 
17 •w•1ive•liaa•severa!IP.lione ciills\"i•Ma•-=­

l~~lf!erson"vl10•goes1liY, tlie1oam0 •fFliatll'fmlirellai 

I~·ilon!uaeruallyllrno,~ liislrealln2me!I 
20 • hlave11.ourcommunicatea•wiih,liim•ollier,tlian• 
21 ftlirougl.i1 P."One1calls1l 
22 l'A~Irdonltlrememlier;i!olnmso~no?! 
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ilie name 

I 

I ~~!!lii~!i!iJf.li!~ .e 
I 

I !8!f!M 0 
1 

:::iill!tiflilitF"""!'J~•-~~=-= a 
2 
21 """'"1,:,!'!!i~!!;J9 f;!!o!!'iil',,:a:'@w~e!l!tal{~eilfla:'!oi!!w,1,. the 

22 document if we're done with it, please. 

218 

000 ioea: 
2 

u testifieo some Ii. 

2 @j:0ojyowlmo\Y!1rdoose/communifai.ionstwere) 
3 {searcl#d(for;antl•p!:o<hWd5n1rcsponseJtolt@ 
4 {SUl)l)Oena.youlrecci!%''d($rtliisf case?J 
s tfl1[dffiiaUmowb 
6 (0lW5tidtS'OurE!<1ld1,xou)ro,viaeh§\ur} 
7 ®ttome%iaeccss/tojany;suc11!communitiiionslto) 
s We/®h1to~IP1:cia4®lif~ifilfae.i!th*diaJ 
9~ 

10 f'A.llt/ti~ 
11 MR. ROTIENBORN: Can you please pull up 

12 the exhibits ALH 17001 to -2, please. 

13 AV1ECHNICIAN: Standby. 

14 ALH? rm not seeing that. 

15 MR.ROTIENBORN: Iwastolditwas 

16 uploaded earlier today. rm sorry, AH. 

17 AV1ECHNJCIAN: Oh,AH. Okay. 00017001? 

18 MR. ROTIENBORN: Yes. Sorry about that. 

19 AV1ECHNICIAN: Okay. Stand by. 

20 (Exhibit 24, Tweets, Bates Nos. 

219 

21 ALH_000l 7001 through ALH_000I 7002, was marked for 

22 identification and is attached to the transcript.) 

AV TECHNICIAN: Showing on the screen 
2 Exhibit 24. 
3 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

220 

4 Q And, Mr. Waldman, you can take control of 
5 this if you want. The next page is just a larger 
6 screenshot of the - what I'm going to ask you 
7 about, which is in that - that sort of different 
8 color text at the top. 

9 A May- may I ask that we make it a little 
IO larger? 
11 Q Yeah. Well, that's what I was going to 
12 say, make it larger if you want But if you 
13 wanted to go to the next page, it's even bigger. 

14 A Okay. I'll take a moment to read it 
15 Q Sure. 

16 A Okay, I've read the - I've read the 
17 little off-colored box. Is there - is there more 
18 below to read? 
19 Q No. My question -- well, my first 
20 question is: Is that -- in that box where it 
21 says, First on the record statement from me 
22 regarding the body cam to RTL, Adam Waldman, 
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I Johnny Depp's attorney, is that a statement that 

2 you made to a Gennan media outlet called RTL? 

3 A Yes. 
4 Q And in that statement you say that LAPD 

5 have now opened up a criminal investigation into 
6 perjllly of Ms. Heard, correct? 

7 A Yes. 
8 Q What evidence do you have that LAPD 

9 allegedly opened up a criminal investigation into 

10 perjury? 

11 MR. CHEW: Objection to the extent that it 

12 calls for attorney work product. 

13 THE WITNESS: The evidence that I have is 
14 that the LAPD told me that. 

15 Q Who at the LAPD told you that? 

221 

16 A I don't know the name of the desk officer, 
17 but it was somebody in the Foothill, a branch 
18 office of the LAPD. 

I THE WITNESS: Yeah, I - I was not at tl1at 

2 moment aware of the length of the statute of 

3 limitations. I wondered about it, and I'm also 

4 generally familiar with tl1e notion oftl1e 

5 discovery rule; when a thing is discovered, 

6 sometimes that's when the clock starts, so ... 

7 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

8 Q You have no knowledge whether the 

9 discovery rule applies to perjury charges in 
10 California, correct? 

11 MR. CHEW: Objection to the extent that it 

12 purports to call for a legal conclusion about the 

13 particulars of California law. 

14 THE WITNESS: That's correct 

15 Q Did you -- did you make a correction to 

16 RTL when you learned that the LAPD wasn't, in 
17 fact, investigating Ms. Heard for perjury? 

18 A Well, the way you've characterized it is 

223 

19 Q Who at the LAPD have you had 

20 communications with about this case? 

21 A This - this person that I'm referring to, 
22 the desk officer, who then told me that, in fact, 

19 not exactly what I would agree with. The LAPD 
20 told me that they were investigating the perjury 
21 claim at that time, then sequentially came the 
22 statement, then came notification from the LAPD 

222 224 

I it was not the LAPD - subsequently told me that 1 that it was actually the LA sheriff's department 
2 it was not the LAPD that was going to investigate 2 that was investigating it And that was the last 
3 it, it was the LA sheriff's department because 3 I heard about it 
4 they had jurisdiction over the conrts. 4 Q And who notified you from the LAPD that it 

S And what - the perjury referred to here 5 was allegedly the sheriffs department who was 

6 is the false under-oath statements by Amber - 6 investigatiog it? 

7 Amber Beard's best friend, Rocky Pennington, about 7 A The same - the same desk officer at 
8 wine sloshed all over the walls and furniture, 8 Foothill. And when I say he's the desk officer, I 
9 et cetera, and Ms. Beard's statements to obtain a 9 don't know if - that's not necessarily the job 
IO temporary restraining order for abuse for domestic 10 title. 
11 violence against Mr. Depp on May 27, 2016. 11 Q How did you find his - well, do you have 

12 Q So what your testimony is, is that someone 12 his contact infonnation? 

13 at - someone said that the statements that were 13 A I don't think I do. I don't know. But I 
14 being investigated for perjury were statements 

15 made by Ms. Heard and Ms. Pennington in May 

16 of2016? 

17 A That's correct. 
18 Q Did -- were you aware that the statute of 

19 limitations for perjury is three years in 

20 California? 

21 MR. CHEW: Objection to the extent that it 

22 calls for legal conclusion, argumentative. 

14 don't- well, I'm not sure. 
15 Q And the time frame for this communication 

16 from this desk officer would have been sometime 

17 after the U.K ruling came down, is that right, 
18 since above it there is a statement from you about 

I 9 tl1e U.K ruling as well? 

20 A I mean, that's - that's a reasonable -
21 that's a reasonable conclusion. I'm not sure as I 
22 sit here today. But if you say that's what I've 
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1 said, then probably yes. 
2 Q And I'm sony if I asked you this. How 

3 did you come into contact with this desk officer? 

4 A I brought a binder of information 
5 including the statements that had beeu made and 
6 the evidence showing that those statements were 
7 false. 
8 Q In your view. 

9 MR. CHEW: Objection; argumentative. 

10 Q So you took a binder to the LAPD and spoke 

11 to this desk officer? 

12 A Correct. 
13 Q And was that the only time that you spoke 

14 to this person? 

15 A The two times. 
16 Q Were they both in person? 

17 A Oh, maybe it's three - two or three 
18 times. 
19 No. No, two times were on the phone. 
20 Q Was the first meeting in person when you 

21 brought this binder? 

22 A No. The first was on the telephone. 

l Q At what meeting were you allegedly told 
226 

2 that LAPD was investigating Ms. Heard for perjury? 

3 A When I spoke - when I spoke on the phone 
4 the - with the LAPD desk officer I asked what 
5 ,vill happen ,vith this. 
6 And he said this - an investigation will 
7 be opened up. 
8 And I said, What happens next? 
9 And he said, Well, Ms. Pennington and 
10 Ms. Heard, we'll seek them out and we'll seek 
11 their- we'll seek their evidence, we'll 
12 interview them And my recollection is he said 
13 that sort of has to happen within some period of 
14 time. It was relatively short. 
15 And whether that ever happened or not, I 
16 don't know. 
17 Q So the investigation was opened up at your 

18 request after you brought this binder to the desk 

19 officer; is that right? 

20 A I didn't ask him - I didn't ask him to 
21 open an investigation. I ftled a claim ,vith the 
22 LAPD regarding these perjurious statements that 

1 Ms. Heard and her best friend, Rocky Pennington, 
2 had made to a court. 
3 Q Was that claim that you filed in writing? 

4 A Yes. 
5 Q Do you know whether that claim was 

6 produced as part of this - your document 

7 production in this case? Because I certainly 

8 haven't seen it. 
9 A I don't know that I ever received a copy 
10 ofit. It was ftled in writing ,vith the LAPD, but 
11 I don't - I don't recall that I ever received a 
12 copy of it. 
13 Q Did you draft it? 

14 A No. 
15 Q So what was - you were talking to the 

16 desk officer and he was taking down notes, and is 

17 that the writing you were referring to? 

18 A Yes. 
19 Q Did you ever see this alleged written 

20 claim? 

21 A Yes. 
22 Q Did you sign it? 

1 A I don't recall if I did 
2 Q Did you ever call the sherifl's department 

3 to - after you allegedly learned that they were 

4 investigating this perjury allegation? 

5 A No. 
6 Q Whynot? 

7 A I don't think there was any - I didn't 
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8 think there was anything else really for me to do. 
9 In my earlier life I worked at the Department of 
10 Justice and I don't think you get too involved in 
11 law enforcement matters. I ftled a claim that she 
12 had - she had perjured herself to the courts. I 
13 provided abundant evidence, overwhelming, in my 

14 opinion, that those statements were false and that 
15 that was perjury. And I was told that they were 
16 going to look into it. My role in it was over at 
17 that point. 
18 Q And as specifically as you can recal~ 

19 what specific communication was made to you 

20 that -- based on your filing of a complaint, that 

21 an investigation had been opened? 

22 A Precisely that, that this opens an 
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1 investigation. It's open now. And then, as I 
2 mentioned a moment ago, we're going to interview 
3 the two primary witnesses. 
4 Q And it was opened as a result of your 

5 filing that complaint? 

6 A That was my understanding, yes. 
7 Q Have you had communications about this 
8 case with anyone else from the LAPD or LA 

9 sheriff's office? 

10 A No, not that I can think of. 
11 Q Have yon ever spoken with Officer Saenz or 

12Hadden? 

13 A No. 
14 Q And you said that the desk officer to whom 

15 you made this report was in the Foothill office; 

16 is that right? 

17 A I think so, yes. I think that's what it's 
18 called. 
19 Q And other than this desk officer, you 

20 never spoke to anyone else about this alleged 

21 perjury investigation? 

22 A I'm not going to be able to answer that 
230 

1 without revealing an attorney-client privilege. 
2 MR. CHEW: I would instruct you not to 

3 answer further, then. Thank you for spotting 

4 that. 

5 Q Did you ever speak to anyone other than 

6 your client about this alleged perjury 

7 investigation - other than your client and the 

8 desk officer? 

9 A Well, I think this quote that you've shown 
10 me to the media would constitute speaking about 
llit 
12 Q Fair enough. What I'm trying to get at is 

13 anyone - did you speak with anyone in the LAPD or 

14 LA sheriff's office other than this desk officer 

15 about this perjury complaint or investigation? 

16 A I don't think so. 
17 Q Did you ever hear anything about this 

18 investigation or lack thereof from anyone else who 

19 you understood to have spoken with anyone in LAPD 

20 or the LA sheriffs office? 

21 A I'm sorry, I just couldn't follow the 
22 question. 

1 ro ' 
2 Cl, 

3 

4 -~~~====~=: 
5 
6 . ,so. 
7 MR. ROTTENBORN: I think with that --

8 Mr. Waldman, appreciate your time. I don't have 

9 any further questions at this point Mr. Chew may 

IO have some questions, and that may spur other 

11 questions by us, but thank you. 

12 THE WITNESS: Thank you, Mr. Rottenbom. 

13 MR. CHEW: Adam, I just have a few 

14questions ifnow is a good time. 

15 THE WITNESS: Sure. 

16 MR.CHEW:Justafew. 

17 EXAMINATION 

18 BY MR. CHEW: 

19 Q Mr. Waldman, do you have a professional 

20 license? 

21 A I do. 
22 Q Do you have your own law firm? 
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1 A I do. 
2 Q What is the name of your law frrm? 

3 A Endeavor Law Firm 
4 Q When was Endeavor Law Firm formed? 

5 A I think it was in 2005. 
6 Q And who was it who formed your law frrm? 

7 A It was I who did it 
8 Q And who owns your law firm? 

9 A I do. 
10 Q What is your title at the Endeavor Law 

11 Firm? 

12 A Managing member, I believe. 
13 Q And it's - it's none of our business who 

14 your clients are, but does the Endeavor Law Firm 

15 have other clients other than Mr. Depp? 

16 A Yes. 
17 Q Do your clients dictate the - strike 

18 that. 

19 Do your clients dictate exactly when you 

20 take breaks? 

21 MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection; leading, 

22 relevance, hearsay, foundation. 
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• Adam Waldman 
,'?~d;1r.'I_W~ldfl\,')r, 

Ms Heard claims to have been 
hit so hard in the mouth by a 

heavily ringed Johnny Depp fist 
that blood splattered onto the 
wall next to the "SMEG" 

refrigerator in March 2013. 
That's a fine detail. Yet the 
SMEG was not purchased until 
October 19, 2014. ;tl'vidence 

• 

Adamw_ aJdman@J1da .. ,',-Ju_1::i 
Repiym91.:, ·).•:'Jrf,.my,alrlr-:il-, 
Correction: October 9, 2014 

t" ~- Anja"Aehllg @A~hi19A •. · Ji;! :?J-] j,• 

(: i,. P.~1fng ,o-@>l::l,rn\wa'.'"'.im~-i 
but l:l'CcorcfaiQ to the sma.U inj'ury to 
the lip !from A,H.'s lip photo), I cannot 
imagfne that so much blood ~ou!d 
splash from ii 
1111111umum111uu1nm111111n1m111mm11nm 
11111m11r 
justice for Jom_iy Depl)li,."t ~ 
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Amber Heard and her legal 

dream team continue trying to 
concoct something from this 
conversation w Elon Musk's 

decorator Laura Divenere, who 
testified against her anyway. 

The truth is, this conversation 
started wtth a lie. She wasn't in 
Africa. She was with Ms Heard 
post-hoax. 

1.3K likes 

,_, 

• 

Lare'va mcali lcmorte , Sep 1fl. • • 
~eptv•r:i91c ~~:fo.-, y;,~'rlmDf'\ 

Pre-re to me 0,clo'lr.,,:t.:t is still 
involved n thiS and ri1 b<!lieve it .. I 
th:flk otherwise for Goad reason. 

c, 
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Hollywood divorce: where acrimony meets alimony somewhere on the highest, most 
exposed precipice. And when those disputes are embittered further by 

costly lawsuits against once-trusted advisors and accusations of domestic violence, the 
truth - as presented by either side - will take the fall. We don't know the truth. 

But following an invitation to spend time with the face of one multiblllion-dollar franchise 
and a whole rogue's gallery of tender, oddball tales at the French village he once 

bought to share with another former partner, we now know his version of it. 
Aggrieved, aggressive and vulnerable, by turns it's all these things. He spoke, 

we listened and here, presented verbatim, is the truth Johnny Depp wants you to hear 
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T 
he death metal begins at 2.43pm. 
It's loud. And it is coming from 
inside the church. The noise is a 
proud, ungovernable fury, like 
a prize bull being dragged to the 

slaughterhotise by its copper nose ring. 
The idyllic quiet of the southern French coun­
tryside, the soft rub of the dgales and the 
warm breeze rolling off the Mediterranean 
is tom down the spine by wailing, demonic 
vocals and pedal distortion. Everyone outside, 
some drinking small glasses of pastis de 
Marseille in the 37C beat, tum to look at the 
church door and then at one another. 

Despite the rupture, the shattered tran­
quillity, it is a positive sign for those who 
want an audience with our host. The man 
rumoured to be sleeping inside the small, 
single-storey chapel - its original confes­
sional area transformed into a closet, its 
cloister now used as an artist's studio with 
large, unfinished canvases leaning against 
the perimeter- must surely be awake. No 
one could sleep through what sounds like 
Satan's own alarm bell. 

Two weeks ago there was an invitation, 
confirmed late yesterday, to came to Johnny 
Depp's villa and talk openly and without 
caveats. If you rise at Sam in North London, 
get the first Nice-bound British Airways 
flight out of Heathrow around 7.45am and 
then rake a taxi for an hour due east along 
the scorched yellow coast, past Cannes, 
past Frejus and not quite to Saint-Tropez, 
you will find yourself in the rural town 
of Le Rameau De Gassin, hemmed in by 
rows of young. short vines, forming tracks 
like nature's braids, their bruise-col9ured 
fruit just beginning to swell and sag with 
new weight. 

Depp's complex of around seven or eight 
smalI stone abodes sits above this quiet, 
unremarkable old town, with a viewthat 
stretches out over the rippling Ll~rian Sea. 
On a clear day you can walk out to one of 
the several high, rocky outcrops on the 
estate, squint and see the island of Corsica 
and, beyond that, waters rich with fables 
and myth, where scholars believe Homer's 
Odysseus ordered hls crew to tie him to his 
own mast to hear for himself the song of 
the Sirens. 

Squint harder and you might catch Italy's 
west mast twinkling. with Pisa, Genoa and, 
beyond that, the beauty and corruption 
of Florence. Earlier, I arrived at the com­
pound's gates, passing director Tim Burton 
and his family, who were off out on a boat 
trip with various children, sun-kissed and 
grinning. Bunon has been staying with 
Depp these past weeks, enjoying the baked, 
private utopia. 

Having been buzzed in, a golf cart driven 
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by a native named Daniele takes me up to 
the main set of buildings. Daniele- a man in 
his late sixties with an impressive whipped­
cream moustache and a long, ivory ponytail 
who, It must be noted, looks astonishingly 
like Asterix from Rene Goscinny and Albert 
Uderzo's famous French oomics - is the man 
from whom Depp bought the land and origi­
nal 19th-century houses 20 years ago. It was 
purchased by Depp and Vanessa Paradis, his 
then partner, as a sanctuary, a place to escape 
with children, to play freely away from the 
full beams of Los Angeles and Paris. 

When the estate was listed on the market 
in 2015 for $63 million - a warning shot of 
the actor's financial problems - many of 
the news reports described the property as 
being a .. village-like compound". As our tyres 
crunch their way up the wide gravel path 
tOwards the coUection of stone buildings, it's 
easy to see why. 

There is a modest main house with 
weathered blue shutters, almost entirely 
covered in rippling, bright-green foliage. 
There"s a hidden pool, a gazebo, a stone terrace 
with wooden shade and a jumble of around 

'That happened with 
Pirates. If the studio 
isn't worried then 
l'n:i not doing my 
job properly' 

four or five bedrooms and bathrooms. The 
slanted, near-Hat roof is terracotta tiled, while 
on the lower flank a heavy wooden door leads 
into a cave a vin, now amverted into a cosy­
if you find crypts cosy. The space is peppered 
with candle drippings and cowhide throws. 

From here we tum hard Tight. pulling inside 
what feels like the estate's main courtyard, 
or village square, a place where the road 
widens and comes to a natural point of con­
gregation, a patch of gravel with a small tree 
at its centre. 

In front of us, 30 feet away; is the church, 
silent with its door Jocked, while to our left 
is what appears to be a quintessential French 
cafe, a building that was originally intended 
to be a garage. The cafe"s brown fabric awning 
has a name across it in an art-nouveau period 
type, "Chez Marceline", which refers to 
Marceline Lenoir, Paradis' long-standing 
acting agent. 

At a polished wooden table outside the 
cafe, two men are sitting sipping Evian. Their 
names are John Evans and Daniel Rolle and 
they are expecting us. Evans' and Roll e's looks 
are route-one Mayfair hedgie on an off-site: 

crisp, pale-blue shirts(tucked in), narrow but 
not-too-skinny indigo jeans, a woven belt at 
the hips and a vintage Rolex on the wrist. It's 
clean, tasteful and quietly refined, rather than 
anything ostentatious or flash. 

E
-- vans and Rolle have been th~ 

point men in regard to today's 
logistics. They wol'k for a 
London-based company called 
Hawthorn, a public-relationS 

firm that, among other things, specialises 
in dealing with crisis managemeni: for com­
pallies and high-net-worth individuals. 
Hawthorn advised on •strategic communi­
cations"' for En+, for example, the Russian 
energy company owned by controversial oli­
garch Oleg Deripaska. . 

Deripaska was once worth $14 billion, 
although that figure is now £2.6bn. One of 
Hawthorn's partner companies in the US 
has been consulting on the sale of The 
Weinstein Company, but it's worth men­
tioning that Evans himself advised against 
such a move, despite the '"ludicrous fee'"' 
offered. Finns such as Hawthorn don't do 
minor skirmishes or call editors seeking co;_ 
rections in the entertainment pages; they 
are a finn who exceptionally wealthy clients 
call if there's no one else to call. They are 
the Harvey Keitels of this world: wolf men, 
fixers, public-image adjustment specialists, 
polymath corporate strategists. 

Ben EJliot, nephew of the Duchess 
Of Cornwall, is a cofounder and partner of 
Hawthorn. He also set up Quintessentially, 
the concierge service for the wealthy elite -
think hell-skiing off Everest's Hillary Step or 
a balcony suite with a view of the Monaco 
Grand Prix. It was Elliot who made initial 
contact to ask whether GQ would be inter­
ested in meeting and talking to Depp. 

Despite Depp being someone who has 
long underscored his disdain for the media 
- someone who once took on the paparazzi 
with a plank of wood outside a London res­
taurant - we were informed that he wanted 
fo talk. Or, at least, he was advised that he 
should seem like he wanted to talk, that 
he wanted to set certain records straight, 
not least concerning his image in the press 
and the various battles on which he has been 
lighting of late. 

It's about two months after the publica­
tion of a widely read Rolling Stone interview, 
entitled "'The Trouble With Johnny Depp'"'. It 
is an article that Depp will talk about later, 
addressing it as he does most topics, with a 
sort of vengeful nonchalance. This is a man, 
I will come to understand, who will happily 
spill his guts all over the table, yet remain 
flippant about cause and effect. This .. cool­
ness"', one suspects, is his armour. » 







JOHNNY DEPP 

>> The actor refers to the ROiling Stone 
article as•• sham·. in fact, he goes much 
further. "I w:as .shafted. The guy ijournalist 
Stephen Rodrick] walked In with absolutely 
one intention. And-I could see it arid I 
thought maybe I could help him understand, 
you know? 

uI trus_ted Jann Wenner [cofounder and 
publisher of Rolfing Stone], as I knew "him 
through Hunter [S Thompson,. the late writer 
and a mentor of Depp]. I trusted what the 
magazine stood for, or what it used to stand 
for. i wanted Jann to see if he could write, 
to see if a piece ,:o.uld be written ... to put 
things in perspective. That's all, just to 
put things in p'erspective." 

·p·· · erspective can be a treacheiouS 
thing. It can be hoodwinked. It 

. · tan.be riianipulateq. Perspeµive, 
, after all.-js inherently subjec-

tive. Yet Depp was right to be 
belligerent. Anyone who didn't.know arty 
better would have read that lwlling Stone 
profile - together with a steadily accumu­
lating digital silo of cuttings and clickbait 
about the star's.life of late, his financial 
woes, his savage ;µid hostile divorce from 
American a.ctOr Amber Heard, accusations 
of doDlestic violenc~ and that videotaPe -
and come iJNfa'/ with a pretty bleak picture 
of the 55-year-old. 

The article stated Depp was near to broke: 
having made $650m on films that netted 
around $3.6bn, yet •aJmost all of it ts gon.-. 
!lp until a few weeks ago Depp was suing 
his longti_mE! business,pal'tner-Joel Mandel 
and his. brother Roger (and their firm, The 
Managemeiit Group [TMG]) for negligence, 
breach of fiduciary duty and fraud. 

The suit clalmed that under TM G's watch 
Depp had accumulated (and paid) nearly 
$5.6m in late fees to the IRS, something 
that the ·star claimed he kneV/ nothing 
about~ Depp's -~it alsq pointed at TMG's 
conflicts of Interests, thelr alleged wrongful 
,investment of the star's money in compa-· 
nies witlfwhich they had a relationship and 
their enabling of Depp's Immediate family 
members to spend his fo~une without 
_proper authority or knowledge - not least 
his si.!lter Christi. 1MG counterclaimed agains:t 
Depp for breach of contract and fraud, saying 
that it was the actor who was responsi­
ble for a~y financial turmoil in which_ he 
found himself. 

By the time I reach Depp in his French 
villa the litigation has reached a settlement 
and, later this mori~ in August, he will 
win the fim stage of a separate.case against 
bls longtime lawyer, Jake Bloom, regarding 
-"'handshake"' agreements and contingency 
fee ag_reements, or Jack thereof. The ;>,> 
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>> latter appears to be a vindkation of 
sorts for Depp, almo_st certainly having 
wider effects on the industry and how busi­
ness ·is conducted_betweeri management 
and talent. 

Sitting with the HawtJ}.9rh executives 
in Chez Marceline, waiting for Depp to 
emerge from his quaint, non~enominational 
lair, there is also continued talk of stories 
emerging about Heatd and the pair's acri­
monious spilt. Heard filed for divorce In 
May 2016, only 15 months after the couple 
got married in February 2015. Court records 
filed by Heatd cited "irreconcilable differ­
ences•, with a temporary restraining order 
granted against Depp, who lieatd acrused of 
domestic violence. A much-circulated leaked 
video claimed to show Depp "throwillg a 
wine glass" at Heatd and the 32-year-old's 
lawyers previously claimed that Depp "vio­
lently attacked'" her. 

The outrages then go from_ the disturb­
Ing to the downrigbl bizarre. Although the 
oouple's divorce settlement was reached 
in August 2016 - with Depp paying a 
reported $7m and the restraining order 
lifted - even this morning. on my way to 
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Depp's compound. the most peculiar story 
yet emerged from their volatile relationshlp, 
that Heatd allegedly defecated In the star's 
bed after a particul?fly nasty row in April 
'2016. Heard has come out with a statement 
last night claiming the Incident was far from 
a dirty protest on her part, but rather blamed 
the deposit on her dog, Boo; who suffers 
bowel problems, 

As 1 hear the satanic noise blare out 
from Depp's church iri France, it makes one 
wonder: who. or what, am l about to encoun­
ter today, at his home, Inside his sanctuary? 
An actor who Is crippled by fame, money 
and excess? A relic of an old Hollywood 
star system that Is broken and growing 
old disgracefully? Someone who simply 
doesn~t fit into the brave new era, an era 
when scandal and stories can no longer'be 
hidden away or burled under an avalanche 
of enforced NDAs? 

Or is Johnny Depp simply a man who, for 
all his faults; has been wronged and harbours 
a genuine desire to set out to protect his 
name atid his past work so that he can begin. 
to bring hlm_self back from what has been a 
period of his life he'd sooner forget? 

Does he seek vengeance against an indus­
try- and rertaln Individuals- that he claims 
took advantage of his naivety and confessed 
contractual carelessn~? 

Is this a man who still believes In trying to 
be the outsider, an artist who desperately 
wants to be free of responsibility; something 
that might be mistaken for isolati1;:m and 
ecrentridty but is actually something closer 
to a belief ln romantic rebellion? 

I 
rs lime. He's ready;· 

As rm led towards the cliwtlt .-heie 
the demonic:wall ofnoise has finally 
been_sllenced. __ - !"realise; p_erhap; foi'the 
liriit time, tliat I ruive lio Idea :who.or 

what will appea,; blinlclng Into the hot whll< 
light. It feels like stepping Inside the eye of 
ev'erything that tornadoes around this one 
man and hls astonishing life. As the church 
door opens and I hear a cough, I wonder: 
where does the myth of Johnny Depp end 
and the truth of who Johnny Depp really 
is begin? 

•Are you a John or a Jonathanr 
-X'm Jonathan, •.J say. -You 11_1Ust be Johnny."' 
"'Johnny, John. .. I'm a John. Is it Jon-a-than 



or Jon-a-thon? I'm John Chrlstapher· Depp 
II. I have a number after my name which 
makes me sound ... I don't know, grander 
than I should ·be.' Immediately there's that 
smile, one that hovers between charm and 
mischief, heroic and villainous. His eyes will 
remain behind an enormous pair of reflec­
tive aviator shades for the next four hou.I'S. 
'Shall we go and sit in the sun, talk. get heat­
stroke, vomit and dler A pause. And then 
the head goes tight back with the laugh. 
•Maybe later. Come on, Jonathan, there's a 
really oool little spot I want to show you .. : 

Depp has emerged from his slumber looking 
If not healthy then certainly healthier than 
I expected. Friends I had spoken to about 
my assignment voiced concerns aver Depp's 
mental and physical state- most with little to 
no actual factual insight, it should be said -
many refening to an image taken of the star 
recently while on tour round Europe with his 
band, Hollywood Vampires. 

The photograph, taken by a fan, showed 
Depp gaunt, pallid aod in need of some sleep 
- or at least a large green juice and once 
round the block On a SoulCyde; Not only 
~ but, pemaps even more disturbingly, his 

'Shall we go and 
sit in the sun, talk, 
get heatstroke, 
vomit and die? 
Maybe later' 

usual battered fedora had been replaced with 
a baseball cap, a baseball cap with the word • 
'fugly' emblazoned on it. Johnny Depp? In 
a baseball cap? 

Today, however, Depp's skin is dear and 
absent of bloat or puffiness. It must be added, 
however, that his clothes are less intact. He 
·is wearing a baseball cap and his shirt in par­
ticular appears to have had lts arms pulled 
off, as if it was once the property of an irate 
Bruce Bann~pre-angermanagem.ent classes. 
In fact, the shirt is like nothing I have ever 
seen before:· part dress shirt, but with a·man­
dmi.n collar, yet no sleeves. Over his shirt is a 
pinstripe blue Wlllstcoat and around his neck 
are various chains, trinkets and talismans, 

On the end of one ner;klace is a silver "'gonzo 

fist', the icon characterised by two thumbs and 
four fingers holding a peyote button orlginally 
used by Hunter S Thompson's 1970 campaign 
forsherlff of Pitkin County, Colorado. Through 
Thompson's prolific life and writing style, the 
fist has become a symbol of gon,o journalism 
as a whole. For Depp it is both a memento of 
his late friend, someone he once lived with 
in a basement Jn Owl Fann, Thompson's base 
camp in Aspen, Colorado, and a reminder of 
how one should work and live, with a strong 
sense of the individual and unhinged from 
COIJ>Orale or fiscal systems. As Depp so often 
says, 'Beat the system from the inside out.• 

The jeans are baggy and ,a patchwork 
of blues, holes th_at have_ be~ mended 
and stitched innumerable times. Depp's 
trouser-wearing history has always been, 
well. patchy, to say the least, always looking 
like he's just come from break-up sex with 
a werewolf. He ~ once taking a child tu a 
birthday party in Los Angeles when he real­
ised his jeans had a hole the size of a hubcap 
across the rear-end. Rather than change, 
which would have been the sensible thing, he 
grabbed a roll of silver gaffer tape and fash­
ioned his own filler. >> 
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D 
epp's belt i.s •something else. 
It's worn brown leather, but 
the buckle is attached to the 
side rather than the front. It's 
unusual. I note, ·as we walk 

towards a huge stoJ.],e table where we will 
sit and talk in the shade for the afternoon. 
"Th.is? Well, it's no Texas Belt Budde. You 
know what Texas Belt·Buckle is?"' 1 have to 
confess I do not. -Well, a Texas Be)t Buckle 
is where you have to pull your scrotum up 
over the top of your jeans without undoing · 
them. All the way up and over. Oh, the horror 
of It all ... Yoti have to bring your cock back 
around and Stick it thro1,1gh, .. Your cock has 
to go around the bend in a sort of semi fruit 
basket and then, well, then you're fucked. 
Yo1,1 pull your testicles out over the top and 
leave thein jUSt resting there. That's a.Texas 
Belt Buckle. n,en, of course, there's a Dirty 
Sanchez, which is something else entirely. 
'Dirty Sanchez', which I managed to sneak 
into Pirates ... " 

For those in the dark about what a Dirty 
Sanchez might J,e, all you need to know Is that 
it's a term that Originated in the spit'n'grind 
of the LA porn industry, so.me thing that cotild 
occur when certain protruding members 
are stuck into certain orifices and then into 
certain othefholes. I'll let your imaginB.tion 
run dark, but let's just say it's unfathomably. 
gross and a term for an obscene sex act that 
couldn't be less suitable for inclus'ion in a 
$300m Disney film about a pirate, itself 
based on a family-friendly theme park ride 
in Florida. 

6Yeah, I [said] it in Pirates and they never 
caught it when it went out to the theatres," 
Depp chuckles as we take our seats oppo­
site one another. -rhey ·caught it when it 
went to DVD. I did it because I wanted to 
see who would be the one at Disney to find 
it ...... As to why Depp wanted to find out who 
~ould be the person· to red flag such a thing 
is unclear, although the fact he is still proud 
to have got the obscene term included in that 
first blockbuster - albeit as a mumbled, near 
incoherent entry- and past.corporate eye­
balls (and ears) Is not insignificant. 

It serves to illustrate what has been, and 
wh,?t still is, at ,Depp's moral core; a con­
flict that boils and foams beneath the actor's 
surface: the tussle of being true to his artistic 
sensibilities while also being a willing pat­
ticipant 1n and figurehead of a billion-dollar 
franchise. It is the age-old problem faced 
by many successful creatives, that of art 
vs commerce. 

Jack Sparrow was for Johnny Depp what 
Iron Man would eventually become for 
Robert Downey Jr: a global hit that pivoted 
the actor- or at least his image - from that of 
a yoting. somewhat surlyindle misfit who» 
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» had alre_ady illµstrated a distaste for being 
a teenage pin-up (via 21 Jump Street), wore 
over.;lzed vintage leather jackets and smoked 
Marlboro Reds while smooching wild fashion 
cats such as Kate Moss, into a global megastar 
with his own merchandise line, Including a 
2Scm~high pirate figurine with removable 
cutlass and leather booties. 

It was the moment the man who played 
Ed Wood turned into Mickey Mouse, albeit 
Mickey Mouse with a fondness for a·bottle of 
Chliteau Calon Segur (2014). 'I was freaked 
out by it," he admits wh~ he realised wbere 
acting was going to take him, rather than 
music, which had always been his main 
creative outlet . .,I mean, at the beginning I 
genuinely didn't give a fuck about acting. But 
I began to enjoy it. I enjoyed creating those 
characters up there, being in the trenches 
and sparring with collaborators, actors, direc­
tors ... The trouble with working with these 
big studios is they can get uncomfortable 
about certain creative decisions you make. 
That happened with Pirates. My view is If 
the studio isn't worried then I'm not doing 
my Job properly." 

Did Disney try to alter his Pirates per­
formance? "Disney hated me. [They were] 
thinking of every way they could to get 
rid of me, to fire me. 'Oh, we're going to 
have to subtitle him.' 'We don't understand 
CaptaJn Jack Sparrow. What's wrong with 
him?' What's wrong with his arms?' 'Is he 
drunk?' 1s he mentally fucking stupefied?' 
'ls he gay?'" 

I ask Depp directly: did Disney ask if 
Jack Sparrow was being played as openly 
homosexual in Pirates? "They asked me, 
'Is he gay?' and I ans\Vered the question 
over the phone. It was a lady called Nina 
Jacobson from Disney at the time [Jacobson 
is herself gay, it should be noted, and has 
long campaigned for greater diversity 
within the all-male club of old Hollywood 
boardrooms] and she asked me a couple of 
questions and then said. 'What is it, Johnny? 
Is he gay?' My tendency, of course, is to be 
irreverent so I said, 'Nina, didn't you know 
all my characters are gay?'That was a pretty 
abrupt end to the conversation. And I just 
continued shaping Jack the way I believed 
was best." · 

Was Depp angry at Disney for its lack of 
vision? Its lack of trust? "'No. I told them, 
1..ook, you don't like what l'm doing, fire 
me. You hired me to do a Job and play the 
character and this is what 1 want to do.' This 
is the work. I mean. hadn#t they seen any 
of the work I'd done previously? You might 
want to take a look at that before you hire a 
motherfucker, you know?'" 

Did he feel vindicated once it was 
clear his treatment for Jack was going to 
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work, when audiences fell ln love with him? 
"'I knew I was right. Even the very first 
time when they came back to me saying, 
'No, no, what is this?' it felt right. Even when 
the other actors were looking at me like I was 
an absolute menace. I stayed with it. I mean, 
the older actors were probably thinking, 
lesus Christ. he's wrecked.# Because I would 
tear up the script on set. l'd go rogue. I'd 
fly for a little bit to see where things went. 
And not everyone appreciates this way of 
working. Oliver Stone didn't appreciate it 
when I changed all the lines he wrote for me 
in Platoon and that's no doubt probably why 
most of my stuff ended up on the cutting­
room floor.• 

Depp and I are sitting under what can 
only be described as a tent or canopy of 
green vines. We are about 150 metres from 
the main house. Inside the tent is a huge, 
monolithic stone table and benches that 
reseJ!lble something dragged from the pal­
aeolithic age. pockmarked and grooved from 
years of wear and deterioration. Depp bought 
it when they acquired the house. "I did a 

'Spit out what you 
need to spit out 
and my attorneys 
will take care of 
the rest' 

fihn with Roman Polanski [The Ninth Gate] 
in Paris with Vanessa We were supposed to 
stay two months and we ended up staying 
ten years." 

As we talk. Depp keeps his cap and his 
shades on. Occasionally he seems a little 
sleepy, stifling a yawn. although after a while 
he shakes off the sleep and is engaging, 
coherent end certain. He twists and moves 
rarely, maybe tucking his legs to one side or 
sitting cross-legged like a sort of skater/war 
vet/yogi. Otherwise, he is entirely still. He 
takes care with his answers, speaking at a 
steady pace, unafraid to be patient and wait 
until the right word arrives from his con­
sciousness and escape into the ether. ' 

A man. maybe a housekeeper, brings us 
refreshments in one of those light-blue plastic 
laundry baskets: sweet, bottle-green tea, 
Coca-Col~ water. No alcohol Later I ask Depp 
if he believes he has a problem with alcohot 
"Do I like a drink?Yes. Do I need a drink? No~ 
The only visible vice is the rolling tobacco that 
he smokes in liquorice papers; he'll roll one up 
every 20 minutes or so and often not light it 
immediately. He lets it hang from his mouth. 
the paper sticking to his lower lip as he talks 

and answers questions. He has all the tobacco 
warnings, all the images of blackened lungs, 
scribbled out by an assistant. His fingers are 
cluttered with rings and his arms are fuJJ of 
black lnk. 

The tattoos have been much discussed: 
the -Wino Forever" on the upper right bicep 
being perhaps the most infamous, an altera­
tion of what originally was -Wmona Forever"', 
which Depp got when he was dating Wmona 
Ryder, the pair having worked together on 
Tim Burton's Edward Sdssorhands in 1990. 
A more recent tattoo read *Slim" in a gothic 
font, a letter on each of the proximal pha­
langes (the finger bones closest to the palm 
of the hand). Slim was the name Depp used 
to call his ex-wife Amber Heard. After the 
divorce he had it amended to •scum· and 
more recently "Scam". 

B
.,. efore flying out here I was told 

that Depp categorlc"ally didn't 
want to discuss his recent divorce. 
But there's something about the 
torment of the past few years 

that, intentionally or not, shakes such spiky 
subjects - his brea)c-up, his reputation, his 
financial problems - to the surface. Quite : 
sbnply, they are in the air. I can feel it. Depp 
can feel it. And without even being nudged, 
the topics fall onto the table and demand to 
be picked at. 

Depp, one can tell, feels he has suffered, 
sounding at times like a wounded aIJllll:al 
who has healed and is now ready to bite 
back. He is also, although he may deny it, 
angry - angry about a lot of things - and he's 
vengeful and absolutely, categorically certain 
of his position and his standing. 

'The last three or four yeaIS has felt like a 
perverse situation that was inflicted on me. 
It hurts." How did the actor take the claims 
-about his long-term managers eviscerating his 
trust, their relationship in that way? "I was 
with my business managers for 17 or 18 years, 
I think. To find they were screwing me up the 
arse? These people used to come to my two­
and five-year-old babies' birthday parties. 

"'It is crass to speak about money but, I 
mean, when I found out the Pirates 5 film 
had just been finished. right before the busi­
ness manager started to go, 'Oh, you've got 
to sell the house in France! Oh, my god! 
Shit's hitting the fanl' Now, my front fee ~ 1 
am even embarrassed to say it - for Pirates 
5 alone was £3Sm. And then I went on my 
'honeymoon after that film and while I was 
on honeymcion that's when I got the call from 
the guy and I was like, 'What? I don't under­
stand? How could this be?'• 

TMG claimed that they did what they 
could to handle Depp's .finances responsi­
bly and repeatedly warned him that he » 





» was overspending. but he h~ a different 
perspective. "My belief was that I needed 
to not envelop myself in the notion of 
money, how much I was making, how much 
was there. I just knew that I was making 
enough money in salary and back-end that 
everything should be tickety-boo. Nothing 
should have gone as sideways as it did. And 
when I found out, that is when the war 
began. It was from every angle. The judge, 
youknow, called them on all the petty per­
sonal allegations and said you -are trying to 
decapitate this man in a public forum. That 
is not what you do." 

Depp has a theory, however, about a wider 
conspiracy being fuelled by the troubles 
surrounding his finances and deteriorat­
ing marriage, a theory that.points to the 
Hollywood industry itself, 'this vile fucking 
drci.tS"', as the actor calls it. ·But did it stop 
all the power mongers in Hollywood who 
were interested in shutting me up? Big 
mon~y was being thrown about. People. 
suing me at every opportunity. I meari, it's an 
so obvious. Listen, I know I was never goi_ng 
to be Cinderella - I know this and accept 
it. But it felt like within a very, very short 
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'If I catch you, I will 
eat your nose and 
swallow it in front of 
you. Then you'll think 
about it nexttime' 

period of time that suddenly this version 
- for lack of a better word - of Cinderella 
had been immediately turned irito the beast. 
He's Quasimodo. 

-1 could feel people look at me differently, 
because of the accusations towards you. 
And then people start putting things in 
magazines: 'He's insane. He needs to take 
a sanity lest .. .' You know, ludicrous stuff. 
But the only thing that I could do was know 
what I still know. Ultimately. the truth will 
came out in all of this and I will be stand­
'ing on the right side of the roaring rapids,. 
I hope Other people will be too. I know the 
truth and if l had to walk away from all of 
it today, the job, the career, all of it, and go 
toodle-oo, then fine. 

"I've got nothing to prove to anyone, 
because I've never been in competition with 
anyone. I d01_1't buy into that shit. I'm not 
interested in receiving any spray-painted 
action figures. You know, rilaybe wh11tever 
this thing is, whatever I leave behind, you 
.know, my legacy to my kids or the people, 
I haven't watched 98 per cent of that 
shit. It may be completely insane. It may be 
crap. It may be interesting. I don't fucking 
know what it is. But what I do know is that 
I did something, and I tried something dif­
·ferent, for a period of years. Did It work? 
Who the fuck knows? But 1 did it and I'm 
fine ta stop. 

•1 love the process of creating a character. 
I love the safety of, you know, being that 
character. l mean, there was greiit safety In 
being as open as you could possibly make 
yourself on Edward Scissorhands an_d t~ 
try to see things, mundane, normal things, 
as beautiful and new, you know? Captain 
Jack was a different animal, Ed Wood, a dif­
ferent animal, Mad Hatter [from Alice In 
Wonderland], Willy Wonk a [Ch mile And The 
Chocolate Factory] .•• 

•Yet there's a common thread going through 



all these characters. There's a filament that 
mnnects them. Even though they're all very 
different, they're all very much the same, 
because it all has to oome out of some sort of 
truih, you know? And the truth is they're all 
fucking misfits. They're all misfits and they're 
all misunderstood. And judged In a conde­
scending manner, in a bad way.., 

The m~ge ls loud and clear as to what 
Depp believes went down with his long­
term martag·ement and btisiness partners. I 
wonder: does he worry about his l'eputation, 
his legacy, not least in regards to women? Is 
he ooncemed that so much of what has·b_een 
put out in the press, so much of the scandal, 
bas caused an irreversible erosion of his good 
name? Or does he simply not worry because, 
as he says, he never wanted to be put' on 
some pedestal or claim to be a role m0de1, a 
Cinderella figure? 

'"Do you know ... I'll tell you. .. ' The follow­
ing pause is long. Depp and I sit in silence. 
The question hovers over us. Then, he seems 
to simply decide to ta]Jc. 

"It's not about being a role model. No, it's 
not that at all. The tape that came Out .. ." He 
stops and chuckles and repeats his words, 

"The tape that came out, or the tape that 
someone made, that miraculously appeared 
on YouTube, taken from someone's phone. 
That was not Downtown [LA, where he lived 
with Amber Heard). She [Heard] wanted 
to make like it was recent. It was an older 
video and [what happened in it] had to 
do with finding out that I had been ripped 
off for hundreds and hnndreds of millions 
of dollars.' 

The video in question, blurry; clandestine, 
shows Depp banging aro·und an apartment, 
filling a large beaker with red wine end 
~en grabbing Heard's phone after seeing 
she is recording. The video was •(eaked· or 
released. by showbiz gossip channel TMZ in 
the States, although compared to Heard's 
other allegations against Depp the video 
content seems unexceptional or certainly the 
least disturbing. 

Although the pair have now settled out of 
murt. what Heard alleges to have happened 
in April 2016 still reverberates through­
out my meeting with Depp. Heard alleged 
that on Satun:lay 21 May. Depp attacked his 
wife and threw an iPhone at her face. Heard 
phoned the police, who found "no evidence 

of any crime'"'. However, Heard claims to have 
taken a selfie later that day showing bruising 
around her right eye and cheek. The follow­
ing Wednesday she filed for divorce. 

I feel like !have to broach the subjectwiih 
Depp. oa·es the actor consider himself a 
violent man? An aggressive man? Can he lose 
his temper or is he prone to ff intoxicated? 
'The thing that hurt me is the treachery, the 
betrayal of being presented as something that 
yoJ•re really as fai' away from as~you could 
possibly get, you know? I have freely admit­
ted and it's known, yes, I have been arrested 
for assaulting a ti,otel _room [worker] once and 
I smacked the location manager [on the set 
of a new, stalled project, City Of lies, a film 
about the·murder of Biggie Smalls] and he 
called the cops.on me. I went to jail in New 
York. OK. great, fine. 

"'Then there was that time when the 
paparazzi were trying to take a photograph 
of Vanessa and she's pregnant with lily.:.Rose 
and I was not going to let them inake a circus 
out of it. So I did what I had to do. Got her In 
the car, they dido't get the picture, and I said, 
'Take a fucking picture because then I'D stove 
your fucking head in. You've got your » 

NOVEMBER 2018 Ga.CO.UK 171 

F1169 



>>cameras out. First one click. Let's go/ And 
that's just the truth. I would've. I've even said 
before, if a paparazzo gets a shot they're far 
a:way and they get a shot of me and my kid, 
whatever, that's their thing. But if I catch 
you,-I will eat your nose. I will eat your nose, 
chew it up and swallow it in front of yoi.i and 
tl;ien you'll fucking think about it next time. 
I fucking mean it.' But to .. : 

Depp goes quiet again. It seems like 
he needs to take stock every so oft~ to 
re_charge, to get back into a specific Jane or 
mood every time the conversation veers into 
talking about the volatile relationship with 
Heard and the results of its breakdown. "To 
harm someone you love? As a kind ofliully? 
No, it didn't, it couldn't even sound like ine. 
So, initially; I just kept my mouth shut, you 
know? l knew it was going to stick on me and 
it would get weirder. Keep going, you know? 
Go nuts. I ain't going to get"into a pissing 
contest with someone about.ft. ~pit out wh~t 
you need to spit out and. you know, my attor­
neys will take care of the rest. I never went 
out and spoke about the shit. 

'But of course I care what my family and 
my kids think. I mean. you realise right away, 
essentially; that what is being done is the 
commencemep.t of what they hope Is to b~ 
your funeral They want to ruin your life and 
to talce away the opportunity ever to work 
again, and take away everything that you've 
built for the last 30 years: Depp is still talking 
at a measured pace, in his_ low, cool tones, but 
his words are just a little clipped at the ends. 
His vowels just a little firmer. 

"l\nd worse than that, to take away fuiure 
earnings that are for my kids, you know? 
I do this shit for my kids, man. How could 
someone, anyone, come out with something 
like that against someone, when there's no 
truth to it whatsoever? I'm sure it wasn't easy 
for my 14-year--old boy to go to school, you 
know what I mean? With people going, 'Hey; 
look at this magazine, man. What, your dad 
beats up chicks or something?' Why did he 
have to go through that? Why did my daugh­
ter have to go through that?" I tell Depp I can 
see how that would anger him. 'She didn't..: 
Depp is often all too aware that some of the 
intricacies of his and Beard's relationship 
need to be put in the third person. This is 
why, at times, he will start off using a subjec­
tive pronoun but switch to_ something more 
objective. swapping a "'she'"' for •that person•. 

•why didn't that person ~eak to the 
police?• continues Depp. ·1 mean,, they spoke 
to the police, but the police saw nothing and 
they offered her an eme,gency medical tech­
nician. She said no. Police see nothing on 
het. Police see nothing broken in the place, 
no marks, end then they offer her an EMT 
to have a look at her and she says no and I 
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don't know if it was the next day or a couple 
of days later, but then there wa.s a bruise. 
There was a red ma;rk and then there was a 
brown bruise.· 

Depp suffered a catastrophic amount 
of physical abuse at the hands of his own 
mother when he was very young. The impact 
of aµ object on human flesh and bone is a 
physiology; a biology, he claims to know only 
too well. "I've been hit in the eye a bunch 
with fists and boots and anything else that 
anyone in my family could throw at me or 
beat me with/"' he tells me about his child­
hood ... I know bruises. They close Up and 
they go pu[J>le and they go black and they 
go green and they go yellow and they go 
yellow-brown like a banana and then they 
start to fade away. And that process is prob­
ably about 12 days or two weeks."' 

A day after the alleged phone-throwing 
took place, Heard was seen at a party, 
specifically Amanda de Cadenet's 44th birth­
day party. De Cadenet posted a picture of 
herself, with Heard smiling brightly on her 

'I've been hit in the 
eye a bunch with 
fists and boots 
and anything else. 
I know bruises' 

right and model Amber Valletta to her left. 
Heard is tagged in the photo; her hair is 
brushed over her left eye and cheek. At some 
point, howeve_r, the image was deleted. Depp 
is empflatic about his version of events. "'She 
was at a party the next day. Her eye wasn't 
closed. She had her hair over her eye, but you 
could see the eye wasn't shut. Twenty-five 
feet away from her, how the fuck am I going 
to hit her? Which, by the way, is the last thing 
I would've done. I might look stupid, but I 
ain't fucking stupid." 

To suggest that a·woman, a man or anyone 
might have made up such a serious allegation 
ls a tremendously dangerous amf. damaging 
thing to do. If we as a global community are 
striving for equality and acceptance to run 
through every part of our lives, through all 
races, cultures and genders. then we need to 
believe those who stand up and claim to have 
~een subjected to physical or: verbal abuse. 

Let me be clear: this is not a piece of inves­
tigative reporting. It is merely a snapshot, 
a chance to sit down and talk to a_person 
of Immense interest and talent, who has, it 
must be noted, brought joy ~o millions of 
film lovers all over the world ever since he 
moved from Kentucky to LA and a friend, 

Nicolas Cage, told him he should go and see 
his actjng agent. 

This isn:t a piece claiming to know with 
any authority about what happened between 
Johnny Depp and Amber Heard In May 
2016 or at any other lime between the pair 
in private. All I ·wanted to do was come to 
Depp and ask him to give· his side of the story; 
Which up until now has not been properly 
_heard. Before we met, it was agreed with 
·his advisors at Hawthorn that both parties 
wouid,go into this meeting with one simple 
aim: to record what happens candidly. From 
my side, this is what !saw and this is the con­
versation we had. 

'We probably shouldn't be talking about 
this; con!-inUes D~pp, "'but I am wbrried. 
I worry about the people· that bought it 
and I worry about her. It's just not right. 
I will never stop fighting. n1 never stop. 
They'd have to, fucking Shoot me. An 
episode like this takes tirpe to get over. It's 
a mourning, a betrayal by someone you 
thought was .• : 

Again, a pause and quiet. All I can hear Is 
the blood rushing about my skull, nitroed 
by adrenaUne and the swirling white 
nicotine clouds. 

The love of his life? 
'Well, something. I did many her somehow.• 
Is he single now? 
"'Yeah,• he says, chuckling and sounding 

somewhat relieved. 
Does that fe_el good? 
"Yeah: 
Does he think about wartting to find love 

ever again? 
"No: 

I 
need to take a leak. Depp tells me I can 
use his bathroom and that I'll find it 
back at the church:· He ·gives me ~ set­
~f instructions ,and djre_clions, aUhiugh 
with the electricity of the conversation 

we have just.had still pinging abciut"in my 
hot skull I nod and smile but when I actually 
arrive· at the church I realise that I wasn't 
really paying attention. I walk in through 
the main door and that's when I realise I am 
standing slap bang in the middle of Johnny 
Depp's bedroom. Alone. With a full bladder. 

-Actually; I am not quite in his bedroom yet. 
I am in a small kitchenette. There's a sink and 
a box of tis.sues on a small table and beyond 
that a door that leads to the bedroom. I can 
.see Ws the bedroom because I can see the 
huge four-poster bed against the far wall. I 
venture further~ thinking that there must 
b_e an en suite somewhere.and now I really 
am in the middle of Johnny-Depp's bedroom, 
inside his chun:1,, which he had built in the 
compound he bought with his ex-partner 
20 years ago. It makes one's head spin to be 
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alone in someone's private space. It's so inti­
mate, like climbing inside their head or diary 
and riffling through their thoughts without 
telling them you're doing so. 

I take a quick scan of the room. There's a 
jumble of family photographs, a guitar on a 
stand and clothes strewn about like a teen­
ager just home from school. Down the far 
end, towards the maln clnm:h dooi; whicll is 
blocked,. two sofas face one another. On the 
Sofa closest to me, down the right-hand side 
is the most intriguing object of aJI: a black 
vintage typewriter with round. silver keys. 

To the left of the machine is a pile of notes 
and typed pages. I had heard a rumour that 
Depp was writing a memoir, a book of.his life, 
and had been doing so for the past few years. 
It's a book about the abuse he suffered at the 
han~ of his junkie, desperate,ly violent I.ate 
mother; about how, in anger, he used to take 
a baseball bat from the garage as a kid and 
just spend an hour wailing it against a palm 
tree in their yardi a book about the work, 
the films that never made it; about bis rela­
tionships, his friendships; about when Allen 
Ginsberg called the actor as he was dying; 
about Bob Dylan, his friend; about Edward 
Sdssorhands; about the industry, the circus; 
about the corruption, the excess and the 
sordid beautiful truth about it all. 

There's a page spooled into the machine 
already. There are a handful of sentences 
typed, the black ink speckled and smudged 
on the grained, ivory paper. What is written 
is private. It's also eloquent. It reads like 
someone trying to write vividly, someone 
desperate to get it out, get it down, so he 
might hold it up and scream,, •Lookl This is 
what happened!" This feels like snooping. I 
make a swift exit and go back to the bath­
room in the ca:fe. Eventually I wander back 
to Depp, the smoke signals from his cigarette 
indicating.he is still where I left him. 

-You know, on the road with the band, 
it's impossible to bring oil paints," explains 
Depp. •Mineral spirit stinks up the fucking 
place, you know? So I've just been doing 

· watercolours and odd drawings. I've also 
been doing a lot of writing. I kind of started 
a book, a couple of months before I broke 
up with Amber." 

Fiction? Memoir? A play? 
""I've written around 300 pages. I have 

about 300 more pages more to go. I am 
halfway. They are more memories. And some 
of the beauty and the knowledge that I've 
been able to glean or. sponge off of some 
of these magic fucking people I know, from 
Brando to Hunter to Patti Smith to Dylan to 
Ginsberg. I have been so lucky to have met 
all these folk. I don't have cards or make 
notes really. No structure is blocked out. I' 
have reminders. rn make a list of reminders." 

Of events he wants to remember? 
"Yes, but it's not written in any kind of linear 

form. It should be more like the unplanned 
telling of a story around the campfire.· 

I ask Depp if he finds it hard writing about 
some of the more painful memories. 

"Sure. I mean my childhood was dark. My 
mum wouldn"_t edit. There ~ no editing. 
She would say what she meant, what she 
felt, in that instant. No matter how wrong 
It might have been even, or how hideously 
evil it was in the moment, she didn't edit.Jt 
came out: bleurghJ She was out of her mind. 
obviously;. and she didn't know what the 
fuck she was doing. She got four kids and 
she hated the world. Was there fuck loads 
of verba1 abuse? Yeah, man. Was there fuck 
loads of physical abuse? Yes. And never­
ending, to the point that pain, physical pain, 
was just a given. But the last four, five years 
that I was involved, let's say ... Well, that was 
quite a dark time too. 

"'I mean, you can write about those things 
and what's interesting is you write about 

'At a certain point 
one must be able 
to say, "What else 
can any of you do 
to hurt me?"' 

those things early on and once you've had 
a few year.; away from that chapter you go 
back and reread what you've done so far. 
And then you realise that you do feel the 
same way you did. but you're so far beyond 
it. It puts everything else into perspective. 
Because at a certain point one must be able 
to say, 'What the fuck else can any of you 
do now? What else can any of you do to 
hurt me?'" 

The patter has changed. He is still calm, 
still warm, but the emotions are right here 
on the table with us, right in our faces. 
Maybe it's just Depp's natural charisma. 
but the intensity of the conversation feels 
like lifting weights. Not because it's dif­
ficult to talk or that it isn't natural, but 
simply because of the rawness, the emo­
tional density of the topics. We sit in silence. 
Depp doesn't move, not a single muscle 
flinches. It's like he's looked into the Gorgon 
Medusa's eyes to see for himself life's 
savage reality. 

The cigarette hangs Unlit, like a stogie 
to be chewed on or soaked with spit. 
"What was it that Dylan Thomas said, 'To 
begin at the beginning,' right? And Ernest 
Hemingway, ""AIi you have to do is write one 

-

JOHNNY DEPP 

true sentence· - one of the hardest things in 
the world to do. And [Allen Ginsberg's) •First 
thought, best thought." 

Depp has taken his writing lessons from 
brl1llant yet often difficult men. He has strung 
them together like bunting: to begin at the 
beginning, all you have to do is write one 
true sentence: first thought, best thought ... 
Much like Ginsberg, Depp has that ability 
to perform. to unspool himself and all his 
kinks. A drive into Depp's memories, one sus­
pects, would be like trying to control a car on 
a winding mountain road with its brakes cut. 
thrilllng yet perilous. 

"And Hunter. Hunter! He was right in the 
centre of every story. And all those stories 
were true. I have all the tapes and the napkins. 
Hunter wanted me to buy his ardi.ives, but I'm 
its custodian. They belong to Hunter's grand­
·son, Will. I think we are going to take .it on 
the road, to show people, to show people the 
reality, the madness and the goddamn beauty 
ofit all.• 

F
or the first time, Depp talces off his 
shades. He ru. bs his eyes, which 
aren't bloodshot or kohl-Iined, but 
are dear. backlit and luminous. •1 
want the truth. That's really my 

biggest obsession in the world. It's just the 
fucking truth.' 

Yet to live on impulses, to put down a11 
the raw facts unedited. as they come out, 
well, that's a powerful type of storytelling. 
As Hunter himself warned of such precision 
reporting: ""Absolute truth is a very rare and 
dangerous commodity.• 

The truth has no time for perspective. Or 
rather, truth is not about perspective as a 
point of view. But to see thE! whole truth? The 
whole story? Now, that sort of perspective 
will allow you to get the entire picture: the 
corre<:t height, depth and position of all the 
facts In relation to one another, something 
that is absolute. 

There is no doubt Depp is seeking the 
truth. That is his mission. One day, maybe 
he will find the right words, in a conversa­
tion or in a book, and when he does they will 
be sirople. OQ 
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Second category of documents relating to 

the other litigation in which Mr. Depp has been 

involved, as Your Honor has seen, these requests are 

hopelessly broad and unduly burdensome. Even with 

Ms. Bredehoft's reported limitations, she still 

seeks all witness interactions, Mr. Depp's 

explanations, Mr. Depp's perceptions, any and all 

photographs, et cetera. 

~~ ~ fi~-1 .!!,oo §j!,j!, @!r ~ 

• o Yim!? ~o i ©ml §GI~ ~Is ~ @ff o 

- Im m~fi!.iiYgf 'i.s@l @l's> ~'l.s!lil 00§0 ~ @!? §j!,.!l,~ 

~l!lsl@l- 0 00§0 ~~ @!? • ~ w.@.li1§iil ~ ls!ml 

15 The Bloom case involved Mr. Depp's former 

16 lawyer, who illegally took 5 percent of his income 

17 from a period between 1999 and April 2017. Judge 

18 Green in Los Angeles declared that the alleged oral 

19 contract was violative of Sections 6147 of the 

20 California Business and Professional Code. As a 

21 result of that ruling in this case, the firm of 

22 Bloom, Hergott was disbanded because he had 
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perpetrated that scheme on several other people,. 

including Sylvester Stallone. That case involved 

also one -- approximately one million documents. 

16 

Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard were only married 

for 15 months during that 18-year period. The TMG 

case involved Mr. Depp's former manager prior to Ed 

White. He was -- Mr. Mandel was the manager from 

1999 through March of 2016. He breached fiduciary 

duties and misappropriated tens of millions of 

dollars. Again, that case involved approximately 

one million documents, most of which were designated 

confidential by the defendant, which is the same -­

the same is true in the Bloom case. 

The Rocky Brooks' case is a comically 

frivolous case involving an incident more than a 

year after the divorce. The bodyguard's case 

involved an esoteric dispute as to whether the two 

gentlemen employees were either employees or 

independent contractors. So none of this had 

anything to do with Ms. Heard or her alleged claims 

of abuse. 

The Court should deny the motion as to 
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4 whom the foregoing proceedings were taken, do hereby 

5 certify that the foregoing transcript is a true and 

6 correct record of the proceedings; that said 

7 proceedings were taken by me stenographically and 

8 thereafter reduced to typewriting under my 

9 supervision; that review was not requested; and that 

10 I am neither counsel for, related to, nor employed 

11 by any of the parties to this case and have no 

12 interest, financial or otherwise, it its outcome. 

13 
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20 

21 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set 

my hand and affixed my notarial seal this 23rd day 

of November, 2020. 

E-NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 
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22 My Commission Expires: April 30, 2023 
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Q And why not? 

A Because as I just said, it was similar to 

some of the events in his personal life with the 

man -- the story itself about the lead. 

MR. CHEW: Alex, if you would please move 

ahead to Exhibit 9. 

®fl ~ ~ l!;lhE!ls eli!© ~ ~ ll jj\!l©\s ~ Gl 

~ ~ .!!.m ~ 

MS. BREDEHOFT: And I understand you've 

said that, I haven't seen them, you might be right 

I might be wrong, but if I'm right then I want to 

preserve the objections. So I'm -- but I'm trying 

to not to make this longer, I just want to have a 

blanket objection and we can deal with it later. 

MR. CHEW: Okay. Are we on -- yes, we're 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 

John C. Depp, II, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

Amber Laura Heard, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

----~--~-~---) 

Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

PLAINTIFF JOHN C. DEPP, Il'S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT AMBER, LAURA 
HEARD'S MOTION TO COMPEL AND FOR RELIEF BASED ON FAILURE TO 

TIMELY PRODUCE DISCOVERY BEFORE DEPOSITION OF TRACEYl.ACOBS . . 



admonishing Ms. Heard's counsel as follows: "And, Ms. Bredehoft, I am going-to make a 

comment to you. And maybe I shouldn't, but I am going to, anyway. But you risk losing 

credibility with the Court when you come before the Court and accuse the_ other side of not 

following the rules ... You also send vastly overbroad requests apparently in the hope that 

they will negotiate something better than what you might have gotten had you sent a 

reasonable request(.]" (Chew Deel., Ex. 3, 30:14-31:3.) In defiance of the Court's admonition, 

Ms. Heard served her Tenth RFPs, for similar documents, to which Mr. Depp timely objected on 

January 22, 2021. (Ms. Heard's Att. 3.) 

II. Ms. Heard's Assertions about the Jacobs' Deposition Are False 

Ms. Heard deposed Ms. Jacobs, Mr. Depp's former agent, on January 28, 2021. Ms. 

Jacobs has never been identified as a percipient witness to any alleged violence between Mr. 

Depp and Ms. Heard, and indeed, testified in response to Ms. Bredehoft's questions that she was 

unaware of those allegations before Ms. Heard publicized them, and that she has never discussed 

the allegations with Mr. Depp. (Chew Deel., Ex. 6 at 107:15-108:13.) fSiioRlylb~foreOOs! 

!Jii'c'pb'sl111ep&arionSan1:!!imihejcourseronp(epar.iii'gfforJsaine8%fa1sc0y.eredlih"ailNl.s!lliearo!h"ll"d) 

11@€njre£e/:ence1:!1infoafusjoijN1s!PJtfc'o6'sl('dep0s1tion1transcriptsifrcomjlli\i)1jN1©FP...'cfiontao:u!Bloom1 

tffl10nSan1:!Unaupo~llODS(OJl(fiosejrranscrU5tsicoum=nguab~{arelhlfjtojui'etclgimsjan1:l[dSfensesJ 

fin1irus@ctton\1Mi8JJ)epP1tfien6mmeaiatewJproauceakheitranscfiptsronltner'daylOf(tJwaeMsitionl 

(although, given the Court's denial of Ms. Heard's Eighth RFPs, and Mr. Depp's timely and 

proper objection to the Tenth RFPs, Mr. Depp had a basis to withhold them). Ms. Heard's 

allegations of deceptive conduct are therefore false. Again, we produced the transcripts 

immediately upon becoming aware of their arguable relevance, and undersigned counsel 

correctly represented to Ms. Bredehoft that they had been provided to her office. (Chew Deel. at 

2 



Dated: June 17, 2021 

1344442 v l-iManDB--036503/000! 

Respectfully submitted, 

Benja::lo. Chew (VSB #29113) 
Andrew C. Crawford (VSB # 89093) 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
601 Thirteenth Street NW, Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005 
Tel.: (202) 536-1785 
Fax: (617) 289-0717 
bchew@brownrudnick.com 
acrawford@brownrudnick.com 

Leo J. Presiado (pro hac vice) 
Camille M. Vasquez (pro.hac vice) 
Samuel A. Moniz (pro hac vice) 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
2211 Michelson Drive 
Irvine, CA 92612 
Tel.: (949) 752-7100 
Fax: (949) 252-1514 
lpresiado@brownrudnick.com 
cvasquez@brownrudnick.com 
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Jessica N. Meyers (pro hac vice) 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
7 Times Square 
New York, New York 10036 
Tel.: (212) 209-4800 
Fax: (212) 209-4801 
jmeyers@brownrudnick.com 

Counsel for Plaintiff and 
Counterclaim Defendant John C. Depp, II 
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CAMILLE VASQUEZ, ESQ. 
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timing worked out well at all for Ms. Bredehoft, 

but you did provide it. I can't fault you for 

that; however, I think it is important that she 

does get that other video as soon as you get that. 

Then she'll have the two videos. She has the 

transcripts now. 

15 And since you are going to be providing 

16 the videos, I'm just going to deny the motion to 

17 compel today. We'll see where we are on Friday 

18 with that, and I'm not going to give fees to 

19 anybody on this matter. All right? 

20 MR. CHEW: Thank you very much, Your 

21 Honor. 

22 MS. BREDEHOFT: Your Honor --

PLANET DEPOS 
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THE COURT: Is there --

53 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

MS. BREDEHOFT: If I'm understanding your 

ruling, then, it's without prejudice for us to be 

able to come back and ask for this relief again; is 

that correct? 

THE COURT: Well, it's a motion in 

limine. When we get closer to trial, if there's 

8 still issues going on, but, you know, that's going 

9 to be something we do at our pre-trial conference 

10 when we start doing deposition issues, yes. 

11 MR. CHEW: And, Your Honor, just to 

12 clarify, may we submit to Your Honor's chambers on 

13 Monday a proposed order? 

14 

15 

THE COURT: Yes, that would be fine. 

MR. CHEW: And to that end, Your Honor, 

16 so we can have obviate any disagreement, the motion 

17 to compel is denied? I don't want to get into a 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

fight about --

THE COURT: Right. 

MR. CHEW: -- without prejudice. 
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MR. CHEW: Thank you, Your Honor. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Your Honor, if I may, so 

9 I understood that Your Honor granted the motion to 

10 compel with respect to the second video deposition. 

11 

12 

MR. CHEW: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: No, no, I didn't. I denied 

13 the motion to compel outright. They're providing 

14 the second video, so it's a moot point. So that's 

15 going to get you either Monday or Tuesday, it 

16 sounds like. 

17 

18 

MR. CHEW: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: That's a moot point. So I'm 

19 denying the motion to compel. 
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20 MS. BREDEHOFT: Your Honor -- and I'm not 

21 trying to be unreasonable here, but maybe you know 

22 that we have had issues with these proposed orders, 
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CERTIFICATE OF COURT REPORTER - NOTARY PUBLIC 

3 I, Merinda Evans, the officer before whom 

4 the foregoing deposition was taken, do hereby 

5 certify that said proceedings were electronically 

6 recorded by me; and that I am neither counsel for, 

7 related to, nor employed by any of the parties to 

8 this case and have no interest, financial or 

9 otherwise, in its outcome. 
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10 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 

11 hand and affixed my notarial seal this 25th day of 

12 June, 2021. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Merinda Evans, Notary Public 

for the Commonwealth of Virginia 

19 Notary Registration No.: 7808245 

20 Expiration: 1/31/2023 
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3 I, Bobbi J. Fisher, do hereby certify that 

4 the foregoing transcript is a true and correct 

5 record of the recorded proceedings; that said 

6 proceedings were transcribed to the best of my 

7 ability from the audio recording and supporting 

8 information; and that I am neither counsel for, 

9 related to, nor employed by any of the parties to 

10 this case, and I have no interest, financial or 

11 otherwise, in its outcome. 
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14 

15 Bobbi J. Fisher, RPR 

16 NCRA Registered Professional Reporter (RPR) 

17 Prepared: June 26, 2021 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

JOHN C. DEPP, II 

v. 

Plaintiff and Counterclaim 
Defendant, 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant and 
Counterclaim Plaintiff. 

Civil Action No.: CL-2019-000291 I 

PLAINTIFF AND COUNTERCLAIM DEFENDANT JOHN C. DEPP, IT'S 
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANT AND 

COUNTERCLAIM PLAINTIFF AMBER LAURA BEARD'S 
FOURTH REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION 

Pursuant to Rule 4:11 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia, Plaintiff and 

Counterclaim Defendant John C. Depp, II ("Plaintiff'), by and through his undersigned counsel, 

hereby responds and objects to Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff Amber Laura Heard's 

Fourth Set of Request For Admission (each, a "Request" and collectively, the "Requests"), dated 

February 4, 2021 and served in the above captioned action ("Action") as follows: 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

I. The following general objections and responses (the "General Objections") are 

incorporated into each specific objection and response as if fully set forth therein: 

2. Plaintiff objects to the Requests to the extent they purport to call for information 

that: (a) is subject to the attorney-client privilege; (b) constitutes attorney work product; (c) 

includes information protected from disclosure based on common interest or a similar privilege; 

or (d) is otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable privilege, law, or rule. Plaintiff 

21 



contact between any part of Your body and another person's genitalia, anus, groin, breast, inner 

thigh, or buttocks; or (b) direct contact between any part of a third party's body and Your 

genitalia, anus, groin, breast, inner thigh, or buttocks. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff objects to this definition as overly broad and unduly 
burdensome, vague and ambiguous to the extent it seeks to impose burdens 
beyond those required by the Rules. This term is overly broad in its ten year 
scope, and vague and ambiguous in its use of the terms "direct contact" and 
"sexual manner." Plaintiff further objects to this term to the extent that it is 
inflammatory and harassing, assumes facts not in evidence, lacks foundation, calls 
for a medical and/or legal conclusion and seeks information unrelated to this case 
and that is unlikely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff will 
agree to meet and confer with Defendant regarding this term. 

t. You and/or Your. The terms "You" and/or "Your" refer to the recipient(s) 

of these discovery requests, as well as all persons and entities over which said recipient has 

"control" as understood by the Rules of this Court. 

RESPONSE: No objection. 

REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION 

I. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP 19191 and attached as Exh. 1 is a true, 
genuine, and authentic copy of a December 14, 2012 email exchange between Tracey 
Jacobs and Christi Dembrowski. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 
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protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19191 appears to 

be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs and Christi Dembrowski. Because Plaintiff was not 

included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny 

whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 
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2. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP 19194-19196 and attached as Exh. 2 is 
a true, genuine, and authentic copy of May 23, 2013 emails between Tracey Jacobs and 
Christi Dembrowski. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request to the 

extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to Defendant. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated 

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds and to the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at 

issue. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this communication. 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected from 

disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because the request does 

not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing specific and 

general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, including without 

limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19194-19196 appears to be a copy of 

an email between Tracey Jacobs and Christi Dembrowski. Because Plaintiff was not included on 

the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny whether the 

email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 
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and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

3. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP19207-19208 and attached as Exh. 3 is 
a true, genuine, and authentic copy of December 29, 2013 emails between Tracey Jacobs 
and Christi Dembrowski. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19207-19208 
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appears to be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs and Christi Dembrowski. Because 

Plaintiff was not included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge 

to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

4. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP 19209 and attached as Exh. 4 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy ofa September 2, 2015 email between Tracey Jacobs, 
Christi Dembrowski, and Joel Mandel. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 
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communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19209 appears to 

be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs, Christi Dembrowski, and Joel Mandel. Because 

Plaintiff was not included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge 

to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENT AL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 
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5. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP19210 and attached as Exh. 5 is a true, 
genuine, and authentic copy ofan October 23, 2015 email between Tracey Jacobs and 
Joel Mandel. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19210 appears to 

be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs and Joel Mandel. Because Plaintiff was not 

included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny 

whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENT AL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 
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and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

6. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP 19211 and attached as Exh. 6 is a true, 
genuine, and authentic copy of November 14, 2015 emails between Andrew Thau, Raul 
Anaya, Tracey Jacobs, Joel Mandel, and the email address danny@bhdrl.com. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19211 appears to 
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be a copy of an email between Andrew Thau, Raul Anaya, Tracey Jacobs, Joel Mandel, and the 

email address danny@bhdrl.com. Because Plaintiff was not included on the communication, 

Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, 

genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

7. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP19213 and attached as Exh. 7 is a true, 
genuine, and authentic copy of January 19-20, 2016 emails between Tracey Jacobs, 
Andrew Thau, Joel Mandel, and Jeremy Zimmer. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 
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Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19213 appears to 

be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs, Andrew Thau, Joel Mandel, and Jeremy Zimmer. 

Because Plaintiff was not included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient 

knowledge to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 
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8. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP19215 and attached as Exh. 8 is a true, 
genuine, and authentic copy of a January 26, 2016 email between Tracey Jacobs, Jim 
Berkus, Jeremy Zimmer, Joel Mandel, and the email address jab@bhdrl.com. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19215 appears to 

be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs, Jim Berkus, Jeremy Zimmer, Joel Mandel, and the 

email address jab@bhdrl.com. Because Plaintiff was not included on the communication, 

Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, 

genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENT AL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 
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knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

9. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP19216 and attached as Exh. 9 is a true, 
genuine, and authentic copy of February 12, 2016 emails between Tracey Jacobs, Joel 
Mandel, Christi Dembrowski, and the email addresses danny@bhdrl.com, 
mls@bhdrl.com, and jab@bhdrl.com. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks infonnation that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 
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specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP! 9216 appears to 

be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs, Joel Mandel, Christi Dembrowski, and the email 

addresses danny@bhdrl.com, mls@bhdrl.com, and jab@bhdrl.com. Because Plaintiff was not 

included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny 

whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENT AL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

I 0. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP 19217 and attached as Exh. 10 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy ofa March 7, 2016 email between Tracey Jacobs and 
Joel Mandel. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 
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implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPPI9217 appears to 

be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs and Joel Mandel. Because Plaintiff was not 

included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny 

whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 
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11. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP! 9218 and attached as Exh. 11 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy of a March 9, 2016 email between Tracey Jacobs, 
Gueran Ducoty, Christi Dembrowski, Joel Mandel, Jenna Gates (Jacobs), and the email 
addresses danny@bhdrl.com and mls@bhdrl.com. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19218 appears to 

be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs, Gueran Ducoty, Christi Dembrowski, Joel 

Mandel, Jenna Gates (Jacobs), and the email addresses danny@bhdrl.com and mls@bhdrl.com. 

Because Plaintiff was not included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient 

knowledge to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 
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SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

12. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP19219-19224 and attached as Exh.12 
are true, genuine, and authentic copy of February 2-5, 2016 emails between Emily Speak, 
David Kitchen, Linda Curtis, Joel Mandel, Andrew Thau, Nicholas R. Dumas, Kevin 
Wells, and Alyssa Gallo. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 
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work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP! 9219-19224 

appears to be a copy of an email between Emily Speak, David Kitchen, Linda Curtis, Joel 

Mandel, Andrew Thau, Nicholas R. Dumas, Kevin Wells, and Alyssa Gallo. Because Plaintiff 

was not included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit 

or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

25 



13. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP! 9225-19230 and attached as Exh. 13 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of the document titled "Agreement in Consideration 
of Guaranty" that was attached to the emails produced by Mr. Depp as DEPPl9219-
!9224. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, Plaintiff admits that DEPPl9225-19230 appears to be "a true, 

genuine, and authentic copy" ofa document titled "Agreement in Consideration of Guaranty". 

14. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP 19233 and attached as Exh. 14 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy ofNovember 15, 2014 emails between Tracey Jacobs 
and Christi Dembrowski. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request to the 

extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to Defendant. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated 

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds and to the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at 

issue. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this communication. 
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Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected from 

disclosure, including information protected by the attorney 0 client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because the request does 

not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing specific and 

general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, including without 

limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19233 appears to be a copy of an 

email between Tracey Jacobs and Christi Dembrowski. Because Plaintiff was not included on the 

communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny whether the 

email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

15. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP! 9234-19236 and attached as Exh. 15 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of February 26, 2015 emails between Tracey Jacobs 
and Christi Dembrowski. 
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ANSWER: 

Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds and to the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential 

information that is not at issue. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information 

that is in the possession, custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects 

to this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19234-19236 

appears to be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs and Christi Dembrowski. Because 

Plaintiff was not included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge 

to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 
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response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

16. Please admit that the document produced as DEPPl9237-19238 and attached as Exh. 16 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of February 27, 2015 emails between Tracey 
Jacobs, Sean Bailey, and Christi Dembrowski. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19237-19238 

appears to be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs, Sean Bailey, and Christi Dembrowski. 
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Because Plaintiff was not included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient 

knowledge to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

17. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP19239 and attached as Exh. 17 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy of April 14-15, 2015 emails between Tracey Jacobs, 
Scott Cooper, John Lesher, and Christi Dembrowski. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request to the 

extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to Defendant. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated 

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds and to the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at 

issue. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this communication. 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected from 
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disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because the request does 

not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing specific and 

general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, including without 

limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19239 appears to be a copy of an 

email between Tracey Jacobs, Scott Cooper, John Lesher, and Christi Dembrowski. Because 

Plaintiff was not included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge 

to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

18. Please admit that the document produced as DEPPl9240-19253 and attached as Exh.18 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of text messages between Tracey Jacobs and 
Edward White. 
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ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request to the 

extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to Defendant. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated 

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds and to the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at 

issue. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this communication. 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected from 

disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because the request does 

not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing specific and 

general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, including without 

limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP 19240-19253 appears to be a copy of 

text messages between Tracey Jacobs and Edward White. Because Plaintiff was not included on 

the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny whether the 

email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENT AL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 
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response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

19. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP19254-l 9300 and attached as Exh. 19 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of July IS-October 26, 2016 text messages between 
Tracey Jacobs and Mr. Depp. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits DEPP 19254-19300 appears 

to be a copy of text messages between Tracey Jacobs and Mr. Depp. 

20. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP 19790 and attached as Exh. 20 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy ofan April 14, 2015 email between Magdolna Nyeso, 
Edward Allanby, Joel Mandel, Joe Kaczorowski, Robert Corzo, Neil Shah, Jacob Bloom, 
Sandra Spierenburg, and Maarten Melchor. 
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ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19790 appears to 

be a copy of an email between Magdolna Nyeso, Edward Allanby, Joel Mandel, Joe 

Kaczorowski, Robert Corzo, Neil Shah, Jacob Bloom, Sandra Spierenburg, and Maarten 

Melchor. Because Plaintiff was not included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks 

sufficient knowledge to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after-
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discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

21. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP! 9791-19795 and attached as Exh. 21 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of the attachment to the email produced by Mr. 
Depp as DEPP19790. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, Plaintiff admits that DEPP 19791-19795 appears to be a copy of 

the attachment. 

22. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP19797-19798 and attached as Exh. 22 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of April 14 and April 21, 2016 emails and an 
attachment between Robert Corzo, Neil Shah, Donald Starr, Danny Watts, and Stanley 
Buchta!. 
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ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19797-19798 

appears to be a copy of emails between Robert Corzo, Neil Shah, Donald Starr, Danny Watts, 

and Stanley Buchta!. Because Plaintiff was not included on the communication, Plaintiff 

otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and 

authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENT AL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after-
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discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

23. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP! 9801-19839 and attached as Exh. 23 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of a document dated August 7, 2002, titled 
"Memorandum of Agreement," and with the Subject "'PIRATES OF THE 
CARIBBEAN'/ JOHNNY DEPP/ACTOR." 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, Plaintiff admits that DEPP 19801-19839 appears to be a copy of 

a document titled "Memorandum of Agreement," and with the Subject "'PIRATES OF THE 

CARIBBEAN'/ JOHNNY DEPP/ACTOR." 

24. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP19840-19843 and attached as Exh. 24 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of a document dated August 7, 2002 titled 
"GUARANTY." 
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ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, Plaintiff admits that DEPP 19840-19843 appears to be a copy of 

a document titled "GUARANTY." 

25. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP! 9844-19849 and attached as Exh. 25 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of a document dated August 7, 2002 titled "FIRST 
MA TE PRODUCTIONS, INC. ACTOR/LOAN-OUT STANDARD TERMS AND 
CONDITIONS." 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19844-19849 appears to be a copy of 
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a document titled "FIRST MATE PRODUCTIONS, INC. ACTOR/LOAN-OUT STANDARD 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS." 

26. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP! 9850-19852 and attached as Exh. 26 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of a document dated August 7, 2002 titled "RJDER 
TO THE STANDARD TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR AN ACTOR (LOAN OUT)." 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, Plaintiff admits that DEPP 19850-19852 appears to be a copy of 

a document titled "RJDER TO THE STANDARD TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR AN 

ACTOR (LOAN OUT)." 

27. Please admit that the document produced as DEPPI9853-19865 and attached as Exh. 27 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of an August 7, 2002 document titled "Exhibit 
1CB111

• 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 
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the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, Plaintiff admits that DEPP 19853-19865 appears to be a copy of 

a document titled "EXHIBIT 'CB"'. 

28. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP! 9866-19876 and attached as Exh. 28 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of a document dated August 7, 2002 titled "RIDER 
TO EXHIBIT 'CB'." 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, Plaintiff admits that DEPPl9866-19876 appears to be a true, 

copy of a document titled "RIDER TO EXHIBIT 'CB'." 

29. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP! 9877-19887 and attached as Exh. 29 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of a document dated August 7, 2002 titled "Exhibit 
DRCB." 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 
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this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, Plaintiff admits that DEPP! 9877-19887 appears to be a of a 

document titled "EXHIBIT DRCB." 

30. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP! 9888-19897 and attached as Exh. 30 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of a document dated August 7, 2002 titled "RIDER 
TO EXHIBIT 'DRCB'." 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19888-19897 appears to be a copy of 

a document titled "RIDER TO EXHIBIT DRCB." 

31. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP! 9906-19954 and attached as Exh. 31 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of a document dated August 28, 2008, titled 
"Memorandum of Agreement," and with the Subject "'ALICE IN 
WONDERLAND'/JOHNNY DEPP/ACTOR." 
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ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, Plaintiff admits that DEPP19906-19954 appears to be "a true, 

genuine, and authentic copy" of a document titled "ALICE IN WONDERLAND'/JOHNNY 

DEPP/ACTOR." 

32. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP20019-20063 and attached as Exh. 32 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy ofan October 8, 2014 document titled "Tyron 
Management Services Limited." 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 
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specific and general objections, Plaintiff admits that DEPP20019-20063 appears to be a copy of 

a document titled "Tyron Management Services Limited." 

33. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP20078 and attached as Exh. 33 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy of a November 1, 2016 email from Michael Sinclair to 
Jacob Bloom, Edward White, Andrew Thau, Bryan Freedman, and the email address 
ssroloff@caa.com. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP20078 appears to 

be a copy of an email from Michael Sinclair to Jacob Bloom, Edward White, Andrew Thau, 

Bryan Freedman, and the email address ssroloff@caa.com. Because Plaintiff was not included on 

the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny whether the 

_ email is a copy. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

34. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP20079-20084 and attached as Exh. 34 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of the attachment to the email produced by Mr. 
Depp as DEPP20078. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information protected 

from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product 

doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request on the grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to 

the extent that it implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 
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including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP20079-20084 

appears to be a copy of a letter addressed to Mr. Depp. 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

35. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP20086-20087 and attached as Exh. 35 
is a true, genuine, and authentic copy of September 30, 2015 emails between Tracey 
Jacobs and Christi Dembrowski. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 
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protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP20086-20087 

appears to be a copy of emails between Tracey Jacobs and Christi Dembrowski. Because 

Plaintiff was not included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge 

to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

36. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP20088 and attached as Exh. 36 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy ofa September 2, 2015 email between Tracey Jacobs, 
Joel Mandel, and Christi Dembrowski. 
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ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP20088 appears to 

be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs, Joel Mandel, and Christi Dembrowski. Because 

Plaintiff was not included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge 

to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 
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response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

37. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP20089 and attached as Exh. 37 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy of September I 0, 2015 emails between Andrew Thau, 
Tracey Jacobs, Christi Dembrowski, and the email address danny@bhdrl.com. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP20089 appears to 

be a copy of emails between Andrew Thau, Tracey Jacobs, Christi Dembrowski, and the email 

address danny@bhdrl.com. Because Plaintiff was not included on the communication, Plaintiff 
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otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, genuine, and 

authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

38. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP20090 and attached as Exh. 38 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy of March 24, 20 I 6 emails between Bee Smith, Tracey 
Jacobs, Rena Ronson, Jim Meenaghan, Jeremy Landau, and Christi Dembrowski. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 
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protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP20090 appears to 

be a copy of emails between Bee Smith, Tracey Jacobs, Rena Ronson, Jim Meenaghan, Jeremy 

Landau, and Christi Dembrowski. Because Plaintiff was not included on the communication, 

Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny whether the email is "a true, 

genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

39. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP19205 and attached as Exh. 39 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy of November 22, 2013 emails between Tracey Jacobs, 
Christi Dembrowski, Joel Mandel, Rachel Arlook (Jacobs), and the email addresses 
jab@bhdrl.com, danny@bhdrl.com, and mls@nhdrl.com. 
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ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including relevance and hearsay, Plaintiff admits that the document appears to be a copy of an 

email among Tracey Jacobs and Christi Dembrowski. Plaintiff was not copied and is otherwise 

unable to admit or deny the authenticity. 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 
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the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

40. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP 19206 and attached as Exh. 40 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy of December 6, 2013 emails between Tracey Jacobs 
and Joel Mandel. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPPl9206 appears to 

be a copy of emails between Tracey Jacobs and Joel Mandel. Because Plaintiff was not included 

on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny whether 

the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

52 



SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

41. Please admit that the document produced as DEPPI9212 and attached as Exh. 41 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy ofa November 16, 2015 email between Tracey Jacobs 
and Joel Mandel. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 
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further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including without limitation hearsay and relevance, Plaintiff admits that DEPP! 9212 appears to 

be a copy of an email between Tracey Jacobs and Joel Mandel. Because Plaintiff was not 

included on the communication, Plaintiff otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny 

whether the email is "a true, genuine, and authentic copy". 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

42. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP 19796 and attached as Exh. 42 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy of April 18, 2016 emails between Jacob Bloom and 
Donald Starr. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
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evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including relevance and hearsay, Plaintiff admits that the document appears to be a copy of an 

email among Jacob Bloom and Donald Starr. Plaintiff was not copied and is otherwise unable to 

admit or deny the authenticity. 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiff's lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after­

discovered information, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 
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43. Please admit that the document produced as DEPP20064 and attached as Exh. 43 is a 
true, genuine, and authentic copy of January 6-7, 2015 emails between Joe Kaczorowski, 
Danny Watts, and Donald Starr. 

ANSWER: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is in the possession, 

custody or control of Defendant or third parties. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the 

grounds that it is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Plaintiff further objects to this request on the grounds and to the extent that it 

implicates private and/or confidential information that is not at issue. Plaintiff further objects to 

this request to the extent. it seeks information that is available to and equally accessible to 

Defendant. Plaintiff further objects on the grounds Plaintiff is not included in this 

communication. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged information 

protected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client privilege or 

work product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection. Plaintiff 

further objects to this request as the request is compound. Plaintiff objects to this request because 

the request does not have the specific document appended to the request. Subject to the foregoing 

specific and general objections, and specifically reserving all objections to admissibility, 

including relevance and hearsay, Plaintiff admits that the document appears to be a copy of an 

email among Joe Kaczorowski, Danny Watts, and Donald Starr. Plaintiff was not copied and is 

otherwise unable to admit or deny the authenticity. 

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: 

Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by this reference the above-stated general and specific 

objections as though set forth in full, specifically including Plaintiffs lack of personal 

knowledge of the document in question. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general 

and specific objections, reserving the right to withdraw any admissions in the event of after-
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discovered infonnation, and reserving all objections as to admissibility, Plaintiff supplements his 

response as follows: Plaintiff lacks personal knowledge of the creation, sending, and/or receipt of 

the document in question, and is not in a position to authenticate it from personal knowledge. 

However, Plaintiff is unaware of any reason to believe that the document is not authentic and 

presumes that it is. On that basis, its authenticity is admitted, while reserving all objections to 

admissibility, including without limitation relevance and hearsay. 

Dated: January 3, 2022 
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D-including without limitation my email to all counsel of November 10, 2020, as well as multiple 
discussions with your predecessor counse1--{voujsi-\tt11trassumejtffl~i\90eppjma{/4fiRejupjtj\jtfalflo'fi 
1ije)se@mt,100r,sj\iJl6tt°tcfJ!or•eaGITTaepos1t1onJunc!e'11@:'@P,ll02r5¥,2,90J 
Should you have any concerns, we are of course willing to discuss. Thank you. 
Best regards, 
Sam 

Samuel A, Moniz 
Associate 

Brown Rudnick LlP 
2211 Michelson Drive, Seventh Floor 
Irvine CA 92612 
T: 949-440-0234 
F: 949-486-3671 
smoniz@hrownmdofck com 
www.brownrudnick com 
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 

...................... -.............. -............ -.............. __...,. ................. . 
The information contained in this electronic message may be legally privileged and confidential under applicable law, and is 
intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the recipient of this message is not the above-named 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this communication is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify Brown Rudnick LLP, (617) 856-8200 (if dialing 
from outside the US, 001-(617)-856-8200) and purge the communication immediately without making any copy or 
distribution. 

To the extent Brown Rudnick is a "controller'' of the "personal data" (as each term is defined in the European General Data 
Protection Regulation (EU/2016/679) or in the UK's Data Protection Act 2018) you have provided to us in this and other 
communications between us, please see our privacy statement and summary Mm which sets out details of the controller, 
the personal data we have collected, the purposes for which we use it (including any legitimate interests on which we rely), 
the persons to whom we may transfer the data and when and how we intend to transfer it outside the European Economic 
Area. 
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VIRGINIA: 

iN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX.COUNTY 

JOHN C. DEPP, IT, 

v. Civil Action No,: CL-2019-00029 I I 

AMBER LAURA AEARD, 

DefeQdant. 

ORDER 

THI$ MA TIER CAME TO BE HEARD upon Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff 

.Amber Laura Heard's ("Ms. Heard'') Motion "to Compel Responses to Tenth Re.quests for 

Production of Documents to Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendimt John C. Depp ·11, pursuant to· 

Rule 4:12 of the Rules o"fthe Virginia Supreme Court; and.upoil consideration of the-briefs, 

exhibits, and argument of counsel <in August 6, 2021, it is hereby,: 

ORDERED that Ms. Heard's Motion is GRANTED In part and DENIED In part; and It 

is further 

ORDERED that Plaintiff John.C. Depp, II shall produce all responsive documents to the 

"following revised Request No. 5 of Ms. H~ard 's Tenth Requests for Production of Documents: 

Portions of non-privileged deposition transcripts, written discovery responses-(including 
responses to . .interrogatories, requests for production, and requests for admission), 
pleadings, exhibits to pleadings,,and deposition exhlbi!S referenced In responsive portions 
of deposition -testimony provided i_n-any of the "Other Litigation" [as defined in the I Olh 
Requests for-Production] relating to: 

a. Ms, Heard's relatiqnship with Mr. Depp; 

b, To·the extent not covered by the preceding•category, Mr. DeJlp's and Ms. 
Heard's respective allegations ofphysi~l or emotional domestic 
,abuse/violence; 



c. Any alleged damage to Mr. Depp's career prospects, loss of and injury to 
reputation, loss of roles or economic opportunities, harm to his ability to carry 
on his profession, embarrassment, humiliation, emotional distress1 loss of 
income, career interruption or lost career opp.ortunity, as a result of alleged 
tardlness or behavior on set; 

d. Any allegations ofreputational harm, alleged damage to Mr. Depp's career 
prospects, loss of and Injury to reputation, loss of roles or economic 
opportunities, harm !o his ability to carry on his profession, embarrassment, 
humiliation, emotional .distress, loss of income, career interruption or lost 
career opportunity, caused by the defendants in the Other Litigation; 

e. Any allegations by the defendants in the Other Litigation of damage to Mr. 
Depp's career prospects, damage to his career prospects, loss of and.injury to 
reputation, loss of roles or economic opportunities, harm to his ability to carry 
on his profession, embarrassment, humiliation, emotional distress, loss of 
income, career lnierruption or lost career opportunity; 

f. Any allegations by anyone of drug and alcohol use or abuse by Mr. Depp or 
Ms. Heard; 

g. Anything related to Mr. Depp committing property damage, including 
descriptions of the damage, pictures or other evidence of the damage, cost of 
repairs, and any other financial remuneration-as a result of the property 
damage committed; 

h. Anything related to Ms. Heard committing property damage, including 
descriptions of the damage, pictures or other evidence of the damage, cost of 
r~pairs, and any other financial enumeration as a result of the property damage 
committed; 

i. Anything related to Mr. Depp's injury to his finger in March ;1.01~; and 

j. Anyti1ing related to Mr. Depp's efforts to obtain a pre-nuptial or post-nuptial 
agreement from Ms. Heard and any communications in connection therewith. 

an_d it is further 

ORDERED thatPlaintiff John C. Depp, n shall produce all responsive. documents to the 

following revised Request No. 6 of Ms. Heard's Tenth Requests for Production of Documents: 

All financial docutnents relied. upon by Mr. White, or anyone else who may ·have been 
involved or participated (collectively, "Mr. White"), in preparing-the documents bates 
numbered EWC 1-52. For purposes of clarity, this request is only seeking all underlying 
financial documents relied upon or referred to by Mr. Wl1ite to prepare the.numbers and 
calculations included in EWC 1-52. 

2 



and it is further 

ORDERED that Plaintiff John C. Depp, II shall produce all responsive documents.to the 

following revised Request No. 20 of Ms. Heard's Tenth Requests for Production of Documents: 

Please provide documents sufficient to reflect all loans, benefits, perks, expenses, or 
payments for a:ny other reason in excess of$5,000 in eiU:ier cash or value•ma,c!!l by You 
from May 21, 2016 through the present, to the following (for each person the request 
includes if paid to an entity or someone on their behaU): Debbie Lloyd, Christi 
Dembrowski, Ttinity Esparza, B.randon Patterson, Corn~lius Harrell, Aleja,ndro Romero, 
Robin Baum, Laura Divenere, Christian Carino, Jack Whigham, Tracy Jacob, Melanie 
lnglessis, Stephen Deuters, Sean Belt, Malcolm Connolly, Nathan Holmes, Raquel 
Pennington, Kate James, Jennifer Howell, Michele Mulrooney, Edward Whit,; Melissa 
Saenz, Tyler Hadden, Isaac Baruch, Lisa Bea.ne, Erin Boerum, Connell Cowan,.Bobby de 
Leon, Gina Deuters, Josh Drew, Ben King, David'Kipper, Joel Mandel, Samantha 
Mi:Mi!len, Kevin Murphy, Todd Norma.n, C.J. Roberts, Tara Roberts, Anthony Romero, 
Trudy Salven1 Sam Sar)(ar, R,obi!l ~chulman, Doug Stanhope, Jessica Weitz, Bruce 
Wilkin, Keenan Wyatt, and B)air Berk. 

The foregoing shall not require the production of documents reflecting payments to Mr. 
Depp's attorneys. Mr. Depp shall also identify, In the affirmative and without stating any 
amounts, whether any of the above identified individuals received any salary; 
commissions, bonuses, or advances ("Salary") from him. 

and it is further 

ORDERED that Mr. Depp shall produce all documehts.,responsive to the above Requests 

no later than September 17, 2021; and it is further 

ORDERED that Ms. Beard's Motion to Compel Requests I 0, 24 and 25 of tile Tenth 

Requests for Production of Documents Is DENIED as overbroad. 

SO ORDERED. 

August l.j_, 2021 
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Compliance wit!, Rule 1:13 requiri11g the e11dorseme11t ofco1111sel ofrecor.d ls·modijied by tl1e 
Court, ill its-discr.etio11, to permit t!,e submlss/011 oft/1efollowlng electronlcslgnaJurey of 

counsel. in lieu of an original endorsement or dispensi11g witl, endorsement. 

SEEN AND PARTIALLY OBJECTED TO FOR THE 
REASONS STATED IN BRIEFING AND A'J: ORAL ARGUMENT: 

Adam S. Nadelhaft (VSB No. 91717) 
Clarissa K. Pintado (VSB No. 86882) 
David E. Murphy (VSB No. 90938) 
Charlson Bredehoft Cohen & Brown, P.O. 
1'1260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201 
Reston, Virginia 20190 
Telephone: (703) 318.06800 
ebredehoft@cbcblaw.com 
anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com 
cpintado@cbcblaw.com 
dm.urphy@cbcblaw.c<im 

J. Benjamin Rottenbom (VSB No. 84796) 
Joshua R. Treece (VSB No. 79149) 
WOODS ROGERS PLC 
IO S. Jefferson Street, Suite 1400 
P.O. Box 14125 
·Roanoke, Virginia 24011 
Telephone: (540) 983-7 540 
. brottenborn@woodsrogers.com 
jtreece@woodsrogers.com 

Counsel to Defendant/Counterclaim Plafntljf. Amber Laura Heard 
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SEEN AND PARTIALLY OBJECTED TO FOR THE 
REASONS STATED IN BRIEFING AND AT ORAL ARGUMENT: 

Benjamin G. Chew (VSB 29113) 
Andrew C. Crawford (VSB 89093) 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
601 Thirteenth Street, N. W. 
Washington,.D.C. 20005 
Telepnone: (202) 536-.1700 
Facsimile: (202) 536-1701 
bchew@brownrudnickcom 
acrawford@brownrudnick.com 

Camille M. Vasquez (admitted pro hac vice) 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
2211. Michelson Drive 
Irvine, CA 92612 
Telephone: (949) 752-7100 
Facsimile: (949) 252-1514 
cvasquez@brownrudnlck.com 

Counsel/or Plaint!lflCounlerclalm Defendant, John C. Depp, II 
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MATTHEW P. KANNY (Bar No. CA 167118) :i' · 
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP . C\JQ FJLll'.D 
I 1355 W. Olympic Blvd. 
Los Angeles, California 90064 
Telephone: (310) 312-4000 
Facsimile: (310) 312-4224 
Email: mkanny@manatt.com 

Su11.rto, Caurt Of'Caur01a1.i 
C.1111lyOtLOS.AllgdH 

JAN 1 3 2017 
Shorri R. ~r, Emulive Officet!Cluk 
By C,,.'1.,...J ~ .ll<j,,ty 
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BENJAMIN G. CHEW (Pro Hae Vice Forthcoming) 
RORY E. ADAMS (Pro Hae Vice Forthcoming) 
JOSHUA N. DRJAN (Pro Hae Vice Forthcoming) 
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 
Telephone: (202) 585-6511 
Facsimile: (202) 585-6600 
Email: bchew@manatt.com 
Email: radarns@manatt.com {5> \ 
Email: jdrian@manatt.com -~ 

AJ;)AM R. WALDMAN (Pro Hae Vice Forthcoming)
0 
~ 

THE ENDEAVOR LAW FIRM, P.C. 
Telephone: (202) 550-4507 t-- /0 ,- ' 
Email: awaldman@theendeavorgroup.com ~~~ S~iiM ~,, ~ •. 4--~ V\ 

"-" y = ··(!-··- . 
Attorneys for Plaintiff John C. Depp. II and Ed ar~. Wfiite; as trustee 
of the Sweetzer Trust and as trustee of the Moih In'vestrnen!Trust 

~~ 
SUPERIOR COURT OF,<r,gESTATE OF CALIFORNIA 

_1JK1J 
FOR:-11IE COl:JWI'Y OF LOS ANGELES ~- BC646882 

Case No. _________ _ JOHN C. DEPP~Allll L. 
WHITE. as trustee•of-the Sweetzer Trust, 
and as lrustee of the Mooh Investment COMPLAINT FOR: 
Trust, y"' 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

THE MANDEL COMPANY. INC., d/bla 
THE MANAGEMENT GROUP. a 
Califoinia corporation; JOEL L. 
MANDEL. individually and as former 
trustee of the Sweetzer Trust; ROBERT 
MANDEL; FIRST AMERICAN TITLE 
INSURANCE COMP ANY, a California 
cmporation; and DOES I through 15, 
inclusive, 

(I) PROFESSIONAL NEGLIGENCE; 
(2) BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY; 
(3) BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY AS 

TRUSTEE; 
(4) FRAUD IN THE INDUl!1ll.._ Inn 
(~ FRAUDULENT CONCE . i:iif; ~ _::; 
(6 CONSTRUCTIVE FRAU ~ ~ o _£ 
( NEGLIGENT l\fl81 . ir~TI/)jr.'IJ (8l UN.JUST ENR!~ , ::;-!' .... 
(9 WRONGFUL F0i$. · )Sfffi$.-, .,, 
(10) DECLARATORY \j'UDGMW°@lnd Si 
(11) ACCOUNTING c .-; ~ ;i: 

' CJ-.... (.n a, 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIA~ ~ 
0 " "' .., 

28 11-------~D~•~fen=d~an~t=•·--------' 
~ 0 

{,,-,tf,,Wti ... J 

o o o c..rr c,i~ 
MANATT,PHELl'S& C) • C) Q .... 

PHILL1P5,LLP 0------~---------------"□"-"'~· ~,-,~~'0~------1 
Anoun•AT4• 
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COMPLAINT 
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Plaintiffs JOHN C. DEPP, II C'Mr. Depp'1 and EDWARD L. WHITE, as trustee of the 

Sweetzer Trust and as trustee of the Mooh Investment Trust ("White") (collectively "Plaintiffs"), 

by and through their undersigned attorneys, bring this action for professional negligence, breach 

of fiduciary duty, breach offiduciary duty as trustee, fraud in 11\e inducement, fraudulent 

conceaiment, constructive fraud, negligent misrepresentation, unjust enrichment, wrongful 

foreclosure, declaratory relief and accounting against defendants THE MANDEL COMP ANY, 

INC., d/b/a THE MANAGEMENT GROUP C'The Management Group''\. JOELL. MANDEL, 

individually and as former trustee of the Sweetzer Trust ("J. Mandel"), ROBERT MANDEL ("R. 

Mandel'') (collectively,"TMG"), FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURfNCE COMPANY ("First 

American''), and DOES 1-15 (collectively "Defendants''), an~fo cau~on, stale: 

INTRODUCTION 

I. Mr. Depp is one of the most sough'tl!ft'er i/ri'd,hig ~d actors in the world. He is · 

also the victim of the gross misconduct ofhis'~~man~~The Management Group and : 

attorneys Joel and Rob;rt Mandel-who coll~~l;ons of dollars·of contingent fees, 
. \\ _'r./_, 

purportedly based on an oral contract, ~,0r~ s expense. Like many successful artists 

who depend upon financial professiofaisf ~te them, Mr. Depp trusted and reasonably relied 

on TMG to handle his 1inancial,~.rlaii,~a1 affairs and to ensure that he and his family 
. ~---.......~) 

would have a financially secure{uture;1milt on the foundation of the substantial moneys Mr. 

Depp earned ~\years of hard work. But instead, as Ii result of years of gross 

mismanagement and)~{outrightfraud, Mr. Depp lost tens of millions of dollars and has 
,Y 

been forced to dispose of significant assets to pay for TM G's self-dealing and gross misconduct. 

2. · Throughout their relationship, and at the same time TMG was paying themselves 

over $28,000,000 in contingency fees without any written agreement, TMG ignored its most basic , 

duties to Mr. Depp by consistently failing to file or pay his taxes on time causing him to incur 

over $5,600,000 in penalties and interest on his federal returns alone, failing to properly keep 

books and records, "loaning" nearly $10,000,000 to third parties without Mr. Depp's required 

prior authorization and without proper documentation or requipng repayment, using inflated and 

obviously incorrect figures as "loan" offsets, falsely ascribing third parties' taxable income to Mr. 
2 
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• • 
Depp so that he, rather than they, paid the tax, and failing to reduce Mr. Depp's expenditures or 

avoid profound financial waste. Further, TMG engaged in multiple self-interested transactions by ' 

investing Mr. Depp's funds in business ventures in which they also had direct ownership 

interests-without proper docwnentation or appropriate disclosures-<:reating serious conflicts of 

interest and entangling TM G's interests directly with Mr. Depp's, 

3. In essence, TMG treated Mr. Depp's income as their own, available to either TMG 

or third parties to draw upon as desired. TMG ignored even a semblance of financial 

managem.ent and caused.Mr. Depp's funds to be expended more quickly than they arrived. 

During the course of their relationship with Mr. Depp, TMG caused MfDjPP to lose tens of 

millions of dollars, all without his knowledge or approval, and all whife~p believed that 

TMG was behaving as a loyal fiduciary and prudent si;ward p.l~ds and finances. 

4. Further, also without Mr. Depp's j&iow!ed~ ~,lrMG took out loans 

from banks and a hard-money lender with in&i'~i~eas~lile interest rates and fees, while 

using Mr. Depp's various properties or royal~{'w~~ as collateral. Remarkably, TMG 

wrote into at least one of these detrimentalcloah~ents self-serving provisions, which 

prioritized their own and othersd~fofr~ead of Mr. Depp's, and which purported to 

provide themselves (and.o,thers)~~mic rights they did not otherwise have. TMG did 

all of this without~~n~enature ofthe transactions to Mr. Depp or advising him to 

seek independ~'\i~ nJolgh this misconduct, TMG hid its mismanagement from Mr. 

Depp and created therihi;i'l>/offinancial stability, · 
, 

5. TMG's gross mismanagement and fraud remained undetected, as TMG borrowed 

millions of dollars to·survive from movie-to-movie. It was only recently, when Mr. Depp 

terminated TMG and hired new business management and accounting services, that Mr. Depp 

learned the gravity of bis financial losses and some, but surely not all, of the underlying facts. As 

a result ofTMG's gross mismanagement of Mr. Depp's financial affairs, Mr. Depp has suffered 

tens of millions of dollars in monetary losses. And adding insult to injmy, TMG has now sought 

to foreclose on Mr. Depp's primary residence, even though the alleged loan secured by Mr. 

Depp's residence was made through TMG's self-dealing and conflicts of interest, and the 
3 
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• • 
purported "default" occurred solely as a result ofTMG's own misconduct 

6. The fact that both Joel and Robert Mandel are, and act as, attorneys, which they 

highlighted in their own words as a key functional differentiator in their provision of business 

management services in at least one self-promotional press account, makes their breach of · 

fiduciary duties and other misconduct all the more egregious, It also makes TMG's purported 

oral contract voidable at Mr. Depp's discretion. 

7. By this Complaint, Mr. Depp seeks recompense for the tens of millions of dollars 

TMG cost him through their gross mismanagement and fraud, as well as disgorgement of the 

exorbitant fees TMG received during the course of their relationship, aruiyiop the wrongful 

forecl'?sure that TMG inappropriately commenced. Mr. Depp hire~~vide faithful 

service to him and his family. But instead, because of{fMG's'is~duc!, Mr. Depp has lost tens 

of millions of dollars and has been forced to sell as"sets asfa:-~~~ Kepp now seeks to hold 

TMG accountable for the harm that t~ey caus~ ~ o/ y 

PARTiis,Y 
8. Plaintiff Depp is, and at all~~~o this Complaint was, a resident of the 

County of Los Angeles, State ofCaliffriu~ · · · 

9. Plain~ite is~al~es material to this Complaint was, a resident of the 

County ofLos AJ)ge~£\Citlifoia. 
-""\';:.__ \ 

10. On March 23, 2016, pursuant to a First Amendment to the Sweetzer Trust, Mr. 

White became the trust~);,{. Sweetzer Trust and currently serves as trustee, The Sweetzer 
,Y 

Trust was formed by virtue ofa Trust Agreement dated August 29, 2005 for the benefit of Mr. 

Depp. Mr. 'Depp is the settler.and sole beneficiary of the Sweetzer Trust. 

1 !. On January 10, 2017, pursuantto a Third Amendment to the Mooh Inv_estment 

Trust and Notice of Removal and Appointment of Trustee, Mr. White became the trustee of the 

Moch Investment Trust an~ currently serves as trustee. The Moch Investment Trust was formed 

by virtue ofa Trust Agreement dated August 4, 1995 for the benefit of Mr. Depp. ~- Depp is 

the settler and sole beneficiary of the Mooh Investment Trust. 

12, Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on that basis allege, ·that defendant The 

4 
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Management Group is a California corporation with its principal place of business in Los 

Angeles, California. Plaintiffs are infonned and believe, and on that basis allege, that The 

Management Group does business in this judicial district. The Management Group was and is an 

accounting and business management firm offering, among other services, certified public 

accounting, taxation, personal business management, advisory and legal services, internal 

controls, risk management, and business and personal wealth consulting services. 

13. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on that basis allege, that defendant J. 

Mandel is a resident of the County of Los Angeles, State of California. Plaintiffs are informed 

and believe, and on that basis allege, that, at all relevant times, J. Mandef.was and is one of two 
R / \ 

co-owners and founders of The Management Group, and he controUed,~agement Group's 

day-to-day operations. J. Mandel is a licensed California attofu~~ant to a Trust 
. . " - ,-..''\..\... y . 

Agreement dated August 29, 2005, J. Mandel ser;ved~ trus~ or,.sweetzer Trust from August 

29,2005unti!March23,2016. ~ ~~ 
14. Plaintiffs are infonned and beli~~-O~at basis allege, that defendant R. 

Mandel is a resident of the County ofLos-:An~SJ~ of California. Plaintiffs are infonned 

and believe, and on that basis allege, ~~':te~ant times, R. Mandel was and is one of two 
r.9 'l;::3_ co-owners and foun.T de .of-!,The~ent Group, and he controlled the Manageme~t Group's 

day-to-day opera~. R-~~is·a·licensed California attorney. 

15. ~~ffs are uJdrmed and believe, and on that basis allege, that defendant First 

American is a Califo~laration with offices in the County of Los Angeles, State of 

California. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on that basis allege, that First American does 

busmess in this judici~l district. 

16. · Plaintiffs are infonned and believe, and on that basis allege, that the fictitiously­

named Defendants sued herein as Does I through 15 ("Doe Defendants''), and each of them, are 

in some manner responsible or legally liable for the actions, events, transactions and 

circumstances alleged herein. The true names and capacities of such fictitiously-named 

Defendants, whether individual, corporate, associate or otherwise, are presently unknown to 

Plaintiffs, and Plaintiffs will seek leave of Court to amend this Complaint to ~sert the true names 
5 

COMPLAINT 

Doell l Page# 5 - Doc ID "' 1677811425 - Doa 'l'ype • OTHER 

ALH_00017697 



(Page 6 of 52) 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

f 23 
.::-.~ 

24 &I 
.::-
,,s 

25 I 
-'-'I 

26 

27 

28 
MANATT1 PHELPS & 

PH1ll1PS, LLP 
Ana111tn ,., LAW 

Lm.A11c;1us 

• • 
and capacities of such fictitiously-named Defendants when the same have been ascertained. 

17. Plaintiffs are infonned and believe, and on that basis allege, that each of the 

individual Defendants, including the Doe Defendants, is and was at all relevant times, the agent, 

representative and/or employee of The Management Group, and was acting within the course and 

scope of said agency, representation, and/or employment and with the knowledge and consent of 

the remaining Defendants aside from First American. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

18. This Court has jurisdiction over all causes of action asserted herein pursuant to the 

California Constitution, Article VI, section 10, because this case is a·. cr).oott ~ given by statute to 

other courts. ~ 

19. This Court has personal jurisdiction ov~the De~~o engaged in conduct, 

and who continue to engage in conduct, giving ri#to th~,f!a~~d (erein at locations within . 

the State of California and Los Angeles Coun~,o/ , 

2Q. Venue is proper in this Court p~t~among other provisions, CCP 395(a) and · 

395.1. A--_ '.:::::::t 
GE~RlwrlLEGATIONs 

I. Mr. Depp's Career as a~rl ~~ucer and Musician 
~ .......... \':-/} . . 

21. ,:~pp is one of the.most highly respected actors m Hollywood. He has 

appeared in over 50'~on piJi/res during the past three J:lecades and has gained worldwide 

critical acclaim for his p~/is ofreal-life figures, such as scr~enwriter-director Ed Wood in Ed 

Wood, undercover FBI agent Joseph D. Pistone in Donnie Brasco, cocaine kingpin George Jung 

in Blow, author J.M. Barrie in Finding Never/and, the Depression-era outlaw John Dillinger in 

Public Enemies, and the Boston gangster Whitey Bulger in Black Mass. Mr. Depp has also 

brought some of the most memorable characters to the screen, including Edward in Edward 

Scissorhands, journalist Raoul Duke in Fear and Loathing in Las Vegas, Captain Jack Sparrow in 

the Pirates a/the Caribbean series, Willy Wonka in Charlie and the Chocolate Factory, and the 

Mad Hatter in Alice in Wonderland. 

22. Mr. Depp has been nominated for numerous major acting ~wards, including three 
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Oscar nominations for Best Actor in a Leading Role, five nominations from Critics' Choice 

Movie Awards, 10 nominatiqns from the Golden Globe A wards, and three nominations from the 

Screen Actors Guild Awards. Mr. Depp won the Golden Globe Award for Best Actor-Motion 

Picture Musical or Comedy for his role in Sweeney Todd: the Demon Barber of Fleet Street, and 

be won the Screen Actors Guild Award for Outstanding Performance by a Male Actor in a 

' Leading Role for bis work in Pirates ofche Caribbean: The Curse of the Black Pearl. He has 

won awards at the People's Choice Awards 12 times, including Actor of the Decade in 2010, and 

was inducted as a Disney Legend in 2015. 

23. In addition to his critical acclaim, Mr. Depp is one ofthemoSt financially 

successful actors in Hollywood. Films featuring Mr. Depp have grosset~. 1 billion at the 

United S~tes box offiee and over $7 .6 billion worldwicy:. Hif~~":a,e Caribbean films 

have grossed over $3 billion; Allee In Wonderland'.grossediipp_ro~ately $1 billion; Charlie and .. 0. '-.'\.. r 
the Chocolate Factory grossed approximately~74 ~II~ ~the Tourist grossed 

approximately $278 million worldwide. All tolf.Mr~pTarned hundreds of millions ~f · . 

dollars during his career. He continuesl"'-~. ~~e movies and is' poised to star in some of 

the most intriguing roles in Holl~. ~ 

II. Mr. Depp's Retention of'l'MG lo Manage His Personal and Business Affairs 

24. DeSP,~~~sional success, he, like many artists, had no training of 

any kind in law,~\ting, filce, or business management. In addition, given his demanding 

professional schedule, ~~en required Mr. Depp to travel to remote locations to film or 

promote his movies, Mr. Depp frequently was unable to focus on many of the personal and 

financial aspects ofhis life. As such, throughout his career, Mr. Depp retained advisors to act on 

his behalf with respect to the management of his personal, legal, and business-related affairs. Mr. 

Depp relied on these advisors to use their judgment and expertise and to make the best decisions 

for him and his family (rather than for themselves) in all areas of his personal, legal, and 

business-related matters. 

25. In or about September 1999, wetl after Mr. Depp had become a critically 

acclaimed and enormously suceessful actor, Mr. Depp was introduced to J. Mandel and R. 
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Mandel, and after speaking with them, retained TMG as his new legal, business,.tax, and 

accounting advisors. 

26. As his legal, business, tax, and accounting advisors, TMG agreed to !alee 

responsibility for all aspects of Mr. Depp's personal and financial life, including inter alia, paying · 

Mr. Depp' s personal and business-related bills; drafting, negotiating, or reviewing contracts for a 

wide variety of services and matters; managing his personal and business finances; acquiring, 

selling, and maintaining his properties; seeking and repaying credit in Mr. Depp's name; fonning 

and managing business entities for Mr. Depp; malcing investments; obtaining insurance; arranging 

travel and accommodations; preparing, timely filing, and paying Mr, IJ,~federal and state 
· IV \ . 

income taxes; and providing myriad other services to facilitate ~~epp~essional activities. 

Based on what Mr. Depp believed to be TMG's ethics;:experjent~)Ypertise, Mr. Depp gave 

TMG full control over his finances and a wide swQii~. f nfutt ... '\'Z~P,elied on them to behave 

ethically, prudently aod alyr.iys in his best intfr'-ests~ '7 
27. In order to enable TMG to pro~~{~1ces, and based on TMG's 

representations that they would act as fidiiiiiari~4th Mr. Depp's best interests at heart, Mr. 

Depp granted TMG broad contr{Y~i&ial affairs, including access to his bank accounts 

and the accounts ofhis.business~ties fuid trusts, Mr. Depp appointed J, Maodel as trustee of 

the Sweetzer T~~ ~r of most of his various entities. 

28.' ~~truste1/and relied upon TMG, as his advisors, to manage his finances 

prudently aod to keep hi~ informed of his financial status. Because J. Mandel represented 
I' 

himself as a transactional attorney and R. Mandel represented himself as a tax attorney, Mr. Depp 

also relied upon TMG, among his other counsel, to review and prepare corporate documents, and 

to consider legal issues that arose from time to time with respect to his professional activities. 

Although Mr. Depp trusted TMG to make day-to-day decisions about his affairs, on major 

transactions and investments, Mr: Depp expected that TMG would consult with Mr. Depp and to 

obtain his prior approval before proceeding. 

29. TMG did not enter into any written agreement with Mr. Depp fo~ the provision of 

these services, whereby they paid themselves over $28,000,000 in contingency fees based on Mr. 
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Depp's earnings. TMG took a 5% commission of Mr. Depp's gross income, in some cases 

regardless of whether Mr. Depp actually received any net income himself or not. This 

commission-based compensation structure was not subject to any annual cap or other form of 

limitation, Separate and apart from b~ing voidable as a matter oflaw, the alleged agree~ent was 

exorbitant, excessive, and far outstripped the actual value of services TMG would be performing 

for Mr. Depp. 

30. TMG imposed this alleged arrangement on Mr. Depp without negotiation or. 

review of any terms by either Mr. Depp or any independent counsel. 

III. TMG "Managed" Mr. Depp's Personal and Financial AffairCforWell Over a 

Decade, Taking Tens of Millions of Dollars in Commission~~ 

31. TMG acted as Mr. Depp' s legal, busjn~s, taxtan~~ng advisors from 

approximately September 1999 until mid-Man:hf016. ,~\ed Mr. Depp's affair.; in part 

through two trusts, of which Mr. Depp was th~s~~d benefici~, One trust is the Sweetzer 
-~ "-.y' 

Trust; the other is the Mooh Investment Trust.eandeL was the trustee of the Sweetzer Trust 

until TMG's _termination as business mne0,~, as trustee of the Sweetzer Trus~ owned 

four properties in trust that had been.pure~ ,b} Mr. Depp in Los Angeles, California. The 

fyh ' '\':;:3 ' b b Mooh Investment Trustowned ~t er m:operty m trust that had een purchased y Mr. Depp, 

also in Los Angel~~Y, ~eetzer Properties"). Mr. Depp usl'(I the Sweetzer 

P ' h0,.'\_ \ JI 'd · ropert1es as 1s pnm~ pe/a res1 ence. 

32. Each of th~ has an account with City National Bank. 

33. In addition to the trusts' City National Bank accounts, TMG maintained atleast 

twenty-five (25) other accounts at City National Bank in the names of various business entities 

Mr. J?epp wholly owns. Each of these entities was wholly or primarily owned by Mr. Depp and 

was set up for his benefit. TMG prepared most of the corporate documents for these entities as 

needed and routinely filed them with the California Secretary of State. 

34. TMG further maintained two City National Bank accounts in Mr. Depp's name 

individually, and three accounts for other family members. 

35. TMG, principally through J. Mandel, had unrestricted access to these accounts, 
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either because he was trustee to the trusts or an officer or agent of the various legal entities that he · 

fanned, or because he had.general and broad control over Mr. Depp's _finances. 

36. Over the years, as TMG managed Mr. Depp's personal life and financial affairs, 

Mr. Depp trusted TMG with~• management of his affairs. Mr. Depp placed TMG in a position 

of trust and loyalty with respect to the management ofhis finances, and, as a result, relied entirely. 

on TMG to monitor and grow his wealth. 

37. TMG rarely consulted with Mr. Depp regarding any financial transactions, legal or 

tax matters, or investments. Indeed, when TMG required Mr. Depp's signature, often he would 

be presented with only a signature page to sign rather than a full doc4tn!;':'Mr. Depp signed · 

such documents because he fully trusted that TMG was acting com~~to further only ~is 

best interests, as TMG has previously represented. W®n Mr~i~eak to TMG, they 

assured him that he was in excellent financial co!Jfljtion. ~ o/ 
38. During this approximately 16-fe'ar,p~~~/o;J\'p earned hundreds of millions 

of dollars froni salaries and royalties on movie~~~ents. Mr. Depp believed that 

everything was going according to "plan;%~•saving millions of dollars, investing 

smartly {through TMG), and that he.w~ ~iahy sound. But as explained below, nothing 

could have been furthec.from th~ ~ 
39. DIJfl~~~od, TMG paid themselves over $28,000,000.00 in 

. '~fr~'-D \j . contmgent ,ees om,.~~ gross earnmgs. 

IV. TM G's Gross Mismanagement of Mr. Depp's Financial Affairs ,. 
40. Unbeknownst to Mr. Depp, TMG failed to provide even the most basic guidance to · 

Mr. Depp in the management of his affairs. To the contrary, TMG engaged in years of gross 

mismanagement, self-dealing, and at times, actual fraud, in mishandling Mr. Depp's affairs. 

TMG abdicated their most basic duties to Mr. Depp while at the same time making millions of 

dollars in unauthorized and undocumented disbursements to third parties. Upon infonnation and 

belief, in doing so, it was TMG's goal to keep everyone close to _Mr. Depp happy and complacent 

so that TMG could continue to receive its exorbitant fees without resistance. 

41. Upon infonnation and belief, TMG, on behalf of Mr. Depp, took out loan after 
10 
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loan-with increasingly higher interest rates and fees and collateralized by Mr. Depp's properties 

and movie royalties-and sold certain of Mr. Depp's assets in order to bide their misconduct. 

TMG actively conceale~ the true state of Mr. Depp's finances while driving him deeper and 

deeper into financial distress. 

A. TMG Failed to Competently Maintain Mr, Depp's Books and Records 

42. Over the course of their representation of Mr. Depp, TMG failed to maintain a 

proper set of detailed accounting records for Mr. Depp, personally, and for each business entity 

he owned. For example, in contravention of established accounting and business management 

industry standards, TMG kept o~ly sporadic and incomplete records o1~epp's finances, 

accounts, and business transactions. Further, TMG made numerous lo~t proper 

disclosure or backup, and without any apparent agreeQ!_ents me~\g.their terms. There are 

also numerous instances of significant transactiol)S~ ~~,ably supported by proper 

documentation. In addition, TMG kept files /d';~r. ~~'ans corporate entities without 

key documents related to corporate formation ~O,!lttufficient documentation to track the 

investments or other activities of the COiJ>Ora!~J{MG further failed to obtain and 

. . . "h --~1/'-.~ "d . ld' .b · I' 'ed . mamtain written agreements w1/'Ya semce·proVI ers, me u mg, ut not 1m1t to, a written 

agreement with Mr. Depp~~~ ~rneys who were paid tens of millions of dollars in 

contingent fees -:yi~~ily ?escribed written contract or agreement. 
~ ,1 . 

43. TMG-also failed.lo maintain a complete set of electronic records for Mr. Depp's 

accounts and failed toW,urre~t accounting of Mr. Depp's finances, accounts, and business 

transactions as they were occurring. Notably, when Mr. Depp retained new business managers in 

March 2016, TMG advised the new firm that it did not have a schedule of Mr. Depp's accounts 

payable- a basic accounting·schedule required to assess what bills were due and owing. It also 

appears that TMG undertook to simulate a proper accounting system by loading and backdating 

transactional data after the fact, including a large volume of transactional data in April 2016, as 

TMG was transferring books and records to EWC. 

B. TMG Failed to Keep Mr. Depp Informed of His Finances 

44. TMG failed to conduct thorough monthly planning, tracking or record-keeping 
I 
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with respect to Mr. Depp 's personal expenses and his business enterprises, and failed to 

sufficiently discuss and provide written reports regarding income, expenses and financial 

condition with Mr. Depp, as required by accounting and business management industry standards. 

45. Throughout TMG's representation of Mr. Depp, TMG failed to sufficiently and 

consistently report to Mr. Depp the current state_ of his finances. In particular, TMG failed to 

prepare and provide Mr. Depp with periodic detailed reports of cash receipts and disbursements, 

personal' financial statements or statements of net wor)h, revenue and expense for Mr. Depp 

personally. TMG furt)ler failed to prepare and pro,vide to Mr. Depp periodic financial statements, 

including balance sheets, statements of operations ahd statements of cash":flows for each of Mr. 

Depp's business entities. Nor did TMG prepare written budgets for ~ersonally or for 

his business enterprises. O 

46. In addition, TMG failed to create 9timple~nt an •~nil term strategic investment 

plan for preservation and growth of Mr. Depp~~~~~ not review Mr. Depp's existing . 

assets to determine their value or whether tl!e~iftutj ~ood investment. Nor did TMG , 

advise Mr. Depp regarding the investmenf~~e§ future assets he purchased. TMG also 

failed !O purchase or maintain adeJ!ua~nsur~ for Mr. Depp or his business entities. 

47. Moreover,.'Th1G~\-~ information to Mr. Depp in any consistent or 

meaningful manne~~ ~pleient sufficient mechanisms to obtain Mr. Depp's approval 

of standard or ~~dard exJnses on a regular basis. TMG routinely made financial decisions 

without Mr. Depp's ~{. or approval, and often sent him signature pages for him to sign 

witl!out tile corresponding documents. And when TMG did speak to Mr. Depp, they intentionally 

concealed the true state of Mr. Depp's overall finances and falsely represented to Mr. Depp tl!at 

he was in excellent financial condition. 

C. Estate Tax, Gift and Income Tax Anomalies Caused by TMG 

48. Throughout the course oftl!eir representation of Mr. Depp, and despite the fact 

tl!at R Mandel held himself out as a tax lawyer, remarkably, TMG never once timely filed Mr. 

Depp's income tax returns or timely paid Mr. Depp's income tax. Instead, upon information and 

belief, TMG left Mr. Depp's taxes in the hands of a CPA in training, who consistently failed to 
12 
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act in accordance with industry standards for tax and accounting professionals. This created 

numerous estate tax, gift and income tax anomalies that Mr. Depp's new business managers have 

been resolving since being retained in 2016. 

49. TMG engaged in a pattern of insufficient estimated tax payments preceding the 

return date; paying a lump sum of estimated tax payments on or around October 15, rather than 

by the April 15 due date; filing the actual return days or weeks beyond the extended due date; and 

catching up on payments, assessed interest, and penalties thereafter. 

· 50. Even though this is currently being corrected by Mr. Depp's new business 

managers, TMG' s failure to make sufficient estimated tax payments, ft"returns, and make timely · 

tax payments cost Mr. Depp approximately $5,690,549.00 in easj!y,avJ~nalties and . 

interest for Mr. Depp's federal income tax obligationsililone. ,ii~\;,the consistent failure to 

timely fileretiuns for or pay his federal income t.&'es, Mr~ep~)r6~ed and believes, and on 

that basis alleges that he also incurred signifi~~~s,~~rest based on the same 

deficiencies in ~is state and foreign income la'{~~"tthe same period. 

D. TMG Improperly "Loaried'tl\f:oney:to Third Parties Without Mr. Depp's 

Knowledge or Prior-A~h'(~)il,n 

51. Over ;J,~~~~s in diverse amounts, TMG disbursed nearly 

$10,000,000 to lhirf;arties';;los~oZho worked for Mr. Depp without Mr. Depp's knowledge 

or prior authori~\~/ng these funds, TMG recorded them as "loans," but, for the vast 

majority, TMG did not pr~are any contracts or other notes to memorialize the disbursements, did 

not include terms of repayment or default provisions, and did not require any security or charge 

any interest. Further, TMG did not make any efforts to seek repayment ofthe."loans" ano, to 

date, the vast majority remain unpaid. 

52. On information and belief, these disbursements were made without consideration 

of Mr. Depp's best interests, without any legitimate intention of preserving or increasing Mr. 

Depp's wealth or assets, and without actually expecting that the "loans" would ever be repaid. 

Instead, upon information and belief, TMG made these disbursements in order to curry favor with 

those close to Mr. [!epp, thereby consolidating their own position as his advisors. By keeping 
13 
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everyone close to Mr. Depp oblivious and content, TMG minimized any risk of those individuals 

questioning TMG's competency or advising Mr. Depp to scrutinize TMG more closely. 

53. For example, at various times and in various amounts, TMG disbursed millions of 

dollars to a third party close to Mr. Depp without requiring any contract or note, terms of 

repayment, interest, default provisions, or any security. Instead, TMG simply disbursed the 

requested funds to the individual while making a notation in their ledger. From 2009 to 2016 

alone, these disbursements totaled over $7,000,000, the vast majority ofwliich have not been 

repaid. TMG did not disclose these disbursements to Mr. Depp or ask him whether he approved 

them. ~ 

54, TMG also disbursed funds to another individual in.lhe ~outstanding 

amount of$736,887.83. Again, no formal loan documentatiqn"~ding these 

disbursements. Instead, the books and records coi'i'll!in inf~~~entation, such as a 

November 18, 2013 email from the individua~J~\~)ri~t forwarding a proposal to : 

renovate the individual's kitchen. The individp,q,}Jed, "I have to ask as [I] was hoping to be · 

able to pay for the kitchen by myself, i have.pa'~eposit, but they now need another 50% · 

£12,490 . , , sorry and thank youAo@-~ormed Mr. Depp that it had disbursed over 

$700,000 to this individual,.andij~ought his approval for the vast majority of these 

disbursements. ~~~~ual~as not repaid this "loan." , 

55. These~is~urse~Jnts to third parties close to Mr. Dep~ade without Mr. Depp's : 
\~. . 

knowledge or authorization, without any terms, methods of repayment, or back up sufficient to · 
I' 

justify the disbursements and expenditures, and with unexplained and obviously incorrect 

"credits" made to reduce the loan amount-show gross mismanagement of Mr. Depp's accounts 

and a total disregard for standard-and minimal-accounting principles. In total, this misconduct , 

cost Mr. Depp over $8,000,000'in funds without any apparent ability to recoup the loans and 

without any information as to how much, if any, has been repaid. 

E. TMG Mismanaged Mr, Depp's Expenses and Engaged iti Financial Waste 

56. Throughout their representation of Mr. Depp, TMG routinely failed to properly 

manage and advise on e,q,e?'es, TMG failed to properly budget for expenses and failed to create 
14 
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and implement sufficient financial and cash management ccntrols for Mr. Depp, which are 

standard in the industry. Further, when TMG itself expended money on behalfofMr. Depp, it 

failed to ·conduct due diligence, failed to seek out the best, or even reasonable, prices for services 

and goods, and failed to monitor ongoing expenses to ensure they were commensurate with Mr. 

Depp's then-current financial condition and overall needs. TMG also failed to negotiate on 

behalf of Mr. Depp or to seek written agreements from imporllll_lt service advisors, such as Mr. 

Depp's entertainment lawyers, who TMG allow~ to obtain enormous fees from Mr. Depp 

without any reasonable maximum or cap. TMG's gross.mismanagement of Mr. Depp's expenses 

and inexcusable financial waste caused Mr. Depp millions, if not tens of.millions, of dollars in 

excess costs over the years. · ~ 
57. As one of numerous examples offinanc.@l was;e, when, r.,Depp's mother was 

seriously ill, TMG rented a house to serve as pot~fiti'\.~~~or ,at a cost of $35,000 per 

month. Once it became clear that Mr. Depp's~z wo~~er, Mr. Depp inslnlcted TMG 

to move her out of the house and back home, ~d to teilninate the lease. When the issue of the 

lease came up again by chance approximately ~..!:!!!/n7ths later, TMG acknowledged that "they 

forg~t'' to terminate the lease, whichal~ ~d a lengthy termination notice period. TMG's 

error cost Mr. Depp approxima~O~hich TMG never offset against the tens of 

millions of doll~~~a}itself from Mr: Depp's earnings. 

58. Similarly~tained Premier Group International ("PG!") to provide security 

services for Mr. Depp ~ariety oflocations. The cost of PGl's security services was not only 

exorbitant, but also well above what Mr. Depp should have been paying given his financial 

condition (as caused by TMG's mismanagement). TMG did not keep Mr. Depp apprised of the 

cost of his security, did not question whether Mr. Depp had more security that was necessary, and 

did not discuss with Mr. Depp whether there were other options available to reduce the cost of his 

security. Between.2012 and 2015, TMG spent over $8 million on security sel'Vices, whereas a 

reasonable business manager and financial advisor could have obtained acceptable security 

services for a fraction of that cost. 

59. As another example·ofTMG's mismanagement, in or around July 2007, an issu~ 
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arose regarding a set of drain lines and retaining/wing wall constructed on the eastern boundary of . 

Mr. Depp's residence on Sweetzer Avenue. Mr. Depp's neighbor from an adjacent property 

argued that this retaining wall extended one and a half to two feet onto her property. In 

responding to this situation, TMG did not conduct a formal survey of the land. Nor did they seek 

to move the retaining wall onto Mr. Depp's property. Instead, TMG caused.Mr. Depp, through 

the Sweetzer Trust, to enter into a lease agreement with the neighbor, whereby the neighbor 

would be paid $3,000.00 per month indefinitely, retroactively to April!, 2007. To date, based ~n 

TMG's deal, the Sweetzer Trust ~as paid over $320,000.00 in rent to the neighbor, rather than 

first confirming that an issue even existed or -Simply moving the retainin7ll. . 

F. TMG Recklessly Borrowed Money on Mr. Depp's B~i€:J 

60, While TMG was (a) disbursing close tojlO,Og~~Depp' s funds for 

undisclosed, unauthorized, and undocumented "lg~"-.~ .th~~:and (b) spending millions 

of dollars of Mr. Depp's funds on exorbitant ~'Unnecess~ eispenses, they alser-at the same 

··time---<:aused Mr. Depp, and variqus businessCtul~un~~s control, to borrow tens of 

millions of dollars at unr~onably hi,t~~ fees, and caused key assets of Mr. Depp 

to be pledged as collateral or us~epaym~ TMG attempted to use at least one of these 

loans as a vehicle to prnvid~~s::tther ofMr. Depp's advisors, contractual rights that 

they did not previo~s,,~ud~ contingency payments on Mr. Depp's earnings and 

priorities on su~~ents SUP,)J;or to Mr. Depp. All of this was done without proper 

d_isclosures to Mr. De~:(violation of well-established standards in the business 

management profession. On information and belief, had TMG properly executed its duties to Mr. 

. Depp as a responsible business manager and retained the tens of millions of dollars they spent on 

unauthorized disbursements and exorbitant expenses, Mr. Depp would not have had any need for 

these loans and would never have incurred the interest and fees they engendered. 

(i) TMG Borrows over $20 million from City National Bank from 2006-20 I 2 

61. As early as February 2006, TMG began taking out loans from various banks to 

make up for its egregious expenditures and mismanagement. In or around February 2006, TMG 

took out a $3,000,000 loan in Mr. Depp's name from City National Bank and secured it with 
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property owned by Mr. Depp. Then, in or around October 2008, TMG took out a $10,000,000 

line of credit in Mr. Depp's name and secured that with four of the Sweetzer Properties. In or 

around Jun~ 2010, TMG took out another $4,000,000 loan in Mr. Depp's name and, again, 

secured that loan with the Sweetzer Properties. In or around March and April 2012, TMG caused 

Mr. Depp to draw another $5,000,000 from an unsecured line of credit with City National Bank. 

In total, between 2006 and 2012, TMG caused Mr. Depp to borrow approximately $22,000,000 

from City National Bank. 

62. In causing these loans to be made, TMG did not make adequate disclosures to Mr. 

Depp, provide complete loan documents to Mr. Depp, or explain the prr of the loans or the 

reasons why they were necessary. Instead, based on TMG's position of~ loyalty with· 

respect to Mr. Depp's finances, Mr. Depp trusted TM<q,,10 ac~fu~W,:s best interest and to 

make the best decisions for him. As a result, Mr.if'.!ep~ dia.'~~into these loans or have 

any meaningful understanding as to the arno~~~rrow~7' . 

(ii) TMG Improperly Secures a~ ~l.v loan with High Interest and Fees 

63. In or around August 20 ~;:ilue ~~li::anagement, TMG once again faced the 

prospect of being unable to !Deel Mr. Dep~-current obligations. Instead offinally 

disclosing its incom~~~ement to Mr. Depp, or obtaining a commercial loan 

from another biWif'G sougli~e loan on behalf of Mr. Depp from a hard money lender, 

· Tryon Manage~~s, ~ta. C'Tryon"). The loan was orchestrated by a specialty finance 

company, Grosvenor Par1}lvfedia, and a third party, Fintage Collection Account Management, 

B.V. ("Fintage'1, acted as collection agent. 

64. In or around October 2014, Tryon made a loan of$12,500,00.00 to one of Mr. 

Depp's business entities at an above-market initial interest rate of 10.00%, which later increased 

to 10.25%. The Joan was subject to high fees, and its repayment terms provided that accrued 

interest would be capitalized monthly and added to the principal. The loan also contained a buy­

out clause, which has made it financially unfeasible to repay the loan prior to its termination date. 

65. While Mr. Depp signed some of the loan docwnents, he was not provided 

complete loan docwnents; the terms of the loans were not adequately disclosed to•him, and he did 
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• • 
not have any meaningful discussions with TMG regarding the need for the loan or its impact 

moving forward. Instead, based ori the position of trust and loyalty TMG held with Mr. Depp, 

Mr. Depp simply followed TMG's advice without hesitation and signed the documents as 

requested. · 

66. The terms of the loan required that repayment would be made from and secured by 

residuals owed lo Mr. Depp for the films Pirates of the Caribbean 1 through IV, Alice in 

Wonderland, and Into the Woods ( collectively, the "Films"). Although accrued interest was 

capitalized monthly, Mr. Depp's business entity received Film residuals less frequently, resulting 

in significant additions to the outstanding principal in between each repaynient. 

67. Under the terms of the loan, each time Mr. Depp•~~~!!~.J~y received a 

residual payment from one of the Films, that payment&ould Jfe\'ised't~y back a portion of the 

interest and principal of the loan, to pay the large,~unts~r~')rged by Tryon, Fintage, and 

l ted '. d t . ff'-_ ~ '-,'-,, h re a entities, an to pu a certain amount o money in.a-~e;;erve to pay tax payments on t e 

residuals. Another portion of the residual w~~"£pay in full TMG's and Mr. Depp's 

other entertainment lawyers' and talen~genJfc~Thus, TMG guaranteed that it and other 

advisors would obtain their full commissi~~- Depp's residuals regardless whether Mr. 
n✓ l....'--:7 

Depp actually retained any.,of !hate• This provided TMG and other advisors with a right to 

receive fees supeii~v.· ~ ~wi(to which they were not entitled and which created ~"" serious conflicts of mterest. 

" 68. Further, il)riY residuals remained after these payments were disbursed, the 

remainder also went to repay the loan, not to Mr. Depp. Thus, even though TMG earned its full 

fee for each residual, Mr. Depp would not actually receive a penny from his earnings on these 

Films until the entire loan was repaid. 

69. Despite these unreasonable and unfavorable terms, TMG caused Mr. Depp's 

entities to take out a further advance from Tryon in or around August 20 IS in the amount of 

$6,500,000.00. This brought the total amount borrowed from Tryon to $19,000,000.00. 

70. Over the short two-year period since this loan was initiated, Mr. Depp should have 

received a total of approximately $25, 722,467.00 in residuals from the Films. Instead, neither he 
18 
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nor any of his businesses entities received a penny of that money, Moreover, Tryon asserts that 

Mr. Depp still owes approximately $8,521,056.00 on the Tryon loan, which continues to 

capitalize unreasonable interest at unreasonable rates and to charge unreasonable fees in 

collecting on the loan, Even accounting for contractually required payments to Mr. Depp's 

representatives and tax payments for these residuals, this loan has cost Mr, Depp millions of 

dollars in interest and fees to date. In contrast, TMG received $917,564.00 in fees from the film 

residuals alone during that same period. 

71. On information aod belief, TMG caused Mr. Depp to incur over $40 million in 

debt since 2006-and millions of dollars in unnecessary interest an. d fi.va r\sult-to cover for 

its own mismanagement aod fraud. .~ 

G. TMG's Conflicts oflnterest and SelfeDealin[i~:ining $5,000,000 Directly 
. ~, y 

to Mr. Depp and Servicing That,U.an o.f'-His Behalf 

(i) TMG 's Conflicts oflnAt i~in<l,'ro;o, 000 Directly to Mr. Depp 
72. In or around March or April 20F8~f'!J";a'{ed above, TMG caused Mr. Depp to 

obtain a $5,000,000 unsecured line of credit,frd~National Banlc. In or around late 2012, 

TMG, on behalfofMr. Depp, failed.to~~~ayment obligations of this line of credit. As 

such, the Banlc accelerated.l!._pro~ryln~igned by Mr. Depp, which required payment of 

$5,0~0,000 by ~~~r~formation and belief, this default would not have 

occurred but for TMG•s expenaiture of millions of dollars in unauthorized disbursements and 

b. d\_,,tli/ . . d exor 1tant expenses unng. e same time peno . 
~ 

73. Rather than explain the situation to Mr. Depp, TMG obtained a separate 

$5,000,000 loan from City National Banlc in their own name, and lent that money to Mr. Depp. 

74. Even though the particular City National Banlc promissory note representing 

TMG's loan was unsecured, TMG required Mr. Depp to execute a Lendin~.Agreement and a 

Promissory Note ("Promissory Note" or ''Note''} to TMG secured by deeds of trust (the "Trust 

Deeds''} on the five Sweetzer Properties that fonned Mr. Depp's primary residence. Thus, TMG 

caused Mr. Depp to exchange ao·uncollateralized debt for one secured by Mr. Depp's own 

primary residence. TMG also added terms to the Promissory Note enabling them to declare a 
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default if Mr. Depp ever terminated TMG, regardless of what was in Mr. Depp's best interests. 

75. Before making this loan, neither ~G nor J. Mandel had any discussions with Mr. 

Depp regarding alternate means of satisfying Mr. Depp's existing indebtedness, such as selling 

assets, reducing spending, or obtaining a bridge loan to be satisfied by anticipated future income. 

Nor did they have any meaningful discussions with Mr, Depp regarding his financial status or the 

need to reduce expenditures in order to create a self-sustaining financial model. 

76. On its face, the Lending Agreement between Mr. Depp and TMG sought to 

disclaim TMG's fiduciary duties to Mr. Depp for pwposes of the transaction, and gave Mr. Depp 

'.he opportunity to seek independent counsel. In reality, however, nei~G nor l Mandel 

actually informed Mr. Depp of his right to independent counsel tcueview.tJnding Agreement 

and Promissory Note. They did not explain the documents OIJ~~~ey did not explain 

that '!MG would be loaning $5,000,000 directly u\Mr. D~or w~su~ extreme and unusual 

Ii. ' d Th d'd I . .L.~tli "'' ~'Y.M D ' . . 'd ac on was reqmre . ey I not exp am u .. t •Y. WCI!)~Usmg r. epp s primary res1 ence 

to be pledged as collateral for the loan even th/u;'~•prd~s loan had been unsecured, or that 

Mr. Depp might lose his home ifhe fai!ec!'.i'o-11~e:lla;; back. 

77. Based on the positiono~~~oyalty that TMG occupied with respect to the 

management of Mr. Deppts,~&Depp did as they asked and signed the documents. 

Based on their ~~~~sousiness managers, 1'4r. Depp trusted TMG to act in his 

best interest and to. m~~iky responsible decisions for him. 

(ii) TMJJ's Conflicts oflnterest in Servicing Their Loan to Mr. Depp 

78. The Lending Agreement between Mr. Depp and TMG provides that "the Parties 

shall be considered to be entirely independent respecting all matters herein described including, 

without limitation .. , the creation, operation and repayment of the TMG/Depp Note aod the 

execution and potential enforcement of the Deeds of Trust." (emphasis added). 

79. In reality, however, TMG-as Mr. Depp's business managers and financial 

advisors-had full practical responsibility for paying back the loan. ,They controlled Mr. Depp's 

accounts and paid all of his debts. As such, 1MG \Val' responsible for complying with the terms 

of the loan,just as they were for every other debt owed by Mr. Depp. 
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80. In undertaking to service the Note on behalf of Mr. Depp, TMG violated industry 

standards applicable to business managers and financial advisors in a number of ways. 

81. First, despite holding themselves out as independent to Mr. Depp in the Lending 

Agreement, TMG undertook to service the loan in their capacity as Mr. Depp's business 

maoagers and financial advisors. This created an unavoidable conflict of interest by requiring 

TMG to effectively make payments to themselves, entangling TM G's own interests with those of 

Mr.Depp. 

82. Second, in undertaking to service the loan on behalf of Mr. Depp, TMG failed to 

follow their own repayment tenns as provided in the Promissory Notet,';in fact, did not pay 

down the Note at all untii after it should have been satisfied in fut.....,_Tllisf.@_.uJ to repay even a 
Y':,:,_ ~ 

single dollar of their own debt during the expressed li~time 9-f e No'yllowed TMG to later 

declare the present default. Thus, TMG's own fi;ililrtA~~)e loan led directly to putting 

TMG in a position to foreclose on the Sweetze~ro~~',. o/ 
83. Third, after failing lo repay the(fm\qzy ~e by the express deadline, TMG 

created a Loan Amortization Scheduleju:April~~ich purported to set a new IS-year 

repayment schedule for Mr. Depp>.but )tlso~\Aed an interest rate far higher than the rate set 

. forth in the original Promissory~~ately after creating this Schedule, however, TMG 

failed to folio~ iit~~oradiipayments over the next two years that varied widely 

from the Sched~\.ms. ,kiting to pay in accordance with the Loan Amortization Schedule 

(and at times paying~~ the Schedule prescribed), TMG tied up funds which might have 

been used by Mr. Depp to meet other obligations. It also presumably subjected Mr. Depp to an 

interest rate far higher than that stated in the Promissory Note. 

84. Finally, by creating the Loan Amortization Schedule after Mr. Depp should have 

previously satisfied the loan, TMG effectively amended the tenns of the loan to allow repayment 

over the next 15 years. Nevertheless, after TMG was dismissed as Mr. Depp's business manager, 

TMG effectively repudiated the Loan Amortization Schedule by declaring a default and 

demanding repayment in full of the remaining balance; Given its fiduciary relationship to Mr. 

Depp, TMG could not, on the one hand, create a payment schedule through which Mr. Depp was 
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allowed to repay the loan while TMG remained Mr, Depp's business manager, but then 

unilaterally ignore thai payment schedule once Mr. Depp replaced TMG with a new business 

manager. TMG's refusal to honor the Loan Amortization Schedule once Mr. Depp removed 

TMG as his business manager further -highlights the significant conflicts of interest present 

throughout their relationship. 

H. TMG's Other Coliflicts of Interest and Self-Dealing 

8S. As early as 2004, J. Mandel used his position as trustee ofone of Mr. Depp's trusts . · 

to invest millions of dollars in various entities in which either J. Mandel, TMG, or J. Mandel's 

immediate family memb~rs also had a direct ownership interest. J. Man,,aid this without • 

notifying Mr. Depp, as the beneficiary of the trust and as a client o%~e intended to use : 

his position as trustee to invest Mr. Depp's money in e!)tities tfla~ndel either partially owned . 

'""'- y or controlled. Nor did J. Mandel seek authorizati,o'iror oblaf~~ttenmaivers of the conflicts of · 

interest that had been created by his and TM6~t~ Y Y 

86. For example, in or about Septe&"I~;Q~company called Lionheart, L:P. 

("Lionheart';) made an offering for an aggq:ga~f$50,000,000 in limited partnership 

interests. J. Mandel and R. Mandel-po~e~~ership interests in Lionheart as members of 

Lionheart's sole general.partner~ brothers were also separately listed as directors of 

Lionheart. Yet d~~t ownZhip interest, J. Mandel caused Mr. Depp's trust to invest 

over $2,000,00~lo~, Jt a period of years. : 

87. Similar~ caused Mr. Depp's trust to invest hundreds of thousands of dollars . 

in two companies, Matar, LLC (''Matar"), and Matar II, _LLC ("Matar 11"), two entities in which 

both TMG and multiple TMG employees possess ownership interests. Currently, Mr. Depp's 

trust owns 21.80% of Matar and 23.000% of Matar II, while TMG owns 20.00% of the former 

and 16.667¾ of the latter. OtherTMG employees also own substantial percentages of both 

companies. 

88. TMG never disclosed any of these investments to Mr. Depp or sought 

authorization from Mr. Depp before causing them to occur. Nor did TMG seek any waiver of the 

conflicts of interest they engendered. 
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V, Mr. Depp Learns for the First Time That He Suffered Significant Financial Losses 

Due to TMG's Gross Mismanagement, and Promptly Terminates TMG 

89. Mr. Depp placed TMG in a position of trust and loyalty with respect to the 

management of his finances and personal life, and, as a result, relied entirely on TMG to manage 

his finances and grow his wealth. Mr. Depp is informed and believes, and on that basis alleges, 

that TMG knew that Mr. Depp _relied entirely on them with respect to the management of his 

finances. 

90. Yet in reality, as discussed above, TMG's gross mismanagement of almost every 

aspect of Mr. Depp' s affairs caused Mr. Depp to lose tens of millions r,art TMG then 

sought to hide its losses from Mr. Depp by creating the illusion ofw"".l~ancial stability, 

mak. ' dib "MrD 'fri d d .&._ .d '• MrD mg unproper s ursements to . epp s en (Jill a~qua,~tany,lln causing . epp 

to take out tens of millions of dollars in exorbitruii'@I!il un<lisc!o~alls. · 

' ' I\ "'' "",. ' 91. Eventually, TMG informed Mr:-De~ fuat•he WO)l!d need to sell a large piece of 

property in France in order lo remain financiailfsoiv~nt,1liYight of his earnings oYer the years 
l\ ),.J . 

and the supposed management of his affai~\~Mr. Depp could not imagine that he could • 

be required 'to sell one of his pro~in~ ~ay his debts. Later that fall, Mr. Depp's talent : 

agent wrote to Man~~~en [JJ}!umy ... he needs to make 25 million by_the end of the 

year????? Wh•;lf~ you doin~'1'/??~ 

92. !vlr~P, ultimatlly decided to terminate his reiationship with TMG and to retain 

a new business manag~dlountanl, Edward White & Co., LLP ("EWC"). Mr. Depp 
I' 

retained EWC in March of 2016, and, as part of their representation, EWC engaged in a full 

review of Mr. Depp' s financial situation. It was only after this review (which is ongoing) that 

Mr. Depp learned ofTMG's misconduct and began lo understand the financial harm TMG had · 

caused Mr. Depp to suffer. Because ofTMG's concealment of Mr. Depp's true financial 

situation, as well as their sole possession of his books and records, Mr. Depp did not know of 

TM G's acts of concealment until this time, nor did he have a reasonable opportunity to discover 

such acts of concealment before that time. 

93. Since its engag_i:ment, EWC has done everything in its power to correct Mr. 

. 23 

COMPLAINT 

DocD 1 Pageff 23 - Doc m c 1677811425 - Doc 'l'ype .,, OTHER 

ALH_00017715 



(Paga 24 of 52) 

' . 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

-. 
J"':'t" 23 ~-. ,.-. 
~ , ... 24 
,~ 

25 ,:;S!' i; 
26 

27 

28 
MANATT, PHEUS & 

l'HILUPS,U.P 
· Ano-arrJA1LA• 

LallANCUO 

• • 
Depp's financial situation. EWC has caused Mr. Depp to substantially reducelmnecessary 

expenses, sell real and personal property, an~ has carefully monitored income and outflow to 

stabilize Mr. Depp's fiscal condition, 

94. EWC has worked to mitigate TM G's mismanagement. By way of example, EWC 

has cut off unauthorized disbursements to Mr. Depp's friends and family and is correcting his 

federal income taxes. In addition, EWC has reduced many of Mr. Depp's unnecessary 

expenditures, such as the security services procured by TMG. Now, through EWC, Mr. Depp has 

secured adequate security services for a fraction of what he previously paid .. EWC is also 

currently working to move the retaining wall onto Mr. Depp's prop~that Mr. Depp can 

tennina!e !he easeme~t payments. ~ ~ 
95. 'EWC has been unable to resolve o~er<issues ~ed li~G. Foo example, EWC 

is still repaying many of the loans taken out by 'J;MG, and~see~ protect the various _ 

properties of Mr. Depp that TMG caused to b~ed~~~~al. EWC also continues to 

service the Tryon loan, despite its horrible tenn~ '-.,~~fthe loan's high pre-payment · 
\'\: . ' 

penalties. This has made it economicaUy-=ihfea'sili!v fmd other financing to satisfy the loan until · 

the prepayment penalty is redu~~/;;;J~ite tlie millions of dollars in unreasonably high_ . 

interest and fees Mr. DeppJs st~g. · . 

96. All~4'f □ss·mismanagement and fraud with respect lo Mr. Depp's 

affairs has resu~\en-,:: of nlimons of dollars of!osses to Mr. Depp that have been discovered 

to date, and oiven the d~in the bo~ks and records provided by TMG to EWC, additional ~ ,,, . 

losses are sure to be discovered. 
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FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

(PROFESSIONAL NEGLIGENCE) 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AGAINST THE MANAGEMENT GROUP, J, MANDEL, R, 

MANDEL AND DOES 1 THROUGH 10) 

97. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

98. TMG agreed to, and did in fac~ act as Mr. Depp's business managers, accountants, 

and financial advisors from in or around September 1999 to March 2016 and continued to render 

some services thereafter. 

99. As Mr.Depp's business managers, accountants, and financial•advisors, TMG 

owed Mr. Depp duties of professional care to use such skill, care,_and [~as other business 

managers, accountants, and financial advisors commoajy po,fa~~cise on behalfofhigh 

net worth individuals under similar circumstance{insimifu?·c~~ities. 

· I 00. Specifically, among other duti~bu~~ !)l~nt industry standards 

required TMG to: (I) discharge their responsib~~ )Y.grity, objectivity, due professional 

care and a genuine interest in serving the~~·(2),remliin free of conflicts of interest; (3) 

perform their professional services.to ~~.bieir ability with concern for the best interest of 

Mr. Depp and consistent..~~• responsibilities to the public; (4) maintain accurate 

books·ofacco~~~ ~eipZ. cash disbursements, and general ledgers and journals; 

(5) compile state~~·of ~se~.bd liabilities and related statements of receipts and 

disbursem~nts at leas~, on a cash basis; (6) timely and accurately prepare and file income 
)' 

tax returns and provide overall tax planning services in connection with all personal and business 

activities; (7) ensure that comprehensive financial planning is formulated, implemented, 

monitored, and revised, including monthly and annual budgeting and longer term wealth 

planning; (8) take primary responsibility for collecting, properly categorizing and analyzing 

financial information related to a client's financial activities, including income received, 

processing disbursements and reconciling books of account and banking records; (9) ensure that ~ 

system of internal control procedures is planned, developed, and implemented to safeguard the 

client's assets and promote the accuracy and reliability oftlle fmancial information being 
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• • 
processed and reported; (10) provide investment advice and analyze potential investments, 

· including the risks involved; (1 !) review insurance coverage and consult with insurance advisors 

to ensure adequate coverage; (12) timely prepare accurate and meaningful financial reports to the 

client; and (13) actively and truthfully engage in dialogue with the client regarding his or her 

financial situation, including written and verbal professional communications and comprehensive 

written reports containing financial, accounting and tax related planning and compliance 

information. 

IOI. Despite the duties of professional care owed to Mr. Depp, TMG failed to use such 

degree of professional care, competence, and skill commonly possess1'7'cxercised by 

business managers, accountants, and financial advisors under similar crr~ces in similar 

communities. TMG negligently, carelessly, and recklessly rep'd~)serviceS"for which they 

were retained by, among other things:(!) failing 1b),rope~~¥pp's books and records 

and commingling funds between business ent~~t,propYagreements or documentation; 

(2) failing to keep Mr. Depp informed of matfmrorm~ regarding Mr. Depp's finances 8J)d 

business affairs; (3) f~ling to inform Mr!Ilepp ~d}~k his authorization for major 

transactions, disbursements or expense~\~~Mr. Depp millions of dollars; ( 4) failing to 

invest Mr. Depp's earnings.in st(;;?,' furl~ other similar plans and failing.to create or 

implement any~~~ ~tment plan to maximize~- Depp's wealth; (5) failing to 

n,le Mr. Depp's taxesJn,\lim,J)manner, resulting in millions of dollars of penalties, interest, and 

fees; (6) disbursing cl~t~ million dollars to third parties close to Mr. Depp without proper 
✓ 

disclosures, interest, or terms of repayment; (7) failing to manage almost every aspect of Mr. 

[)epp's expenses, including failing to budget for expenses, failing to implement proper 

mechanisms for approving and controlling expenses, and failing to advise on the financial 

consequences of excessive expenses, as well as Defendants personally engaging in millions of 

dollars offinancial mismanagement; (8) causing trusts for which Mr. Depp •was the beneficiary.to 

invest millions of dollars in ventures in which both TMG and the Mandels had direct ownership 

interests, thereby creating serious conflicts of interest; (9) borrowing over $40,000,000 from 

various banks and a hard money lender at increasingly unreasonable interest rates and fees while 
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• • 
using Mr. Depp' s properties and movie royalties as collateral in order to make up for the tens of 

millions of dollars in losses caused by Defendants' unauthorized disbmsements and exorbitant 

expenses; (10) loaning Mr. Depp an additional $5,000,000 directly and securing that loan with 

Mr. Depp's primary residence, all without making proper disclosures or attempting to fmd 

alternative methods to secure the needed financing; (11) servicing the Joan Defendants made to 

Mr. Depp but failing to adequately repay the loan and unilaterally changing the payment terms as 

Defendants saw fit, thereby enabling Defendants to seek to foreclose on Mr. Depp's primary 

residence; and (12) providing Mr. Depp with legal services without a written retainer agreement 

and requiring 5% of Mr. Depp's gross revenue without any written •~eenient and despite the fact 

that Defendants' services were worth far Jess than the amount receiv~ · 

102. These breaches ofTMG's duties to usejhe pr~~~•• competence, and _ 

skill commonly possessed and exercised by busirt'ess ·man~ers, ~untants, and financial ·. 

d : d ' 'l ' . ' 'fl'\.. "'-'\.. .. ~ _lyed b th th f . a Visors un er s1m1 ar crrcumstances m sum Aunities iJ;volv o e want o even scant . 

care by TMG and represent an extreme departure fro~~inary standard of conduct 

applicable in such situations. As such/(MG'~~~~gement ofMr. Depp's fmancial affairs 

also rises to the level of gross negligenceQ~ 

103. In that TM.~as~d exclusively in possession of Mr. Depp's financial 

books and records~~~ot 0di{cover, and could not have reasonably discovered, the 

. facts underlying T~!s mismJagement and gross negligence until 2016, after Mr. Depp 

retained a new business {erilent firm. TM G's numerous acts of mismanagement constituted 
~ . 

continuing wrongs throughout their relationship with Mr. Depp that did not cease·until Mr. Depp 

retained a new business management firm in 2016. 

104. As a direct and proximate result of the aforesaid gross negligence, 

mismanagement, and professional negligence, Plaintiffs have been damaged in an amount that 

bas not yet been fully ascertained but which is believed to be in excess of twenty-five million 

dollars ($25,000,000). 
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SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

(BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY) 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AGAINST THE MANAGEMENT GROUP, J. MANDEL, R. 

MANDEL, AND DOES 1 THROUGH 10) 

105. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

I 06. At all relevant times herein, by virtue of the professional relationships that existed 

between Mr. Depp.and TMG, wherein TMG acted as Mr. Depp's business managers, accountants 

and financial advisors from 1999 until 2016, where Mr. Depp placed trust and confidence in the 

fidelity and integrity ofTMG and entrusted TMG with Mr, Depp's financiaf-well-being, and 

where TMG assumed control over Mr. Depp's business and finK, ~ property, a 

fiduciary duty existed between Mr. Depp and TMG. Alla!! reJ&\:~~-Mr. Depp reasonably 

relied upon TMG's superior knowledge and expert"~ an~l~1)!it'TMG would conduct 

themselves in his best interest and not in their~t'm~'o/ 

I 07. This fiduciary duty required~~~;. Depp with complete fairness and 

the highest duty ofloyalty, and to disclose:to.Mr~/ all material facts concerning his business 

and financial affairs, the services rende~~')JG in connection therewith, and the fees charged 

by TMG for such s~i~ duty further required TMG to truthfully and 

completely discl~e all relev~~on to Mr. Depp and to not misrepresent or conceal any 

facts in connec~\~,~e aforementioned services that TMG provided to Mr. Depp. 

Furthermore, TMG owed~. Depp a duty to refrain from conducting themselves in any manner 

that was in conflict with the best interests of Mr. Depp, TMG further owed Mr. Depp a fiduciary 

duty to refrain from fraud, bad faith, concealment or nondisclosure of material facts, gross 

misconduct, gross mismanagement, self-dealing, engaging in conflicts of interest, and failing to 

follow instructions of the principal. In addition, TMG owed Mr. Depp a du\).' of due diligence 

that required TMG to verify the legitimacy and soundness of the business, accounting, tax and/or 

financial and investment advice they offered to Mr. Depp. 

108. TMG breached their fiduciary duties.to Mr, Depp by, among other things: (1) 

misrepresenting facts in connection with Mr. Depp's finances and business affairs; (2) concealing 
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• • 
material facts concemin~ the true financial condition of Mr. Depp; (3) failing to properly keep 

Mr. Depp's books and records and commingling funds between business entities without proper 

agreements or documentation; (4) failing to inform Mr. Depp of and seek his authorization for 

major transactions, disbursements or expenses that cost Mr. Depp miilions of dollars; (5) failing 

to invest Mr. Depp's earnings in stocks, funds, or other similar plans and failing to create or 

implement any strategic long-tenn investment plan to maximize Mr. Depp's wealth; (6) failing_to 

file Mr. Depp's taxes in a timely manner, resulting in millions of dollars of penalties, interest, and 

fees; (7) disbursing close to ten million dollars to third parties close to Mr. Depp without proper 

disclosures, interest, or tenns of repayment; (8) failing to manage almosfevery aspect of Mr. 

Depp's expenses, including failing to budget for expenses, failing.to iJ~proper · 

mechanisms for approving and controlling expenses, ll!)d fail~~rn the financial 

consequences of excessive.expenses, as well as :Q~~an~r~apy'engaging in millions of 

dollars of financial mismanagement and wastG'~),causihg ,;;;-.~or which Mr. Depp was the 

beneficiary to invest millions of dollars in venfu"siri-w~oth TMG and the Mandels had 

direct ownership interests, thereby creatin""g'sed~jcts ofinterest; (10) borrowing over . 

$40,000,000 from various banks and~d~~lenders at increasingly unreasonable interest · 

rates and fees while using Mr. D~ p~operties and movie royalties as collateral, all to create the · 

illusion offmancial~o ~P for the tens of millions of dollars in losses caused by 

Defendants' una~zed disb~sements and exorbitant expenses; (11) loaning Mr. Depp an 

additional $5,000,000 ~~ti{ inserting improper default tenns, and securing that loan with Mr. 
/ 

Depp's primary residence, all without making proper disclosures or attempting to find alternative 

methods to secure the needed financing; (12) servicing the loan Defendants made to Mr. Depp but • 

failing to adequately repay the loan and unilaterally changing the payment terms as Defendants 

saw fit, thereby enabling Defendants to-seek to foreclose on Mr. Depp's primary residence; (13) 

providing Mr. Depp with legal services without a written retainer agreement and requiring 5% of 

Mr. Depp's gross revenue without any written agreement and despite the fact that Defendants' 

services were worth far less than the amount received; and (14) continuing to misrepresent and 

conceal Mr. Depp's true financial condition so as lo avoid discovery of Defendants' wrongdoing 
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• • 
and mismanagement and to continue making millions of dollars in exorbitant fees despite their 

malfeasance. 

109, In that. TMG was solely and exclusively in possession of Mr. Depp's financial 

books and records and actively worked to conceal their misconduct from Mr. Depp, Mr. Depp did 

not discover, and could not have reasonably discovered, the facts underlying TMG's breaches of 

fiduciary duties until 2016, after Mr. Depp retained a new business management furn. TMG's 

mimerous breaches of fiduciary duty constituted continuing wrongs throughout their relationship 

with Mr. Depp that did not cease until Mr. Depp retained a new business management firm in 

2016. (?_ 
110. As a'direct and proximate result of the aforesaid breaches :r:rJo•s fiduciary 

duties, ~laintiffs have been damaged in an amount tha(has no"Q~~certained, but •":-,.,_ y 
which is believed to be in excess of twenty-five !!lillion d6i'Iars ~tooo,OOO), Plaintiffs are also 

entitled to disgorgement of all sums paid to ~~~~hes of duty occurred. 

111. In doing the things herein allege{"'TMG.actel! with malice, oppression and/or 

fraud pursuant to California Code of crn~~t!tion 3294(c), and acted willfully and 

with the intent to cause injury to Mr.Dep11. A~ch, TMG are therefore guilty of malice, 
rY 't.::::::J 

oppression and/or~fraud,<ll!d~entitled to recover an award of exemplary and/or 

punitive damages \) 

' THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

(B H OF FIDUCIARY DUTY AS TRUSTEE) ,, 
(BY ALL PLAINTIFF!) AGAINST J. MANDEL AND DOES 13 THROUGH 15) 

112. Plaintiffs inCOIJJOrale all of the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

113. From 2005 until 2016, by serving as trustee of the Sweetzer Trust, which was . 

created for the benefit of Mr. Depp, a fiduciary duty existed between Mr. Depp, as beneficiary, 

and J. Mandel, as trustee. At all relevant times, Mr. Depp reasonably relied upon J. Mandel's 

superior koow!edge and expertise, and trusted that J. Mandel would conduct himself in the best 

interests of Mr. Depp and not in his own self-interest in administering the Sweetzer Trust. 

114. This fiduciary duty included, among others, a duty ofloyalty, requiring the trustee 
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• • 
to administer the trust solely in the interest of Mr, Depp, a duty not to use trust property for the 

trustee's own profit or for any other purpose unconnected with the trust, and a duty to exercise 

reasonable care, skill, and prudence in administering the trust, including a duty to diversify 

investments unless it is not prudent to do so. J. Mandel's fiduciary duties required him to 

truthfully and completely disclose all relevant information to Mr. Depp and to not misrepresent 

any or conceal any facts in connection with any of the services that J. Mandel provided as trustee 

of the Sweetzer Trust. Furthermore, J. Mandel owed Mr, Depp a fiduciary duty to refrain from 

• fraud, bad faith, concealment or nondisclosure of material facts, gross misconduct, gross 

mismanagement, self-dealing, and engaging in conflicts of interest in adm"7iiistering the Sweetzer 

Trust. . ~ ~ 
115. In violation of the relationship oftrust,(confid#~ and-~alty between Mr. Depp 

and J, Mandel, J. Mandel breached his fiduciary \!~ties as~t~)arnong other things: (I) 

misrepresenting facts in connection with the ~e~t•~~ces and business affairs; (2) 

concealing material facts concerning the true ~~·co~Xon of the Sweetzer Trust; (3) failing 

to properly keep the Sweetzer Trust's bo~-an~J:and commingling funds between the 

Trust and other business entities witho~ p&--~ments or documentation; ( 4) failing to 

manage the Sweetzer Truses cx{;?e;, ihc!uding failing to budget for expenses, failing to 

. 1 ~h .' ~~- d 11· d''l" d. imp ement proper,inechanisms ,or approvmg an contra mg expenses, an ,ai mg to a vise on 

the financial co~\ces of Jbsive expenses, as well as Defendants personally engaging in 

numerous examples o~~ mismanagement and waste; (5) causing the Sweetzer Trust to 
/ 

invest millions of do!lars in ventures in which both TMG and the Mande!s had direct ownership 

interests, thereby creating serious conilicts of interest; (6) borrowing tens of millions of dollars 

using the Sweetzer Trust's properties as co!!ateral in order to ~reate the illusion offinancial health · 

and to make up for the tens of mi!lions of do!!ars in losses caused by Defendants' unauthorized 

disbursements and exorbitant expenses; (7) loaning Mr. Depp an additional $5,000,000 directly, 

inserting improper default terms, and securing that loan with properties owned by the Sweetzer 

Trust, all without making proper disc!o~ures or attempting to find alternative methods to secure 

the needed financing; (8) servicing the loan Defendants made to Mr. Depp and the Sweetzer Trust · 
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• • 
but failing to adequately repay the loan and unilaterally changing the payment tenns as 

Defendants saw fit, thereby enabling Defendants to seek to foreclose on Mr. Depp's primary 

residence; and (9) continuing to misrepresent and conceal the Sweetzer Trust's true financial 

condition so as to avoid discovery of Defendants' wrongdoing and mismanagement and to 

continue making millions of dollars in exorbitant fees as Mr. Depp's business manager. 

116. In thatJ. Mandel was solely and exclusively in possession of the Sweetzer Trust's 

financial books and records and actively worked to conceal his misconduct from Mr. Depp, Mr. 

Depp and Mr. White did not discover, and could not have reasonably discovered the facts 

underlying J. Mandel's breaches offiduciary duties until 2016, after ~Depp retained a new 

business management finn. J. Mandel's numerous breaches offidu~~nstituted 

continuing wrongs throughout his time as trustee that did not,cea.s~ti~r. Depp retained a new 

businessmanagementfinnin2016. . ~ ~ ~ . 

117. As a direct and proximate resu~f,the aforesaidJ,1eacbes of J. Mandel's fiduciary 

duties, Plaintiffs have been damaged in an arn~~t-h~ yet been fully ascertained, but 

which is believed to be in excess oftwen~\~1!!\,o~ollars ($25,000,000). Plaintiffs are also 

entitled to disgorgement of all sums.p~ ~)e{dants while these breaches of fiduciary duty 

occurred. ~ (lJ . 
I 18. ~mg the tliin1 llerein alleged, J. Mandel acted with malice, oppression and/or 

fraud pursuant to C~ode of Civil Procedure Section 3294(c), and acted willfully and . 

' with the intent lo caus~j!lfY to Mr. Depp. As such, J. Mandel is therefore guilty of malice, 
7 . 

oppression and/or fraud, and Mr. Depp is entitled to recover an award of exemplary and/or 

punitive damages. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(FRAUD IN THE INDUCEMENT) 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AGAINST THE MANAGEMENT GROUP, J. MANDEL, R. 

MANDEL, AND DOES I THROUGH IO) 

119. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

120. As discussed above, in or around March or April 2012, TMG caused Mr. Depp to 
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• •• 
obtain a $5,000,0000 unsecured line of credit from City National Baolc. In or around late 2012, 

TMG, on behalfofMr. Depp, failed to meet the payment obligations of this line of credit, and 

City National Bank accelerated a Promissory Note requiring payment of$5,000,000 by December 

I, 2012. To satisfy this obligation, TMG decided to loan the funds directly to Mr. Depp. 

121. In doing so, TMG provided Mr. Depp with.a Lending Agreement and Promissory 

Note that (a) contained broad disclaimers ofTMG's fiduciary duties to Mr. Depp for the purposes 

of the transaction, (b) waived the conflicts ofinterest this transaction created, (c) purported to 

give Mr. Depp the opportunity to seek independent counsel, and ( d) secured the loan with the 

Sweetzer Properties, which constitute Mr. Depp's primary residence, e[/o~h the $5,000,000 

loan being satisfied bad been unsecured. ~ 

. 122, TMG did not disclose any of these factuo Mr~~er. Instead, Mr. Depp 

was told to sign the documents, just like he woulg'ilot o1h~~ctions. Prior to signing the 

docurn~nts, TMG failed to disclose that (a) tht~was~elf-~fd transaction that created 

serious conflicts of interest between TMG and•~~~• ~r. Depp; or (b) TMG had 

collateralized what had previously bee'>alfllllS~-debt with Mr. Depp's primary residence. 

Th . d. . {\ £~.J f 'If; ti MrD ese constitute misrepresentations oro1111ss10ns o matena ac o . epp. · 

123, TMG~,aware ~~e of their material omissions and the falsity of their . 

actions, and TMG,~~ed'Mr:Depp to rely on their misrepresentations and omissions by 

signing the loan ~nts wi~lut any meaningful review. In fact, on information and belief, 

TMG took such actions ~tie; to avoid disclosing the true state of Mr. Depp's financial affairs, 

as caused by TMG's own actions. 

124, Mr. Depp justifiably relied on TMG's material misrepresentations and omissions. 

Based on TMG's representations regarding the nature of the transaction and their failure to notify 

Mr. Depp of(a) the conflicls of interest the transaction created and (b) the collateralization of his 

primary residence as a result, Mr. Depp signed the loan agreements without review by 

independent counsel or any attempt to understand the consequences of his entering into the loan, 

Mr: Depp would not have entered into this loan but for TMG's material misrepresentations and 

omissions, which in fact prevented Mr. Depp from discovering the true state of bis financial 
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affairs. 

125. As a direct and proximate result ofTMG's material misrepresentations and 

omissions, Plaintiffs have been damaged, both by virtue of the interest payments on the loan 

currently sought by TMG, and because TMG are currently seeking to foreclose on the Sweetzer 

Properties. As a direct and proximate result ofTMG's fraud in the inducement, Plaintiffs are 

entitled to void the loan contract that resulted from that fraud. 

126. In doing tl]e things herein alleged, TMG acted with malice, oppression and/or 

fraud pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 3294(c), and acted willfully and 

with tlie intent to cause injury to Plaintiffs. As such, TMG is therefolgui)ly of malice, 

oppression and/or fraud, and Plaintiffs are entitled to recover»an a)'1ard•~\1ary and/or 

punitive damages. O 

FIFTH CAUSE~OF A&1 

t:,.. "" """" (FRAUDULENT~G~MJ!)NT) 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AGAINST THE ~GEMENT GROUP, J. MANDEL, R. 

MANDEL, AND~...§;_1,THROUGH 10) 

127. Plaintiffs incorporateJl~O~oregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

128, Throughout TM~oyment as Mr. Depp's business managers, accountants, . 

and financial a~~)r1o·d?sclose to Mr. Depp material facts regarding TMG's gross 

mismanagement ofM"'~p,personal and financial affairs and the true state of Mr. Depp's 

financial condition. y 
129. For example, TMG concealed, among countless of other examples, the following 

material facts from Mr. Depp, which they were duty-bound to disclose: 

(a) Between October 3;2014, and October 7, 2014, Defendants caused $410,000 

ofMr. Depp's funds to be trans!erred to an individual close to Mr. Depp without any loan 

documents, contracts, or notes memorializing this disbursement or any terms of repayment. TMG . 

never disclosed to Mr. Depp that they had made this disbursement 

(b) Between July 14, 2015 and August 4, 2015, TMG caused$50,000 of Mr. 

Depp's funds to be transferred to an individual clos~ to Mr. Depp without any loan documents, 
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• • 
contracts, nr notes memorializing this disbUISement or any terms of repayment. TMG never 

disclosed to Mr. Depp thai they had made this disbUISement. 

(c) Between October I, 2015 through March 31, 2016, TMG caused a total of 

$226,500.00 of Mr. Depp's funds to be transferred to an individual close to Mr. Depp without any . 

loan documents, contracts, or notes memorializing this disbursement or any terms of repayment. 

TMG never disclosed to Mr. Depp that they bad made this disbursement. 

(d) Between February2006 and April 2012, as described in paragraphs 61-62, 

TMG caused Mr. Depp to borrow approximately $22,000,000 from City National Bank to make 

up for their gross mismanagement of Mr. Depp's financial affairs, withofil.mllking proper 

disclosures to Mr. Depp or explaining the reasons for the loans. ~ ~ 
(e) ln or around October 2014 as·descrip_ed in p~~hsj-68, TMG borrowed 

$12,500,000 from Tryon at unreasonable interest~es ~ ~~d promised Mr. Depp's 

royalty payments from the Films to pay back•~lo~\-doin~ i'MG did not provide Mr. 

Depp with complete loan documents, did not d~}thj'~s of the loan to him, and did not 

have any meaningful discussions wlth Mt::Ile~arding the need for the loan or its 
. " ~ ;-e-

consequences on Mr. Depp's financial \ltuatioli:1 
. ~20 \__'--1 . 

(f) In or around Au~;/Sas described in paragraph 69, TMG borrowed 

another $6,500,000~~~e-sarne wireasonable and exorbitant terms. In doing so, 

TMG did not p~~dLth complete loan documents, did not disclose the terms of the 

loan to him, and did not h}ve any meaningful discussions with Mr. Depp regarding the need for 

the loan or its consequences on Mr. Depp's financial situation. 

13 0. TMG suppressed and_ failed to disclose information for the purpose of concealing 

th_eir negligence and wrongdoing from Mr. Depp. TMG intended that Mr. Depp act in reliance on 

their misrepresentations and omissions by retaining TMG as Mr. Depp's business managers, 

accountants, and financial advisors, so that they could continue to pay themselves exorbitant 

commissions from Mr. Depp. 

131. Based on their relationship of trust and confidence and· the many years TMG spent 

as Mr. Depp's business managers, Mr. Depp reasonably relied on TMG's misrepresentations and 
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• • 
omissions, Mr, Depp did not understand his true fmancial situation and believed that he was in 

excellent financial health, that he had saved millions of dollars, and that he had funds at his 

disposal to spend as needed. Had Mr. Depp been aware ofTMG's concealment and wrongful 

conduct, Mr. Depp would not have continued to incur the loans that he did and would have 

terminated TMG as his business managers. 

132. Instead, in reliance on TMG's material misrepresentations and omissions, Mr. 

Depp was induced to and did continue to incur excessive and unnecessary expenses and 

continued to pay tens of millions of dollars to TMG in exorbitant fees. 

133. Because ofTMG's intentional concealment, as well as teii-:sole possession ofhis 

books and records, Mr. Depp did not know ofTMG's acts ofintention~~ment until in or 

after March 2016 when he retained new business mana-gers, ~r~reasonable 

opportunity to discover such acts of concealment,before t~~MG' s numerous acts of 

fraud throughout their relationship with Mr. :0~?tuted ~:uing wrongs that did not 

cease until Mr, Depp retained a new business Qeme~~ in 2016. 

134. As a direct and proxim(\fesu\~~{;~ fraud and concealment, Plaintiffs h~ve 

been damaged in an amount that hasnot y{i;--~fully ascertained, but wliich is believed to be in 

fi ' I',? ' 1:::-1 
excess of twenty- ve million ddilats ($25,000,000). 

135. x~~~ alleged, TMG acted with malice, oppression and/or 

fraud pursuant to California cdde of Civil Procedure Section 3294(c), and acted willfully and 

with the intent to causJn)ta Mr. Depp·. As such, TMG is therefore guilty of malice, 
7 

oppression and/or fraud, and Plaintifls are entitled to recover an award of exemplary and/or 

punitive damages. 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(CONSTRUCTIVE FRAUD) 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AGAINST THE MANAGEMENT GROUP, J, MANDEL, R. 

MANDEL, AND DOES 1 THROUGH 10) 

136, Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

137. As Mr. Depp's business managers, accountants, and financial advisors, TMG 
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owed Mr. Depp a fiduciary duty to act with the utmost good faith and in his best interests. 

138. As set fortli above, 1MG breached their fiduciary duties and concealed material 

facts from Mr. Depp. 

139. TMG misrepresented facts in connection with Mr. Depp's finances and business 

affairs and concealed material facts concerning his true financial condition. TMG made close to 

ten million dollars in unauthorized disbursements in order to curry favor and solidify their 

position with Mr. Depp, borrowed tens of millions of dollars without proper disclosures to Mr. 

Depp at i~.creasingly unreasonable terms, and continually misrepresented Mr. Depp's financial 

health, all to hide their years of gross misconduct, negligence, and wv•hrst every aspect of 

their business management and accounting services. &, ~ 
140. TMG concealed the truth behind theselfuatters'with tlie.1ntent to deceive and 

'"\_'\ y ' ' 
defraud Mr. Depp and lo prevent Mr. Depp fromJ~ing~~cfs, and to induce Mr. Depp 

to act in reliance on TM G's acts and omissiof'-~s, o. r ~e ~ectation that Mr. Depp would act 

in reliance on Ilia! information. .. ~~ 
141. Mr. Depp justifiably reaed:On the~; atTMG. was fulfilling their fiduciary 

duties to Mr. Depp and not concealing'ilie0~ mismanagement of Mr. Depp's financial 

affairs. ({_j \3 
142. ~advantage as a result of their breach offiduciary duty and 

deception in that M~p re~td TMG as his business managers, accountants, and financial 

advisors, where otherwi~/y would surely have been terminated. As a result, TMG earned tens 

of millions of dollars in exorbitant commissions. 

143, By virtue of the breaches offiduciary duties and obligations owed by TMG to Mr. 

Depp as alleged herein, TMG has engaged in constructive fraud pursuant to California Civil Code 

Section 1573 and other applicable California law. 

144. As a direct and proximate result ofTMG's constructive fraud, ·Plaintiffs have been 

damaged in an amount that has not yet been fully ascertained, but which is believed to be in 

excess of twenty-five million dollars ($25,000,000). 

145. In doing the things herein alleged, TMG acted with malice, oppression and/or 
37 

COMPLAINT 

l 

D0cff: 1 Pagett 37 - Doc ID c 1677811425 - Doc 'J.'ypc c Oi"HUl 

-
ALH_00017729 



(Page 38 cf 52) 

. ' 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
,:sis, 

23 l"Pi· -1,¥ 
24 ~' 

1:Z 
25 ~ 

J"l'f' .....,. 
26 

27 

28 
MANATT, PHELPS&. 

PHILLIPS, LLP 
AnoaionfATL&• 

lOIAM.:lUS 

• • 
fraud pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 3294(c), and acted willfully and 

wil!i the intent to cause injury to Plaintiffs. As such, TMG is therefore guilty of malice, 

oppression and/or fraud, and Plaintiffs are entitled to recover an award of exemplary and/or 

punitive damages. 

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(NEGLIGENT MISREPRESENTATION) 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AGAINST THE MANAGEMENT GROUP, J. MANDEL, and R. 

MANDEL, AND DOES 1 THROUGH 10) 

146. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as f ffilly set forth herein. 

147. As set forth herein, throughout the course of their relatio~v!G made myriad 

representations of past or existing material facts regar<!jJig M~?~cial condition, 

' d' d d . f ... ' c:~ ~ 'l!ith. fid . d . mvestments, expen 1tures, an ren enng o seMces.m co,uom11ty"v1 e1r 1 uc1ary ut1es. 

148. Many of these.representations~~ ~~~financial condition being 

healthy and sustainable, were ~at true, and~~~~ without reasonable grounds for 

believing them to be true. ~ ~v 

149. TMG intended to induce·Mi. D~~ to rely on their representations. 

150. As trusted.fiduci~~ reasonably relied upon TMG's representations, 

which reliance, ov~tJ'sted·in millions of d_ollars of damages, including undisclosed 

disbursements t:u;;rd'parties, Jd the
0 

payment of commissions to which TMG was not entitled 

as a result of their mis~~ . 
. )' 

ISi. Because ofTMG's negligent misrepresentation of Mr. ·oepp's true financial 

situation, as well as their sole possession of his books and records, Mr. Depp did not know ot; or 

have a reasonable opportunity to discover, TMG's wrongful acts until in or after March 2016 

when he retained new business managers. TMG's negligent misrepresentations throughout their 

relationship with Mr. D~pp constituted continuing wrongs that did not cease until Mr. Depp 

retained a new business management firm in 2016. 

1S2. As a direct and proximate result ofTMG's negligent misrepresentation, Plaintiffs 

have been damaged in an amoun!'that has not yet been fully ascertained, but which is believed to 
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be in excess of twenty-five million dollars ($25,000,000). 

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(UNJUST ENRICHMEN'.).'). 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AGAINST THE MANAGEMENT GROUP, J. MANDEL, R. 

MANDEL, AND DQES 1 THROUGH 10) 

153. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the fo1egoing allegations as if fully set forth herein._ 

154. Mr. Depp paid TMG undeserved and exorbitant commissions for their services, 

despite their gross mismanagement of almost every aspect of Mr. Depp's finances, and their 

fraudulent misconduct taken to conceal the true nature of Mr. Depp's financial condition. TMG 

entirely abdicated their responsibilities to Mr. Depp and cost him tens §r.'11io\s of dollars 

before Mr. Depp finally discovered their misconduct ag!i neg\!i!C~ted them. Mr. 

Depp's payment of these commissions provided l'¥G with'~~! benefit at Mr. Depp's 

expense, to which TMG had no right. ~ ~ o/ 
155. TMG would not have received ~~\,';:i;enefit but for their wron~ conduct. 

1~6. Plaintiffs suffered com~mato,y\~,as a proximate result of Defendants' 

unlawful conduct. r:Y rs ~ ' 
157. Accordingly, Pla111tiffs are entitled to restitution from Defendants, in addition to all : 

dam ~"" ~)b d ' d rd; f 'al . 
monetary ":§: an.v:;H ~::::: ::~I:; to proo at rn . · 

(INJUNCTION AG~~ONGFUL FORECLOSURE IN VIOLATION OF , . . 
CALIFORNIA CIVIL CODE) 

(BY ALL PL_AINTIFFS AGAINST THE MANAGEMENT GROUP, J. MANDEL, R. 

MANDEL, FIRST AMERICAN, AND DOES 1 THROUGH 12) 

158. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully _set forth herein. 

159. On or about October 27, 2016, defendant First American, as trustee under the 

Trust Deeds, recorded with the County Recorder for the County of Los Angele~ two Notices of 

Default and Election lo Sell Under Deed ofTrust (''Notices of Default"), which initiated non­

judicial foreclosure proceedings on the Sweetzer Pl'\)perties under the Trust Deeds, as collateral 
39 

COMPLAINT 

Doc# 1 Page§ 39 - Doc :m c 1677811425 - Dcx, '?ype • O'l'HER 

ALH_00017731 



(Fage 40 of 52) 

. •, 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

"'!' ,...., 23 ...,, ,...,. 
24 '-"-' ,.,. ,...,, 
25 ,,,, 

--'"':!' 26 

27 

28 
MANATT, PIIELl'S & 

PHILLli'S, LLP 
ATTOtN(TI ATU.W 

"'"""" 

• • 
for the Note. 

160. The said foreclosure proceedings are improper in that, among other things; (A) 

the Note, being secured by the Trust Deeds, is the result ofTMG's breaches offiduciary duty as 

alleged above and are therefore void and invalid; (B) as a result of the improper and fraudulent 

acts ofTMG as herein alleged, TMG are indebted to Mr. Depp in a sum far exceeding any sums 

which may allegedly be owing under the Note. Mr. Depp therefore has setoffs against the Note 

that reduce its balance to $0, and there is no indebtedness to be secured by the Trust Deeds; (C) 

the Notices of Default materially overstate the balance owing under the Note, and such Notices 

are therefore deficient under California Civil Code § 2924; and (D) ev11ffflhere were a balance 

owing under the_Note, the Note is not in default and is therefore n9~~default" relied · 

upon by 1MG and First American was self-manufactqted by1~™,j• in a further breach of 

their fiduciary duty, inserted a provision in the J,{o'te,rviillng ~~fault in the event that 

TMG's services as Mr. Depp's business rnan~r~•te,,n~~ YTMG, by their wrongful 

conduct, have compelled Mr, Depp to termio\~ir~~~ as business manager. TMG are 

attempting to take advantage of their own""'.wron~nduct by using that termination as a pretext 

to foreclose, in violation of Cal. Civ. &J~~. 
, d..'~ . r 161. De,endants.have~eatened to proceed with the foreclosure sale o the Sweetzer 

Pr~perties, and uni~, ;~eed with such a sale improperly and in violation of the 

TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(DECLARATORY JUDGMENT) 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AGAINST THE MANAGEMENT GROUP, J. MANDEL, R 

MANDEL, AND DOES 1 THROUGH 10) 

162. Plaintiffs incolJ)orate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

163. California Business and Professional Code§ 6147 requires contingency fee 

arrangements with attorneys to be documented in a written agreement, which musi further contain 

a host of statutorily mandated disclosures. Section 614 7 governs all such agreements, whether in 

the litigation context or otherwise. See Arnall v. Superior Court, 190 Cal. App. 4th 360, 367 
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• • 
(2010), In the absence of a writing that complies witl,i the requirements of section 6147, a 

contingency fee arrangement with an attorney is voidable at the client's election, in which case, 

the attorney is only "entitled to collect a reasonable fee." Cal. Bus. i!o.Prof. Code§ 6147(b), 

164. Moreover, when an attorney serves a single client both as an attorney and one who 

renders non-legal services, he or she must conform to the Rules of Professional Conduct in the 

provision of all services. Kelly v: State Bar, 53 Cal. 3d 509,517 (1991). 'California Rule of 

Professional Conduct 3-300 r~quires that "[a] member shall not enter into a business transa,tion 

with a client ... unless ... the transaction ... and its terms are ... fully disclosed and transmitted 

in writing to the client(.]" Further, California Rule of Professional Conduci:3-310 prohibits 

representations imbued with conflicts of interest. ~ . 

165. The Californ_ia Rules of Professional Conduct,~~~public policy ~f 

California. Shepard, Mullin, Richter & Hampto,/;l;LP v/.J:,MM~6., Inc., 198 Cal. Rptr. 3d 

253, 265 (2016). The violation of public poli~s ce~·to ~~orney-client relationship render 

any agreement_ ;hether written or unwritten~~"¥e and entitles the injured party to 

disgorgementoffeespaid. See id. at2l0:.71~~ · 

166. Thus, had TMG, ~de~!<l Mandel provided_ their legal services free of 

conflicts of interest, which.they!(~• ihen, in the absence of a written agreement that complies 

with Cal. Bus.~~~!~ could be entitled, at Mr. Depp's election, to retain only 

a "reasonable fee"~their lew services. But The Management Group, J. Mandel and R. 

Mandel not only p~ovi~{ru services without the statutorily mandated written contingency fee 

arrangement, tney also repeatedly violated the public policy of California by failing to fully 

disclose and transmit in writing to Mr. Depp the terms of their non-legal business relationship and 

by creating a host of conflicts of interest through their self-dealing. 

167. At all relevant times, J. Mandel and.R. Mandel were members-in good standing of 

the Bar of California. 

168. At all relevant times, The Management Group, J. Mandel and R. Mandel, on the 

one hand, and Mr. Depp, on the other, were in an attorney-client relationship and identified 

themselves as lawyers and•business managers to both Mr. Depp and the outside world. 
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Throughout the course ofTMG's relationship with Mr. Depp, they provided legal advice and 

services including, among other things, drafting corporate documents and negotiating and 

reviewing various contracts related to both Mr. Depp's personal life and his business entities. 

169. J. Mandel and R. Mandel also held themselves out as lawyers to the outside world 

and used this fact to distinguish themselves from other business managers. In an interview with 

Aish.com, J. Mandel and R. Mandel noted when asked how they "distinguish from other business 

managers," that•~ [Robert Mandel] was a practicing tax lawyer and Joel was a practicing· 

transaction lawyer, and with that background we have been successful in helping our clients with 

a broad spectrum ofissues - tax, transactional, etc." When asked "morespecifically about your 

role as a business manager," R. Mandel replied: "[A] business minagJ~\d of personal 

assistant, bookkeeper, accountant and attorney .... we h~lp ne~oli~~~ontracts." 

170. In exchange for their legal and ot!Je?-servi~~)id themselves 5% of Mr. 

Depp's gross earnings during the course ofth~~hipy 

171. Despite collecting over $28,000,00~er ~':raurse of their relationship with Mr. 
\\ )J . 

Depp, TMG had no written agreementtth·Mr\D~p;for the provision oflegal services, failed to 

docwnent the terms of their non-legal bus~~actions with Mr. Depp, and throu~h their 

self-dealing, polluted their.entir~onsWwith Mr. Depp with conflicts of interest. 

172. An-~~~~ting to the legal rights and duties of the parties exists; 

namely: (a) wh~;:-~e abJdnce of violations of the California Rules of Professional Conduct 

TMG, at Mr. Depp's ~tio(are entitled to anything more than a "reasonable fee;" (b) whether 
)' 

the California Rules of Professional Conduct apply to all ofTMG's services,.both legal and non-

legal; and (c) whether, in light ofTMG's self-dealing, conflicts of interest, and failure to 

document the te,ms of their business transactions with Mr. Depp, the agreement between TMG 

and Mr, Depp is invalid and unenforceable, entitling Mr. Depp to disgorgemeot of all fees he has 

paid to Defendants. 

173, Accordingly, Mr. Depp seeks a declaration that the agreement between him and 

TMG is invalid and unenforceable, that he is entitled to disgorgement and restitution of all fees 

paid to TMG, and that TMG is not entitled to a "reasonable fee" for legal services as a result of 
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their violations of the California Rules of Professional Conduct. In addition, Mr. Depp seeks a 

judgment of the Court awarding him monetary relief against TMG in the amount of all contingent 

fees he paid to TMG, plus interest at the legal rate. 

ELEVENTH CAUSE·OF ACTION 

(ACCOUNTING) 

(BY DEPP AGAINST THE MANAGEMENT GROUP, J. MANDEL, R. MANDEL, AND 

DOES 1 THROUGH 10) 

174. Plaintiffs incorporate the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

175, As alleged herein, TMG, as Mr. Depp's business mana~e7ccountants, and _ · 

investment advis9rs, had and continue to have a fiduciary duty tK~~uiring TMG to act 

only in Mr. Depp's best interest and to not engage in any ~~issir which wou_ld cause 

Mr. Depp to suffer any harm or damages. . ~. "\,.'\,, y 
176. As further alleged above, d~tlle periodtiine that TMG rendered accounting 

and business management services to Mr. Dep~-s~y controlled and maintained Mr. 

Depp's financial ·books and records. ~ep~~e of the full amounts TMG paid 

themselves or otherwise misapprop~~ ~'hlr. Depp's accounts. . 

177. Accordingly, Mr~~fntitled to a full and complete accounting to all amounts 

TMG paid themse!Q~rriii.ld°'from Mr. Depp's accounts, secreted, misplaced, or 

otherwise used ~~d withdut Mr. Depp's informed consent. Wherefore, the full amount 

owed and becoming d~;:{. Depp can only be determined pursuant to a full and accurate 
r 

accounting of all books and records ofTMG. 

. PRAYERFORRELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for judgment in their favor and against the Defendants, 

and each of them, jointly and severally, as follows: 

On All Causes of Action Except the Ninth Cause of Action: 

A. For compensatory damages in an am,ount subject to proof at trial, in an amount in 

excess of twenty-five million dollars ($25,000,000); 

B. For restitution and disgorgement of all gains and profits by Defendants The 
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Management Group, J. Mandel and R. Mandel as a result of their wrongful and unlawful conduct; 

C. For rescission of the Lending Agreement and Promissory Note lending $5,000,000 

directly to Mr. Depp by TMG, and of the corresponding Deeds of Trust, through which TMG 

currently seeks to foreclose on the Sweetzer Properties; 

D. For setoff of any amounts allegedly owed to Defendants against amounts 

Defendants owe Plaintiffs; 

E. For punitive and exemplary damages in an amount subject to proof; and 

F. For interest and prejudgment interest. 

On the Ninth Cause of Action: {? 
G. For a temporary restraining order, and prelirnin~ p~Jt injunction 

enjoining_Defendants from proceeding with the fo~eclo_sure oftiie S~rperties. 

On All Causes of Action: . ~ ~ ~ 
H. An award of attorneys' fees an~sts, ~t ~efendant First American; and 

I. For such other and further re lie~ j\fu and proper. 

RESPECTFULLY SUB(1/~J.. d? ofJanuary 2017. 

~ MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 

By 
Matthew 
11355 lympic Blvd. 
Los Angeles, Clliifomia 90064 

and 
MANATT, PHELPS & PIDLLIPS, LLP 
Benjamin G. Chew 
Rory E. Adams 
Joshua N. Drian 
1050 Connecticut Avenue NW, Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20036 

and 

44 
COMPLAINT 

DocD l PageO 44 - Doo ID .., 1677811425 - Doc i';r']?e t::1 O'IliER 

ALH_00017736 



(Fage 45 of 52) 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Ii 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

~ 23 ~r-<: 

~ 24 /J,~ 

;z 25 ,:a>,;> 
~~ :!ii 26 

27 

28 
MANATI, PHELPS & 

PHU.UPS, LLP 
ATTCDIUl/1.TLI" 

LalAKO.O 

• • 
THE ENDEAVOR LAW FIRM, P.C. 
AdamR. Waldman 
1775 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 350 
Washington, DC 20006 

Counsel/or Plaintiffs John C. Depp, II and Edward 
I. White as trustee/or the Sweetzer Trust and as 
trustee for the Mooh Jnvestmenl Trust 

· 45 

COMPLAINT 
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23 
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•W 24 
<\. 

~ 25 
"'f 
~ 26 

27 

28 
MA,.ATT, PHttl'S &. 

PHILLIPS, L'LP 
Ant1111n1A1"!.;'• 

La,bcnu 

• • 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

Plaintiffs hereby demand trial by jury for this matter. 

Dated: January 13, 2017 

203899676.1 

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 

P. y 
. Olympic Blvd. 

Los geles, California 90064 

and 
MANATT, PHELPS ~LIPS, LLP 
Benjamin G. Chew ~. ]\ 
Rory·E. Adams~'.:::::::::;; 
Joshu~-N. Dri;mf . "'\. "-. 
1050 Connecticut,Avenue'NW, Suite 600 

~0(~~6' 
~

TillrENDBAVOR LAW FIRM, P.C. 
Adairt'It1Waldman 
l'l-75,.Pj:nnsylvaniaAvenue NW, Suite 350 . 

ashington, DC 20006 • 

rise/for Plaintiffs John C. Depp, II and Edward 
L. White as tr.usteefor the Sweetzer Trust and as 
trustee far the Mooh Investment Trust 

COMPLAINT . 
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CM-010 
ATTORll.'EY Oil PARTYWJTHCUT ATTORNEY {Name. Sia/~ B.1r~ ai:d odd~t: FORCOURTUSEONLY 

Matthew P. Kanny, Esq (SBN 167118) 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips LLP 
11355W. Olympic Blvd. 
Los Angeles CA 90064 

TElEPl!O.~NO: 310-312-4000 FAXNo., 310•312-4224 
•n01U1m0•'"'·"'' JOHN C. DEPP, II and EDWARD L. WHITE, as lrustee of the 
SweetzerTrusl and as lruslee of lhe Mooh lnveslmenlTrusl JAN 13 2017 

-r--SUPERIOR COURT OF CAUFO!\NIA, COUNTY OF Los Angeles 
STREET AOoR?ss, 111 North Hill Slreel 

MA1UNGA00RESS, 111 North Hin Slreet 
. c11YM1>ZlPc0lle Los Angeles, CA 90012 

'""'"'"""" Stanle Mosk Courthouse 
CASE NAME: JOHN C. DEPP, II el al. v. THE MANDEL COMPANY, INC. el al. 

t!l1 
CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET 
Unlimited D Limited 
(Amount (Amount 
demanded demanded Is 
exceeds $25,000 $25 000 or less 

Complex: Case Designation 

' D counler D Jolnder 

Filed with first appearance by defendant 
Cal. Rules of Court. rule 3.402 

CASEHU!r'.BER: 

JUDGE: 

OEPT! 

lie ms 1-6 below must be com lated see instructions on a e 2 • ,-
1. Check ono box below for the case type that best describes this case: V ~ 

Auto Tort Contract P10VlslonaJly Compli:lx Civil UtlgaUon 
D Auto (22) D Bra a ch of contracif.Narranty (OB) (Cal. RuleB af~U_[f 11'Ulas 3.400-3.403) 
D Uninsured molonsl (46) D Rule 3.740 coUedlons (09) OD ~sl/TraderegulaUon (03) 
Other PI/PDfWD (Personal lnJurylProperty D Oilier eollections (09) □, Com;,~on ~er~ct (10) 
Damage1W10n9ru1 Ceath) Tort D Insurance coverage (18) N'", -Mass lcrt ('10) 
D Asbestos (04) D Other contract (37) ~D '-s'ecuritrek'i'itlgatlon (28) 
D Prod act liability (24) Real Property D E"ri"~menlalff'ox:ic tort (30) 
D MecfGI malpractice (45) D Eminent domaW'lnverse , \...!,ns'G"rance coverage daJms arising from the 
D Olher PllPOlilVD (2J) condemnation (14) yabove listed provisionally complex case 
Non•PUPOM'D (Other) Tort D Wrcngful eviction (33) types (41) 
D Business tcrt/unfair business pracllce (07) D Oll,er real propeny (26) ...,Enforcement of Judgment 
D Civil righls (08) Unlawful Detainer~ D Enforcement of Judgment (20) 
D oeramatlon (13) D comrnercia A1) Miscellaneous Clvll Complalnt 
0 Frau~ (16) 0 Resl4ei\~(32) 0 RICO (27) 
D lnlelleduaJ property c19) O orufsclsJ D Olher ccmplalnl (not specified a bow) (42) 

[8l Proresslonal negligence (25) _Jud~! ~e~1:w ~ Mlscellaneous Clvll Pet!Uon 
D Other non-Pl/POJWD tort (35) <GJ Assaf fglfellur.9 {05) 0 Partnership and corporate governance (21) 
Employment O "~~liti'J"n-re: artlltratio11 award (11) 0 Other petilion (not specified above) (43) 

D Wco119ful termination (36) D Vftil of manda\e (02) 
D Other empfa en! 15 0 Oth

1
erJudlclal review (39) 

2. This case O is r;8l is not compl8x UJ\d~iule 3..400 of the Califomla Rules of Court. If the case Is complex, mark the 
factors requiring exceptional judicial manag8~5Jnt: 
a. 0 large number of'separately represented parties d. D Large number ofwilnesses 
b. D Extensive motion pradice raising difficult er novel e. D Coonftnalion with relaled actions pending in one or more cour1s 

issues that will be If me-consuming to resolve In other counties, states, or countries, or In a federal court 
c. D Substantial amount of documen!ary evidence f. D Substantial postjudgment judlclal supervision 

3. Remedies sought (check au that apply): a. l',8'J monetary b, (81 nonmonetary; declaratory or injunctive relief c. [8J punitive 
4.~umber of causes of action (specify): 11 
5-.=Jnis case O is [8J Is not a class action suit. 
6.9'lhere are any known related cases, file and serve a noUce of related case. (You may use arm 
Dii!J,: January 13, 2017 ~ /? 
M,Whew P. Kanny, Esq. ► -r 

NOTICE 
• Pla[ntiff must fde this cover sheet with the first paper filed in the action or proceeding (except small dalms cases or cases flied 

under the Probate Code, Family Code. or Welfare and Institutions Code), (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.220.) Failure to file may result 
In sandions. · 

• File this cover sheet in addition to any cover sheet required by local court rule. 
• If this case Is complex under rule :uoo et seq. of the California Rules of Court, you must serve a copy of this cover sheet on all 

other parties to the action or proceeding. 
• Unless this is a col!eclions case under rule 3.740 or a com ii lex case, this cover sheet will be used for statistlcal purposes only. 

Flll'mAd~ far Nancl~CJJ lM 
Jud'C~Ccu,c:1dCt!!cnia 
CM4l0 (RN. Jt4f 1, 2007) 

CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET 
P.i tlc12 

cat Rli:asol COIII\ ~s 2.31), 3.220, 3,Coo-J.403. 3.740; 
C4I. Standards gt J\,6cirJ A&nin.~Sal\. Ud. :!. ,a 

~.f.ua"" 
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CM-010 
INSTRUCTIONS ON HOW TO COMPLETE THE COVER SHEET 

Ta Plalnlilfs and Others Filing First Papers, If you are filing a first paper (for example, a complaint) In a civil case, you must 
complete and fife, along With your first paper, the Civil Case Cover Sheet contained on page 1. This lnforma1ion will be used to compile 
stalistlcs about the types and numbers of cases filed. You must.complete ilems 1 lhrough 6 on the sheet. In llem 1. you must check 
one box for the case type the! best describes the case. If the case rrts both a general and a more specific type of case Usted in item 1. 
check the more specific one, If the case has multiple causes or action, check the box that best indicates the primary cause or aclion. 
To assist you In completing the sheet, examples or the cases that belong under each case type in item 1 are provided below. A cover 
sheet must be filed only with your Initial paper. Failure to file a cover sheet with the first paper filed In a civil case may subjed a party, 
ils counsel, or both to sanctions under rules 2.30 end 3.220 of the California Rules of Court· 
Tc Parties In Rule 3.740 Collections Cases. A "conectlons case• under rule 3.740 is defined as an action for recovery of money 
owed in a sum staled to be certatn that is not more than $25,000, exclu5ive of fnterest and attorney's fees, arising from a lnmsactkin in 
which property, services, or money was acquired on credit. A collections case does not Include an action seeking the followlng: (t) tort 
damages, (2) ptmiUve damages, (3) recovery of real property, (4) recovery of personal property, or (5} a prejudgment writ of 
attachmenL The identification of a case as a rule 3.7-40 coDections case on this form means that it will be exempt from the general 
lime-for-service raquirements and case management rules, unless a defendant files a responsive pleading, A rule 3.740 collecilons 
case val! be subject to the requiremenls for service and obtaining a judgment in rule 3.740. 
To Parties In Complex Cases. In complex cases only, parties must also use the Civil Case Caver Sheet to designate whether the 
case Is complex. If a plaintiff believes the case is complex under rule 3.400 of the California Rules of Court, this rnust be Ind teated by 
completing lhe appropriate boxes In items 1 and 2. If a plaintiff designates a case as complex, the cover sheet must be seNed with the 
complaint on all parties to the action. A defendant may fife and serve no later than the time of its first appearance a joinder in the 
plaintiffs designation. a counter•designalicn thal the case ls not complex, or, if the plaintiff has made no designation1 a designation that 
the case is complex. A_·) 

CASE lYPES ANO EXAMPLES l.. L ' 
Auto Tort cantract Provisionally compitx Civil Utlgatlon {cal. 

Auto {22}-Personal lnjury/Proper1y Breach or ConlracbWananty (06) Rules:01 Court RulOO' 3,400-3.4031 
Damage/Wrongful Death Breach of Rental/lease ~Mtilru'sJJT/ade'Regu!ation {03) 

Uninsured Motorist (46) (itlhs Ccnlract (not unlawful detainer Col1Stn.Jetion Defect (10) 
case irrvalves an unitm1red or wrongful evicrion) U ClaimS-tnVolving Mass Tcrt (40) 

ertJl"lro~'on, check thls item P/alnUlt {net fraud er !!¥?,ligence} Er:r~ronmenlal/T0.1ic Tort (3D) 
motorisl dalm sub feel lo ConlracbWananty Breach-SeUer ~ Secuiities Litlgat!on (28) 

Instead of Auto) Negllgent Breach or Contract/ )nsurance Coverage Claims 
Other Pl/POMO (Personal lnJuryl Warranty (arfslng from provisionally complex 
Property Damae:eJWrongfut Death) Olher Breaclt ofCc~a~~- casa typa list.edabove) (41) 
Tort Cc!lectlons (e.9., mcney cwed!, Open · Enforcement or Judgment 

Asbestos (04) bcok accounts) {09) ,,.-=-.:.... '~ Enforcement of Judgment (20) 
Asbestos Pre petty Damage Collection Case-senef PLalntltf\., Abstract of Judgment (Out of 
Asbestos Personal Injury/ Olher Pr0missory N.0le!CEllectlon1 County) 

Wrongful Oealh Case ~ '\~ Confession of Judgment (non• 
Product Uability (nol asbestos or Insurance Cove~ge (oot provisilJMHy domestic rerauons) 

lOJio'emdronmental) (24) ~mplex) (1~, Q'-1 Sisler Stale Judgment 
Medical Malpractice (45) Aulo Subr0g!tion )..J Administrative Agency Award 

Medical Malpractice- Olh~tCoverage (not ur.pafd laxes) 
Physicians & Surgeons Other i;;on~jltl: (3?J Pelilion!Certiflcalion or En Uy cf 

Other Professional Health Care Co~tradual Fr~d Judgmenl 0n Unpaid Taxes 
Malpractice ,,,_-...._ OllieiC<in!ract Dispute Other Entorcemenl ol Jutfgmant 

Other Pl/PD/ND (23) Rea P,cj>er{y~ ../ Case 
Premises liability (e.g., slip Eml®dl Oomalnllove~a Miscellaneous CM! Complaint 
and fall) Coridemnolicn (14) RICO (27) 
Intentional Bodily lnjury/PDM'O Wr0ngfiil Eviction (33) Other Complain! (nol specified 

(e.g., assaufl, vandalism) Other,Real Property (e.g., quiet title) (26) abovo) (42) 
Intentional lnmctfon of Writ cf Possession of Real Property Dedaralol)' Relief Only 

Emotional Distress Mortgage Fcreclosure Injunctive Rener Only (non-
NegDgent Infliction of Quiet Title harassment) 

Emoticnal Distress Other Real Pr0peny (nor eminent Me(;han!cs Uen 
Other PUPO/IND domain, landlord/tenant. er Other Commercial Complaint 

Ncn.PUPDMD (Other) Tort foreclosUt'8) Case (non-lort/non-comple:t) 
Business TorVUnfair Business Unlawful Oetalner Other Clvil Complain( 

Praetice (07) Commercial (31) (non-lolt/non-eomplai) 
Civil Rights (e.g., d"iscrimlnation, ResidenUal (32} Miscellaneous Civil Petition 

,'SJ; false arresl) {nol civil Drugs (:3S) (iltha case invofves illegal Partnernhlp and Corporate 
1be" harassmenl) (OB) drvgs, cheek th1s i1em; otherwise, Governance (21) 
;;_pefamaUon {e.g., slander, libel) repo/1 as Ccrnmercial or Re$/donliaQ Other Petition (not specilied 
1 (13} Judlcral Review abovu) {43) 
~raud (16) Assel Forfeiture (05) Civil Harassment 
~lelledual Property (19) Petition Re: Arbi'.rali::n Award (11) Workplace Violence 
:grofesslonal Negltgence (25) Writ of Mandate (02) Elcfer/Dependen!Adult 
~ Legal Malpraclie.e Wri!-Adminlstrative Mandamus Abuse 
~ Other Professional Malpractice wra-Mandamus on Limited Court Etectlon Conlesl 

(not mecf',cal orlegaQ Case Maller Peliticn for Name Change 
Other Non-PIIPDJV\tD Tart (35) Wn1-0ther Ltmlted Coult Csso Patilion for Rel1ef From Late 

Employment Review Claim 
Wrongrul Termination (36) Olher Other Judicial Review (39) Other Civil Petdlon 

Employmenl (15) Review of Health Officer Order 
Notice or AppeaH.abor 

Commissicner A a!s 

CM-010 {Rtw •• '13/ 'l,, 2007) CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET 
Amentm1 l.ogi!Nt\, tr.c. 
......,,F'Oll'IIIWl>11!ow.Ql.'ll 
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SHORTlnl.e CASE NUMBER 
John C. Depp, II et al. v. The Mandel Company, Inc. et al. 

CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM AND 
STATEMENT OF LOCATION 

(CERTIFICATE OF GROUNDS FOR ASSIGNMENT TO COURTHOUSE LOCATION) 

This fann Is required pursuantla Local Rule 2.3 In all new civil case fillngs In the Las Angeles Superior Court. 

Step 1: After completing the CMI Case Caver Sheet (Judicial Council form CM-010), find the exact case type In 
Column A that corresponds ta the case type Indicated in the Civil Case Cover Sheet. 

Step 2: In Column B, check the box for the type of aclion that best describes the nature of the case. 

Step 3: In Column C, circle the number which explains the reason for the court filing location-you have 
chosen. [ / \ 

Appllcablo Reasons for Choosing Court FJllng Location (C9~'i C)~ 

1. Class ac:tlons must be filed in lhe Stanley Mosk Ccurthouse, Cenlral District. 7. local ion Qere pe~r~s~> 

2. Peimissive filing In central disltlct. 8. Loailion wher~defendalll!respondent functions whol!y. 
"' • ,, Y. 3. Location where cause of action arose. 9"locallon wtiere onb,cr more of the parties reside. , 

,_, '·' , y 
4. Mandatory personal Injury filing In Nortti District. 

5. Location where performance required or defendant resides. 

10. tiicallon o1 lilbor C011J1111SS!oner Office. 

11.,~n~O!Y fil~~lion (Hub Cases - unlawful detainer, linu)ed 
nc~miicollection, or personal injuiy). 

6, Lacatil:m af property er pem,anenllygaraged vehlcl'a. 

A 
CivU case Cover Sheet 

Category No. 

Aulo (22) 

Uninsured Molorist (46) 

Asbestos (04) 

Prcduct Uabl@y (24) 

Meaical Malpractice (45) 

Other Personal 
lnjucy Property 

Damage Wrongful 

lACIV 109 (Rev 2/16) 

LASC Approved 03,04 

Death (23) 

~1 (ZJ~B Type ol Aaion 
~ (Cl'leckonlyona) 

/- r "\ -D A7100 Motor
1
Vehlc.'e • Per.;onal lnJury/Prtlporty DamageM'rongful Death 

' t .... ··, II . 
0·A7110 Pemonal lnJuJYIPropedy DamageM/rongful Death - Uninsured Motorist 

'' ff 
V D A607D Asbestos Property Damage 

D An21 Asbeslos - PeraQnal lnjuryfvV10ngru1 Death 

D A7260 Produi;t Uablli\y (not asbeSlos c:1r toxid'environmanta!J 

0 A7210 Medical Ma!prad!ee-Physlc:lans & Surgeons 

0 A7240 Olher Proressional Health Care Malpractice 

D A7250 Premises Llabi!Jty (e.g., slip and fa!I) 

0 A7230 Intentional Bodily lnJuryJProperty DamageM'ron9ful Death (e.g., 
assaull, vandaUsm, ale.) 

D A7270 Intentional Infliction of Emcfional Distress 

D A7220 Other Personal Injury/Property DamageM'rcngful Death 

CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM 
AND STATEMENT OF LOCATION 

C 
Applicable Reasons~ 

See Step 3 Abo\'8 ' 

1, 4, 11 

1, 4, 11 

1, 11 

1 11 

1, 4, t1 

1, 4, 11 

1, 4, 11 

1, 4, 11 

1, 4, 11 

1, 4, 11 

1, 4, 11 

Local Rule 2.3 
Page 1 of 4 

' 

', 
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• 
ISHt'IRTTITLE: 
John C. Depp, II et al. v. The Mandel Company, Inc. et al. 

I CASE NUMa.m 

A 
.. 

B ;,, ·~., 
Civil Case Cover Sheet Type of Action 

Caleg?ry No, (Cb~ci< only onal 

Buslness Tort (07) D A6029 other CommerdalJBuslr.ess Tort (nol fraudibreach of con1racl) 

£:"" Civil Rlgh~ (OBI OA6005 Civil RfghtslDiscrimlnation "~ ... .., e,; 
OA6010 Q. " Defamalian (13) Oefamati~ {slander/!ibeij '!~ 

¾i Fraud (16) 0 A6013 Fraud (no conlracl) -c 
"iii2 
l;;:: 

0 A6017 Legal Malpractlca fl-
Professional Ne9Hgence (25) " m 

[gJ A6050 Other Professional Malpractice (not medical or legal) Q. li' 
cE 
0 ~ zc 

D A6025 Other Non•Perscnal Injury/Property Damage tort Olber(3S) 

1! WrcngM Termination (36) D A6037 Wrcn9f11l Termlnalicn {/ t " E 
D AS024 Other Employment Complaint Ca&e ~~ l Olher Em.oloymenl (15) Q. 

D A6109 Labor CommissToner Appeals 0 E 
w 

D " 'wi ~' A6004 Breach of Renlalllease Con~~ot un!a ul deta nerof wrongful 
e~c11on) A ~ '\."'"' Y Breach ofContracl/Warranty D ASOOS ConiracWlarranty Breaeb~ller PI (no fraud/negfigem:e) (06) 

□ . ' ,, .' (nol fnsutanca) AS019 Negllgenl Breach of ContraaM'arranty (no fraud) 
0 fm'-.'-,Y A6028 Other Breaeh ot Contra arranty tot fraud or negligenee) 

, ' ·v 
u h.C'. ~':;? D A5002 Cc!ec11cns case-seaer P~ tiff ~ Collec:tions (09} 

D ASD12 Other Promiss\~ ~t~e'ctions Case 1! 
0 ' <> O·A6034 Colie~sH'l.irchased Debi (Charged Off Consumer Oebl 

Purcti'ase.don or.after~iinuary 1, 2014) 

lnsuranee Coverage (18) 
/':. ·--..._ s, /I 

~ ·A6bf5~1llSb.~nar~av?raga (not complex) 
,If ', ""'---'""' 

.;t. ~rsJ A6009 Con ctual Fraud ' 'ri 
Other Contract (37) 

Eminenl Damain/lrweJSe 
Condemnation (f 4} 

f:' 
Wrongful Eviction (33) m 

Q. 

e 
Q. 

,;i;) 

':&!' Olher Real Property (26) 
1-h" 
'"'k,J --, .. ~ 

Unlawful Detainer-Commercial ~ 
~.1;- (31) 
'"f!J 

C Unfa.odul Cetainer-Residenllal 
C (32) 

~ Unlawful Detainer-
,! Pos14 Foreclosure M4l 
5 Unlawflll Detarner-Crugs (38) 

IACIV 109 (Rev2/1~) 

LASC Approved 03-04 

' ' □·~1 Tortlous lnlerfen:nce 

' " D A6027 ... Qlher Contract Disp\Jle{not breachlinsurancelfraud/negfigence) 
,✓ 

D A7300 Eminent Domain/Condemnation Numberofparcets __ 

D A6D23 Wrongful Eviction Case 

D A6Dt8 Mortgage Foredosure 

D A6032 Quiel 'Titre 

D A60S0 other Real Propert)' (net eminent doma!n, landlordllenant. foreclosure) 

D AS021 Unlawfti.l De!ainer-Cc:lmmerclal (nol drugs or wrongful eviction) 

0 A6020 Unlawful Delainer-Residen.lial (not drugs or w,ongrul eviction) 

D A602DF Unlawf11! Oelainer4 Post-Foreclosure 

D A6D22 \Jnlawful Oelalnet•011,19s 

CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM 
AND STATEMENT OF LOCATION 

C Applicable 
Reasons. See Step 3 

Above 

1, 2.3 

1, 2, 3 

1, 2. 3 

1, 2,3 

1, 2, 3 

1.©3 

1,2,3 

1,2,3 

1, 2, 3 

10 

2,5 

2,5 

1,2,5 

1,2,5 

5,6, 11 

5, 11 

5,6, 11 

1,2,5,8 

1,2,3,5 

1,2,3,5 

1, 2, 3,"8, 9 

2,6 

2,6 

2,6 

2, 6 

2,6 

6, 11 

6, 11 

2. 6, 11 

2,6,11 

Local Rule 2.3 
Pa e2of4 

' 

' 
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. I "'ORTmt~ I CASE NUMBER 

A I • a· C Applicable 
Civil ~e Cover Sheet Typo or Action Reasons -See Slep 3 

Category No. (Check only one) Above 

Asset forfeiture (D5) D A6108 Asset Fo~elure Case 2.3,6 

I 
PetJ11on re Arbllrelion (11) D A6115 Petition to Compel/ConfumNacale Arbltrallon 2,5 

" D A6151 Wlil-Adminlsl/aliveMandamus 2,8 "' 
~ Writ cl Mandate (02) D A6152 Writ- Mandamus on Limited Court Case Matter 2 
;; 0 A6153 Wlil• OlherlJmlled Court Case Reviaw 2 = -, 

Olher Judicial Review (39) 0 A6150 Other Writ /Judicial Review 2.8 

Anlilrus1/Tmde Regulallon (03) D A6003 Anllrusl/Trade Regulalion 1, 2,8 .. 
C 
0 

isl Construction Defeet (19) D A6007 Construdlcn Oefect rY. E.' 1, 2.3 
5 
" Claims Involving Mass Ton D A6006 Claims Involving Mass Tort ~ 'a (40) c::-.. 1,2,8 
E 
0 

Securit!es Litigation (28) D A6035 Securities Uligation case 0 ~ "'">-<J ,. 2. 8 
f ToxlcTort D A6036 Toxic Tort/Environmental ~ ~ 'o/' C 

1,2,3,8 0 Environmental (30) ·:iii " e Insurance Coverage Claims □ 0,\. ,, ~/ .. from Complex case (41) A6014 lnsurani:e Coverage/Subrogatklll (comp~o tinlj,) 1,2, 5,8 . ....., ' 
0 A6141 Sfdor Stale Judgment ~ ' 2,5, 11 

1:~ D A6160 Abstracto!Judg~nt 2,6 
mm 0 A6107 Confession 0f l"dT"~non-damestfc relaUons) EE Enforcement 2.9 . -
1l "' of Judgmenl (20) 0 A6140 Admu,ls~•: Al.J (ncl uopald laxes) 
_.,, 

- 2. 8 ,2 -=: m 'l; D A6114 Petitio{,eefm'eare ro ;?iry or Judgment on Unpald Tai( 2.8 
~ I'{ JI 9 A6f 12'~1h~ E~r~t of Judgment Casa 2. 8, 9 

RrC~(27J /- ISi '' A6033 Raclo,l'•••e (RJCO) Cese 1,2,B 
~ J!l 
~ C 
0m m-
C CL 
.!! E Olher Ccmplalnts BB (Nol Specified Above) (42) 
.!::?::: 
:sc3 

Partnership CorpcraUon 

~ 
Govemance (21) 

,, 

'"" ·~ 
~ Other Petilions (Not 

Specwed Above) (43) 

~ 

1.ACIV 109(Rev2/16) 

LASC Approved OJ-04 

-" ' i)..... ,, 
D 6~ara1cry Relief Only 

D A604,'f"lnJunctive Rener Only (not domestii:ll!arassmenl) 

D ASO 1 Other Commerda-I Comp!alnt Case (non-tort/non-complex) 

D A6000 Other Clv!I Complaint (non-tori/non-complex) 

0 A6113 Partnership and Corpcirate Governance Case 

D A6121 ClVil Harassment 

D A6123 Workplace Harassment 
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Transcript of Jolm C. Depp, II 

Conducted on November 10, 2020 

MR. CHEW: Objection to the form of the 

question, asked and answered. He's already said 

that he knew that he was ordered to be here today. 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q At 10:00 a.m. 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Were you aware of that? 

A I wasn't driving. I'm sorry I didn't 

make it at 10:00 on the spot. 

Q So it's somebody else's fault that you 

weren't here at 10:00. 

MR. CHEW: Objection to the form of the 

question, argumentative. 

A I cannot -- okay, I'll take the hit. My 

apologies. As I said earlier, my apologies for 

arriving late. It was about midnight when I got 

back, but you don't want to hear that. 

Q So 

A Or when I arrived. Sorry. 

Q 

.~ gmlB ~ lffiI!1 ~ lmE ~ ®il ~ gmlB 
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MR. CHEW: Objection to the form of the 

question, vague and ambiguous. 

A gfimlimlmJ=~o gl'lm=@~@1g 
- ~ --

!!Im ~ ~ mm !!W mw ~ ~ = 
l5usamess manage-:,;s a-no 

~ ~ ~ ~ Giml ~ ~o lmfil 

A g !!Im ~ ~Is l!IEE ~ ~ 00m 

MR. CHEW: And again, I would instruct 

you not to answer to the extent that you would have 

to disclose attorney-client communication, but you 

can answer to the extent you have information 

outside of what you discussed with any of your 

counsel. 

A Yeah, no, this was something that I was 

told, and it didn't -- I didn't ever dream that I 

had made that much money. 
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Conducted on November 10, 2020 

Did Edward White tell you that Joel 

Mandel and Rob Mandel stole $650 million from you? 

A Edward White was brought in as my 

business manager to conduct a forensic audit on the 

Mandels, but prior to that, it was pretty clear 

that that was -- that was what had happened, and I 

engaged them in a lawsuit. 

Q What do you mean by it was pretty clear 

that that had happened? 

A 

Mancleill 

a con:v:er,s 

Q 
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(Deposition Exhibit Number 3 was marked 

for identification.) 

MR. CHEW: May we have a copy please? 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q Yeah, I'm working on that. I wanted to 

make sure I wasn't giving you the wrong one. I'm 

going to ask you to take a look at what has been 
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~·~}~\f§;ii ¥::i.1[~~!:ii'.i;si.i~f:•••.agiLi,nst M:i::y, .• 1Mahd<S! .. '.hl¢:iih'dcl}is. ·-'"' 

(Th.lei Ma11~e.1.•!.Q,iilip~'rIYi ,cdr. i\!ct ?) 
\ '·' , .. ,,.. '.,,y,. ' ; -

A 

Q Or the management group, and did Adam 

Waldman represent you in this endeavor? 

A Yes, yes, ma'am. 

Q 

·pj:od11c,1::i."oris; and then E<;lward Wh,i.te and Edwa'rd il'Jhlte 

A 

Q (o~ay•, Now, I'm going to asl< you to take) 

a look at the second page in that actually has page. 

1, and if you can go to.paragraph 3, I'm going to 

take you thr§µgh, just so you know what .I.'m d9ihg 

here, I '.m gbi.pg to .take you through a number of the 

al'legations ,in here. This -- this• cross-ciaim was 

filed' ',in• public cdurt, ·. right, in Los Ang.~les, 

(pt1!>l}c recot~P') 

A 
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~ g ~ g <funJDl5 = ga!iil ~ ~ 
, • - - t,(n 

MR. CHEW: Mr. Depp -- Mr. Depp, I would 

say that you should, before answering any specific 

questions about this, you should read as much or as 

little of the cross-complaint filed by Mandel that 

you feel is necessary to give you context. 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q So I'm going to ask you to take a look at 

paragraph 3 on the first page. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q 

t:!'ansact:ions, 
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whether and, ,119w to spend his. money was a' decision 

for pepp. to ll)a,ke. Depp listened to ~o .one, 

including 'I'l-l.G .and his other. advisors, a,nd he 

demanded they fund a lifestyle that wa;,;'extravagant 

extreme. " Would yc,u agree wi tl:1 thaJ:? 

A (No.) 
Q (:tn paragraph 4, .he says, nBy his) 

complaint, Depp disirigeriuously suggestEidhe caririOt 

reinembei::J, A, where he spent his money; di B, beirig 

to:ld :by ,TMJ .~o · stop spending. To remind him, 

thr,'mghout tl}e entire .17-year period that TMJ 

(represe[)ted Depp, Depp lived in an) 

·ultra-extravagant lifestyle that often knowingly 

cost Depp in excess of $2 million per month to 

maintain, which he simply could not afford." Would 

(you agree wi'l::h that?) 

A Two mil.lion dolla,'1:"s per m.onth to maintain 

my ultra.,-extravagant lifestyle ·would be no, I 

(mean --) 

Q 

A 

(How much were you spending?) 

(It is possible that in terms of the --) 

the various salaries that I was paying for the 
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Do you believe that's an accurate figure, 

the two million per month? 

MR. CHEW: Objection to the form of the 

question. What year are we talking about? This 

talks about a 17-year period. Are you asking for 

-- which year in that 17-year period? 

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: I'm asking if 

what he said here in excess of two million per 

month to maintain. 

MR. CHEW: For what year? 

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: You know what? 

I don't have to answer your question. When did 

they file it? 

MR. CHEW: If you don't want a record 

that's clear, that's fine, okay. Answer the 

question if you know what she's talking about. I 

don't. 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 
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Q (!<i1:'·zol6! i!/as d:t twci million,,piir yes1r c:~) 

(io~~:f wonJr?) 
A I 'iri. not. ;gc,ihg to si:!: her.e ;.~119 agre"' with 

d6'e)c;;~a.riae1''3 numbers beca.use it's. V'ery: clear' that 

Q 

A 

paraofi, but'h.e. was protecti11g JLimself 

e---l:iecaJs~ you do tha.t when. 1yci'U' steaL) 

WeJ):L,,<,arnl. you said he stole '$'6sb:milli0n. 

("'.: ,if .he stOJ.e 650 millio~?) 

(r was tOld that it was in excess of 650) 

(mil'l,ion since Pirates 2 and 3.) 

Q 

A 

Q 

(what was your net worth?) 

(r don't know.) 

(wa$ it more than 650 million?) 

A (r clori' t know any of that. r den' t follow) 

those things'. I'm not looking -- I'm not in a 

popuiar:it:y Q<:>.91:est or· any competl tion or. lool<:ing 

( fpr more mon'ey l:h.a.11 anybody el.se.) 

Q Para.graph 5 says, "Depp spent in excess 
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Conducted on November 10, 2020 

of 75f milJ:,ioh to acquire, improve and, fur-nish 14 

pa;s,iden,:,es,. inc19ding a 45 acre _ch<>i:eau .. in the 

s 0uth 0 f' F-ral1ce, a cha._in of .islands in the Bahamas, 

multiple houses in Hollywood, several penthouse 

lofts in downtown Los Angeles, and a ful1y 

functioning hors.e farm in Kentucky. In addition to 

property taxes, upkeep and insurance, all of these 

residences required a sta-ff of emp1°yees ta service 

ahd rriairita.iff. !' Wpuld you agree with tbat? 

A Seventy-five million to acquire, improve 

and furnish 14 res.idences, including al.l that, no,, 

I would not. I wcmld say that that is a man who 

was covering his -- his -- his his misgivings 

because the one thing that is not in here that Joel 

Mandel is not going to -- did not mention is the 

fact that there were about eight or nin.e boxes of 

my records -- when we were finally a·11owed to get 

my records, there were about eight or nine boxes 

,that were not there, and when Ed White asked where 

they were, the Mandels' answer was well, there are 

no -- tl1ere .are no -- there's no paper, there '.s 

.there are no 'tiles and boxes on those, and Mr. 
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Transcript of John C. Depp, II 
Conducted on November 10, 2020 

White said and where -- then where are they, and he 

said Mr. Mandel said they're in my head. 

Q ~s9r:hp~S.;mariy, -,,, how. much dig Y'i)';l.:ii'~piaµd .to) 

ac.q~lJ~i1ifmi?,7l'Y"', {a'.n.cl •fui'nish_ those 11 · i'es:i:t!.erices? 

A I,.?,011'i:C.knc,\;,; ····t,uJ judgJng frc,iri /ifie'iainount 

,o'ftwp'.i•~'/tfrat,cf,<:!icl 'fiotdo, it wasn''t. '75 n\c;;11/icin. 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

(r_:i!ipu1qt.s.,,:y it· was· far less.) 

(F:id!By million?) 

(At :leas't.) 

(okay.) 
(r mean, .if r was really going to put) 

somethirig :toget,h,i,r., then .. it. would have. be.e.n -- it 

(would •look Iike tha~.) 

Q .Paragraph 6, "During this same time, bepp 

spent lavishly on various luxury items, including 

spejlding ov:er: .. 18 million to acquire and. renovate a 

150 luxu!t'y yacht,·,; Depp spent millions mor.e 

acquirii,g. a.rig/or maintaining at lea.st 4.5 .luxury. 
,. ··,- . . '' ' ' . . ' ' ,, 

veh:i,cie,:;;. He sperit. 30,000 per month .on expensive 

wiri,fa th:a,t he had flown .to him around the world for 

(his pershnal consufup~ion .) (Depp alsci paid· over $3) 
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A ;¥~,it',:•:,•i1[0f il$~}'.t_h?t.·'..·s •.. g~,c-?\i_~'.e1?!\~)illi~'.~~.tthf!re• 

ii:'~JB.:~ii1f'/-~~:f~r.:1mfrr12t~h,i ,wJ 1:.\1· ,cc'.;' .lie: {;t.titii/9.~ •t~e 

~st;-'3~}~:,h'A'+, h'.f a:§tuaJ.J.y. at.tended·· t\ii l::i:ti.is.t-'of.f and 

{~rj!c,)I~& Jii:~fu.s¥i f.) 
Q 

Rof'J,;ing '.iiJ);pn'e ~aying that the 30,.QOO a month was 

w,~6h9',,}•ri~\a,ij\/i!ri~t1~t aha th.a.t .You spsint, mµ9h more 

(than {~a.t '9l1 11:Hie?) 

MR. CHEW: Objection to the form of the 

question, assumes facts not in evidence, J.ack of 

foundation. 

A 
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tiifktn/tiit1;>~1.1t;c'11\.i/~hg ,in· a.pentho.use withrMs·. ,Heard, 

rhe'i;,?~i,iq,,n:z/1.~},/Rp'./::kY i~enn irigt op al1d :;J: 9~hi;~.~;i.pd, th<= 

Be'ari:I ;:gt.iy/;: a.rii:l their ,friends; a.nd 1:.he $30,',000 .of 
'.,_;<i '.:',,, :.;,-· ·-_---., . :>.-:· ·-,:'::· :.L ,,_ . · - · ' . '·' · :· ·.·:·>: -::,:-, ;: ,..,:,,:.,,: 

C"!i:'ta}h\y rnof C<:lrlf3\lllled .)Jy. me.. When I was in town, 

iif''."'L ,we(e i:licii)kihg <'lt .. the time, Amber· ati<:l.' I would 

Q 

fri<inds ,that ,afEl --' that a.re drinking this, not 

A It's kind of like sitting down to dinner, 

buying everyone dinner and saying they're not 

eating, they're not going to eat theirs. The wine 

wa.s. ac'c:e.$sib.le by:,,everyol)e, and Amber would ·~~ 

she's not· shy about ma.king sure she :has some., 

Q How often was Amber traveling on films 

during the time you were married? 

A Three, four, five maybe, six. 

Q And how often did you stay at the 
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Sweetzer residence rather than at the penthouse 

while you were married to Amber? 

A Occasionally when things got to the point 

where there was no talking her down from her 

tirades and her violence, there were a number of 

occasions when I would call Mr. Bettor I would 

call any -- whoever security was there at the time, 

because we had security at the penthouses all the 

time, then 

Q My question was how often. 

A I would have left her about 20 to 25 

times and gone to Sweetzer to get away from her. 

Q For what period of time would you 

typically stay at Sweetzer when you left? 

A Typically? There was nothing typical, so 

I can't say. I mean, if I would leave -- well, 

I've left her in the middle of the night before 

when she went nuts and made it home, everything was 

fine, and within five minutes, she's in the parking 

lot, having driven over in her pajamas and she's 

crying and she's screaming out for me to come out 

of the house. 
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Q 

So --

Transcript of John C. Depp, II 
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That happened frequently. 

How many -- you were married for 15 

months, correct? 

A Sure. 

Q Of the 15 months, how much of that time 

did you spend the night at Sweetzer? 

A Of those 15 months, well, for sure, 

between August 22nd -- excuse me, April 22nd, 

Ms. Heard's birthday, and -- and May 20 -- well, 

3rd was the -- no, 21st was when she had her whole 

other allegation and incident. That was the 21st. 

That was the last time I saw her. So I was away 

there for nearly a month there, right, something, 

and prior to that, I would say I probably had to 

leave her presence no less than two dozen times. 

Q No less than 2,000, and how many --

A Two dozen. 

Q Two dozen. I was going to say, I don't 

even think there's that many days, but okay. 

MR. CHEW: That must have been really 

bad. 
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MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: If he wants to 

say 2,000, he's got it. 

MR. CHEW: Sorry. 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q So -- so less than two dozen times, so 

that's 24, right? 

MR. CHEW: Sorry. 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q As opposed to 2,000, right? All right. 

So of those no less than two dozen times, 

approximately how much of that -- how long what 

was the average amount of time you spent over at 

Sweetzer on each of those two dozen times? 

A One time it was maybe two or three days. 

Another time it was just one day. So it varied 

depending on the situation and how stubborn either 

one of us were going to be. 

Q Let me just jump back for a moment, 

because we were talking about it earlier. You said 

that you left from April 22nd early in the morning, 

I think you said 4:30 in the morning, and didn't 

return until May 21, correct? 
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Yes. 
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And I believe you testified earlier this 

morning when you were telling some stories that 

and I didn't mean that like stories. I meant a 

long answer, that you had told her you were leaving 

her; is that correct? At 4:30 in the morning April 

22nd, you told her you were leaving her, correct? 

You were going to divorce her? 

A No. 

Q You didn't tell her that? 

A No, I didn't tell her I was going to 

divorce her then, no. 

Q What did you tell her when you left that 

day? 

A I said don't follow me, don't -- don't --

don't hit me, don't touch me, don't come near me, 

I'm getting a few things, don't follow me, I'm 

leaving, and I left. 

Q Okay. 

A And I had believe it was Sean -- I 

believe it was Sean Bett who came up and helped me 

get things out without there being a scene. 
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Okay, that's --

Sure, yeah, yeah. I won't continue. 

Don't worry. 

Q That answers my question. Okay, so let's 

go back to this one. 

A 

Q All right. 

A 
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:appic.9ximately' 70. collectab,le guitars. Depp also 

'spent many mi.lliciris more, .over th,e yeax:s on 
.·,.-' :, '"' ' .. , 

¢x. tremely.::fare and expensive Hollywoo.d .· -.,., ' ,. ' 

co],lectibles:, . inc/luding" -- I'm doif1'l a dot dot dot 

''0artJ:yp Monro<a, Jqhn Dilli11ger ahd Marlon 

,The .. c61Tecti.on was so exferisive. that it 

took a)?pi:oximately 12 storage facilitie.!,, and has 

cos,t oyer a million additional dollar.s :t.6 attempt 

to archi-v:.e. 0 Wou.l.d you agree with that? 

A Oh, I think. that he's exaggerating· guite 

I bought' Bunter s. Thompson's a.rcni ve, yes, 

·fc:r: . ..:..: for the -- 'he had asked me if I w<;>Uld buy it 

while'•he. was still alive. :r said no, I can't do 

you, ,rnd I bought it after he passed away 

we. w,are going -- it was going to,•.be) 

piecemealed out,. so I bought it and. preserved it, 

and I have it preserved a11 in one safe place so 

(that it can stanci the test of time.) 

Q 

A 

(cto.l1ars.) 

Q 

(D~ your collectibles --) 

(That· cost a million -- that was a million) 

(Okay, cost over a million. Do you have) 
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12 .;stqrage facil:L,ties that you were keeping all 

A (Not th.at I'm aware of. I kno.w that) 

(there's SQ!l)e storage facilities.) 

Q 

A (r 'ye .b.een living in Los Arig~le,s .· for a) 

lon,g :time. . t ':ve ;never been to one., .1,0, i ,.don• t 

(kn.ow.) 

Q Do' ,you know how. many .collectable pieces 

(you 'have.in Y,qur art collection?) 

A (well:; let's see. To pay the t!;lxe,s that) 

the Mandels .. never paid to the u. s. government for 

17 years, I sold a quite a nice collection of 

Basquiat paintings to be able to pay the 

(goverriment.) 

Q 

A 

(bid you have 70 collectable guitars?) 

(oh, I have, yeah, at least 70 guitars,) 

and the boat/ ,yes, I think I bought it for 15, put 

a. •few ·million 'i'nto it, and then when I sold the 

boat ·When I •was t6ld sell, I sOld it to a very very 

-~ someone whb hao chartered the boat who l'lad. loved 

it, arid I. sold it to them for 22 or 23 million. So 
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I'm one of the only few people --

Q Is that J.K. Rowling? 

A· 

Q 

A 

Q 

Q 

MR. CHEW: Objection to the form of the 

question as to -- vague as to at what time. 

A 
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e C 

@@ID = GliJ!l ~ Glll @¥@ @lil '®mllilo llli>11 4lCiJ ~II 

reacfi 

Q Was Tara Roberts one of the employees 

that you 

A Tara Roberts is one of four who lives on 

the island, yes. 

Q Do you know how much you pay her per 

year? 

A I don't. 

Q Okay. You've got several companies, 

don't you? 

A I have several -- what are they? LLCs, 

and Scaramanga Brothers is one that I believe I get 

paid through from the films, I believe, and then I 

don't know what the other -- then there's the LLC 

that owns the hamlet in the south of France, and 

then there's Infinitum Nihil and a couple of things 

around that, yes. 

Q Do you know how many people you 

physically have on a payroll where they're actually 

getting paid through a payroll? 

A I don't. I really don't. 
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,l'a\:a.gra'ph :9, "Depp also. refuseci, to 'fly by 

use 0 of Prtvaj:eplanes amounted to aq.adciitional 
,, .,•- "C,. ·, - ,a.' ;; '"; : '-

20()/0,90 a ,,friof!th in expense:s." Wa .. s t)1at correct in 

A (rri 2016t no. In 2000 "-,- no, in 201:6, no,) 

(r didrl't::h?-v'i;, the :ciough to do that.) 

Q (what dc:i you mean?) 

A (r,didn'l: h.ave t.he money to do;t)1at,. rn) 

2016'1 whE:>h .JiM,,shed up Pirates, and we went:. on our 

honeYlllocin, that was when I got the call :from Mr. 

Mandel when I was, in San Francisco telling me that 

it was time to sell-~ I have to sell the house in 

France irpmediately, you know, I have to -- my mom 

was -- at the time was very .111 and
0

dyi'ng and I was 

told tJiat I ihad to have -- she. had t.o l:ie :Ln a house 

without stairs, s.o I. rented a house for ,he.r, and it 

(was quite expensive.) 

(r was to~d she had three months ~o live.) 

I rented it ·and liad 24-'houi: nurses for her. There 

was rio agreement as to the amount of time that we 
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;w:re'.f'~ug~,9s~ii t:o lie ,there. So T did.n' t kn6w '!Ihat 

~is?9p}-1.9'i!f$;,;~apf!<'l.!1 ~pth .lflY !"OtllE)r, and ,:l:l~ttcal:ly 

"'&~t:}Bagg~rE;~)ifJlandel had extendeq the per'.ibd. on 

it)i'a.t/'Fent51;;Pr6pE),:r:,1;:r b,y about six' rr\ont.)}~. ,r:Ti,t;hqut 

;;,i;'k).pg ll':~,; :iteilch ll~t~m;;,t:ely T . thi·nk. it '<?.c:>.$t, 1:1.s ' ,-c-

;i')?i:,;i~§ ilf9 '~;t;;,f).<i Or something .like fpat,ftliatvhe 

cc,,sJ ""(l;E/. ,li'.);l.s}/be9<>11:,,e he . had decided to,, ext:e:1.cl ,.some 

(:!.%1is~i th~t .cl,:i:<;[ not neE!d to be extended.) 

Q So did you fly commercial airlines in 

2016? 

A I've flown commercial airlines since 2016 

a number of times. I've also flown private a 

number of times. 

Q (rrt 2015; did you .spend.over 200,000 a) 

A (r would have to look at my working) 

(schedule.) Nine times out of ten, ;'lhen you're doing 

a film arid yofatre going across to Europe or you're 

going, somewhere far away, it is the production '.s 

:r:espori;d.bility· t6 'get ·you there; Because of --

beta.use .iJ.'s nci.t really all that possible for' me to 

go', out:, in:to ·'the''·street or stand in ,a. Tine at an 
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~ m Cffel ~ @,j!,jJ, OOm:so .!!.~ .!I© = .!!.~ @fili) !mi 
" - - -

It can be challenging because you're 

essentially -- or I was I'm essentially a 

novelty, and it does -- it does take its toll on 

you. There are times when you'd like to be -- feel 

normal. I mean, if you don't have anonymity 

anymore like at least to be -- feel okay and 

normal. 

Q "In addition," paragraph 10, "throughout 

the years, Depp supported his friends, family and 

certain employees at a cost of over ten million 

dollars. For example, Depp requested, approved and 

expected TMG to pay certain living expenses for his 

sisters and mother. By way of another example, for 

over seven years, Depp funded a start-up music 

label, Unison, which was run by his childhood 

friend." I take it that's Bruce -- is that Bruce 

Witkins? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q "After years of advising Depp that the 

venture was not generating revenue, and after 
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expending over four million, Depp finally allowed 

TMG to stop funding the operation in 2015." Is 

that accurate? 

A It's not accurate at all, no. I had 

asked Joel Mandel to have a talk with Bruce Witkin 

at least a year before and probably a year before 

that. Mr. Witkin's very stubborn and he was very 

happy with the amount of money that Joel Mandel was 

giving him every month to run this record company. 

Mandel did not stop the record company with Mr. 

Witkin. I had tried to get Mr. Witkin to merge, 

and Mandel wasn't able to do that, so it was -- it 

was a failure, and it had been a failure, that 

record company, and Mandel actually let it continue 

for another two years. 

Q Did you ever accuse Bruce Witkin of 

stealing from you? 

A Bruce Witkin of stealing from me? 

Q Yes. 

A No. 

Q Paragraph 13, "When Depp's spending 

outpaced his earnings and he refused to change his 
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lifestyle, he was forced to borrow large sums of 

money to continue living the lifestyle he chose. 

Every purchase, expenditure and borrowing for Depp 

was approved by him and/or Dembrowski, and every 

check written on his behalf was signed by or 

approved by Depp and/or Dembrowski. Dembrowki on 

behalf of Depp also signed all of Depp's payments 

to TMG for management fees." Is that correct? 

A No, this is -- no, this is -- no, this is 

leading towards -- when Depp's spending outpaced 

his earnings and he refused to change his 

lifestyle, he was forced to borrow large sums of 

money to continue living the lifestyle he chose. 

No, I was forced to borrow large sums of money to 

pay the United States government millions, tens and 

tens and tens of millions of dollars because they 

had not paid my taxes in 17 years. 

I'd also gotten an $8.6 million tax 

penalty that I had to pay in the interim, during 

during that whole time. So that went to the 

government at some point without me knowing about 

it because they will pay the -- they had to pay the 
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penalty, but they could postpone them on the taxes 

for some reason, so --

Q Do you remember testifying in the U.K. 

that Mandel did not file your tax returns for 17 

years? 

A Yes, I think I -- I believe I did. I 

don't remember if it came up, but it's -- it's the 

truth. 

Q Well, I'm going to ask you to take a look 

at page 5, paragraph 18B that quoted from your 

complaint, "TMJ never once timely filed Mr. Depp's 

income tax returns or timely paid Mr. Depp's income 

tax. 11 

A I'm sorry, where are we? 

Q Go to page 5. 

A Page 5. 

Q Top of -- very top of the page. 

A Oh, okay, yes. 

Q It's B. 

A Yes, yes. 

Q And then it goes on, "For 17 years, TMG 

always timely filed his tax returns, and, funds 
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permitting, always timely paid his income tax.• 

Now, you were --

A I will -- I will see if we can produce 

those. 

Q Well, the court already ordered you to 

produce them and you did not. Are you aware of 

that? 

A I am not aware of that, no. 

MR. CHEW: Mr. Depp, I'm going to 

instruct you not to answer any questions relating 

to your communications with your counsel, and I 

would also note for the record that most of these 

paragraphs that you're citing were stricken by 

subsequent order of the judge. Most of this 

cross-complaint was stricken because there were all 

kinds of allegations in the complaint that the 

court struck. I'm just saying. 

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: Mr. Chew, you 

can --

MR. CHEW: It's a fact. 

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: -- make those 

arguments, you can come back and redirect. 
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MR. CHEW: No, I'm just pointing -- I 

didn't know whether you knew that. I'm not trying 

to be provocative. 

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: Right, right. 

MR. CHEW: But I filed the motion. It 

was granted. 

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: I think you're 

trying to coach here, but I think 

MR. CHEW: No, it's not 

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: We have the 

documents, so 

MR. CHEW: I'm not. I'm just informing 

you of what happened to these allegations. You're 

also aware of what happened in the case. 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q So Mr. Depp --

A Yes. 

Q You have -- you have tax returns. Is 

there a reason why you didn't produce your tax 

returns in response to the court order in this case 

for you to produce them? 

MR. CHEW: I'm going to instruct you not 
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to answer any questions that require you to divulge 

attorney-client privileges. If you want to talk 

about document issues, you can address that to us 

off line, so I'm instructing you not to answer that 

question. 

THE WITNESS: Uh-huh. 

MR. CHEW: So move on please. 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q Are you aware that we have filed a motion 

for sanctions because you did not produce the tax 

returns after the court ordered them? 

MR. CHEW: And I'm going to instruct you 

not to answer any questions that require you to 

disclose attorney-client privilege, and he's 

following that instruction, so you may go on to 

your next question. 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q Independent of your counsel, are you 

aware of that? 

A Independent of my counsel am I aware that 

Q Of the fact that -- that we have filed 
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motions for sanctions because you did not file 

you did not produce the tax returns that were 

ordered by the court? 

MR. CHEW: I would instruct you not to 

answer that question unless you have any knowledge 

of the subject independent of your communications 

with any of your counsel. 

A I'm going to say -- I'm going to take my 

attorney's advice because I don't want to waste 

your time. 

Q My question is independent of your 

counsel, do you have any knowledge of that. 

A I'm sorry, I was just listening to what 

my counsel said. 

Q So the answer then would be independent 

of anything your counsel had, you were not aware; 

is that correct? 

A 

Q 

No. 

That's not correct? I asked that badly. 

MR. CHEW: He said no, he doesn't have 

independent --

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 
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Okay, thank you. As long as we're all 

clear on that one. Now, I'm going to flip you back 

to the page before that, page 4. On paragraph 17, 

near the end of it, it says, "In October 2015, 

months before Depp fired TMG, Depp finally sent 

Mandel a text message stating," quote, "I am ready 

to face the music in whatever way I must. I know 

there's a way to dig ourselves out of this hole and 

I'm bound and determined to do it," end of quote. 

Did you send that e-mail to Joel Mandel? 

A Yes, I did. Now -- yes, I did, yeah, 

sure. That's your answer. 

Q You talked about -- a minute ago you 

talked about the records, or lack of records. I'm 

going to ask you to go to page 5 again, paragraph 

D. The allegation that you made was, "TMG failed 

to maintain a proper set of detailed accounting 

records for Mr. Depp. In handling Depp's matters, 

TMG maintained meticulous books and records. TMG 

employed the Datafaction accounting software 

system, which is the gold standard for business 

managers in the entertainment industry. Every 
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expense and payment was booked, accounted for and 

backed up." Do you see that? 

A I see where it says that, yes. 

Q Okay. Was it -- was there a software 

system that they used? 

A I don't know what their software -- I 

know a few things of their -- well, I know their 

lies, but this is that is absolutely 

unequivocally a full-on bare-faced lie. Boxes 

never arrived, files did not arrive. There's a 

great discrepancy between them, and when you 

receive those things, my apologies that they didn't 

get to you when you wanted them, but when you do 

receive Mandel's records and Ed White's 

accompanying records and the description thereof, I 

think you'll understand a little better about Mr. 

Mandel and Rob Mandel's statements. 

Q So your counsel just said a minute ago 

you know how this ended. You settled the case with 

TMG, did you not? 

A I needed to -- you know, it was a 

question of picking -- picking your battles just in 
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-- with regard to -- that was going -- it was 

already a long and drawn-out situation. 

Manoe o~o~~o 

Q So how was the -- how was that settled? 

A Well, it was -- it was settled in a sense 

that obviously they -- they didn't -- they didn't 

settle because all this was true. They settled 

because they were looking at very serious legal 

Q What were the terms of the settlement? 

MR. CHEW: Now, I would just caution the 

witness that the amount of the settlement -- the 

settlement terms 

THE WITNESS: No, not going to answer 

that. 

MR. CHEW: -- are strictly confidential, 

so --

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: But we have a 

protective order here, and we have allegations and 

they all relate -- they relate completely to the 

reputation in this case and --
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MR. CHEW: Well, I'm going to 

THE WITNESS: Allegations --

MR. CHEW: I'm going to instruct you not 

to answer until we go -- we'll go back and look at 

that, but the agreement is Draconian. That's why 

they settled, it was so the terms of disclosing 

-- the confidentiality provisions of that 

settlement agreement are Draconian imposed by the 

other side, and so I'm going to instruct him not to 

answer until I go back and look at it, but we've 

got two more days of deposition. 

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: All right. 

Well, go look and it and then we will --

MR. CHEW: Yeah. 

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: Because I think 

it's --

MR. CHEW: Believe me, I would love to 

tell you what the terms were, but as I recall, the 

penalty for disclosing the amount is Draconian. We 

cannot do it. If we have to go to Judge White, we 

will, but I'll get a copy of the settlement 

agreement. I just don't want to get him in trouble 
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and I don't want to get ourselves in trouble. 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q So in addition to this cross-claim 

THE WITNESS: Is it time? 

MR. CHEW: It's almost --

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: Yeah, let me 

just finish this because it's Mandel. 

MR. CHEW: Okay, sure. 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q Also filed a complaint of judicial 

foreclosure of deeds of trust. Do you recall that? 

A Mr. Mandel? 

Q Well, The Mandel Company. 

A Right, yes. 

Q Was that part of this settlement? 

A Mandel and his brother, and also there's 

another person at his company called Layne Dicker. 

They're all in cahoots. Mr. Mandel had taken out a 

couple of loans without my -- without asking me, 

without asking me my permission or asking -- or 

talking to me about any of it. One of the loans 

was from himself and his brother Rob together. 
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They loaned me money, and they were using the 

houses that I own on Sweetzer as their -- as the 

collateral. 

When I fired him, he gave me 20 days to 

give him five million dollars or he was going to 

foreclose on all of the houses based on a loan that 

I wasn't aware of. 

He also -- he and Jake Bloom were 

involved in taking hard-money loans from a company 

that Jake Bloom represented and was involved with 

on financial levels, which were quite against the 

law. 

Q Was that Tycon? 

A Mandel as well. Huh? 

Q Was that Tycon? 

A I don't know. 

Q Did you use Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher for 

that? 

A I don't know. I don't remember exactly. 

Q The complaint that was filed for judicial 

foreclosure was November 6th, 2017, correct? Do 

you want to take judicial notice or do you want me 
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to label it? 

MR. CHEW: I think we should probably 

label it. 

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: All right. 

MR. CHEW: That was just, so you know, so 

we can short --

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: Hold on. Don't 

talk --

MR. CHEW: Okay. 

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: -- because then 

260 

18:31:28 

18:31:28 

18:31:29 

18:31:30 

18:31:30 

18:31:32 

18:31:33 

she can't label. 18:31:35 

(Deposition Exhibit Number 4 was marked 

for identification.) 

MR. CHEW: Just to shortcut this, this 

was part of the settlement of the other -- that was 

part of this -- the TMG settlement. 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q &b) 00:© ~ OOJais ~ !I'm ~ M' ~-- ~ ". - . 

A 

Q 
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Well, if you look at Depp Exhibit Number 

3, page 3, paragraph 15 --

A Exhibit Number 3. What --

MR. CHEW: Three is their 

cross-complaint. 

A Yes, 3. Which paragraph? 

PLANET DEPOS 
888.433.3767 I WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 

261 

18:32:03 

18:32:08 

18:32:28 

18:32:31 

18:32:36 

18:32:39 

18:32:42 

18:32:50 

18:32:54 

18:33:02 

18:33:07 

18:33:13 

18:33:19 

18:33:24 

18:33:28 

18:33:29 

18:33:34 

18:33:37 

18:33:39 

18:33:42 

18:33:43 

18:33:45 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Q 

A 

Q 

Transcript of John C. Depp, II 
Conducted on November 10, 2020 

Page 3, paragraph 15. It says --

There we go. 

unP.uni!snea 

t'er,m,iina 

A 

sJ:ar,t'ecl non; ucli,e-:i!a!l! f'or,edl!osur,e 

Q While we're at it, go to page 20 real 

quick. 

MR. CHEW: Of Exhibit 4 or Exhibit --

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: Exhibit 3. 

MR. CHEW: Exhibit 3. Okay. Just so you 

know, we're at about 6:35. 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q Yeah, I'll finish up. I just want to 

finish with this line. That's -- that's where it 

talks -- paragraph 85 has Tryon Management 

Services. That's what you were talking about, 

right? 

A Sure, that seems like it. 
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All right, and then go to paragraph 86. 

At the end of it, it says, "Depp was at all times 

represented by the preeminent law firm Gibson, Dunn 

& Crutcher." Do you see that? End of paragraph 

86, very end. 

A Uh-huh, yes, yes. 

Q Okay, then flip back to 19, page 19. 

A Tryon -- in connecting with Tryon, Depp 

was at all times represented by the preeminent law 

firm Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, that is -- that's not 

anything that I was aware of at any point. 

Q Okay. Can you flip back to page 19 just 

real quickly so we can 

A Sure thing. 

Q -- that March 14 date? There is a method 

to my madness. 

A I've never heard of Gibson, Dunn & 

Crutcher. 

Q Paragraph 84 -- they'll be really 

disappointed to hear that. 

MR. CHEW: That would be good for that to 

crimp their ego. 

PLANET DEPOS 
888.433.3767 [ WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 

263 

18:35:16 

18:35:18 

18:35:22 

18:35:27 

18:35:30 

18:35:32 

18:35:33 

18:35:37 

18:35:42 

18:35:46 

18:35:52 

18:35:56 

18:35:59 

18:36:00 

18:36:01 

18:36:03 

18:36:05 

18:36:08 

18:36:08 

18:36:10 

18:36:12 

18:36:14 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Transcript of John C. Depp, II 
Conducted on November 10, 2020 

BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: 

Q Yeah. Paragraph 84 says he terminated 

TMG as his business manager on March 14, 2016. 

That's where I came up with that number. 

A Okay. 

Q Do you see that? 

A Yes. 

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: All right, we'll 

go off the record. 

MR. CHEW: Thank you. 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going off 

record. The time is 18:36. 

(Off the record at 6:36 p.m.) 
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. 1 KINSELLA WEITZMAN ISER KUMP & ALDISERT LLP 
:MICHAEL J. KUMP (SBN 100983) 

mkump@kwikalaw.com 2 

3 
SUANN C. MACISAAC (SBN 205659) 

smacisaac@kwikalaw.com 
808 Wilshire Boulevard, 3rd ·Floor 

4 Santa Monica, California 90401 
Telephone: 310.566.9800 

5 Facsimile: 310.566.9850 

6 Attorneys for Cross-Complainant The Mandei 
Company,_ )Ile. (dba The Management Group) 

7 

8 

9 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

JOHN C. DEPP, II; and EDWARD L. WHITE, 
as trustee of the Sweetzer Trust, and as trustee 
of the Mooh Investment Trust -

_Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

THE MANDEL COMP ANY, INC., d/b/a THE 
MANAGEMENT GROUP, a California 
corporation; JOEL L. MANDEL, indjvidually 
and. as former trustee of the Sweetzer Trust; 
ROBERT MANDEL; FIRST AMERICAN 
TITLE INSURANCE ~OMP ANY, a 
California corporation; and DOES 1 through 
15, inclusive, 

Defendants. 

THE MANDEL COMPANY, INC. (dba THE 
MANAGEMENT GROUP); JOE!;, L. 
MANDEL and ROBERT MANDEL, 

Cross-Complainants, 

vs. 

JOHN C. DEPP II, an individual; 

Case No. BC 646882 

Assigned to Hqn. Teresa A. Beaudet-· 
Dept. 50 

TIIlRD AMENDED CROSS-· 
COMPLAINT FOR: 

(1) DECLARATORY RELIEF; 

(2) BREACH OF ORAL CONTRACT; 

(3) BREACH OF ORAL CONTRACT; 

(4) BREACH OF IMPLIED 
CONTRACT; 

(5) BREACH OF WRITTEN 
CONTRACT; 

(6) PROMISSORY FRAUD; 

(7) EQUITABLE INDEMNITY; 

(8) COMPARATIVE INDEMNITY; 

(9) EQUITABLE INDEMNITY; AND 

,SCARAMANGA BROS., INC., a California . .(10) COMPARATIVE INDEMNITY 
'.£'orpotation; L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC.; a 
,flalifornia corporation; EDWARD WHITE, an DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
'lµ.dividual; EDWARD.WHITE & CO., LLP, a 
,Gali:fornia limited liability partnership; ELISA [REDACTED VERSION] 
c. D O S an individu 
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1 WILLIAM RASSEL, an individual; NATHAN 
HOLMES, an individual; JAMES RUSSO, an 

2 individi;ial; JONATHAN SHAW, an individual; 
SAL JENCO, an individual; BRUCE WITKIN, 

3 an individual; UNISON MUSIC, LLC, a 
California limited liability company; and ROES 

4 1 through 20, inclusive, 

5 

6 

7 

~ 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Cross-Defendants. · 

Cross-Complainants The Mandel Company, Inc. dbaThe Management Group, Joel L. 

Mandel and Robert Mandel, by and through their attorneys ofrecord, allege the following causes 

of action against Cross-Defendants John C. Depp II, Scaramanga Bros., Inc., L.RD. Productions, 

Inc., Edward White, Edward White &. Co., LLP, Elisa Christi Dembrowski, William Rassel, 

Nathan Hohnes, James Russo, Jonathan Shaw, Sal Jenco, Bruce Witkin, Unison Music, LLC, and 

ROES 1-20, inclusive (collectively, "Cross-Defendants"): 

PROCEDURAL INTRODUCTION 

1. Plaintiff John C. Depp, II ("Depp"), in his tenth cause of action in his First 

Amended Complaint ("PAC"), seeks a declaration (a) that any purported agreement between him 

and Defendant The Mandel Company, Inc. doing business as The Management Group ("TMG" or 

"Cross-Complainant") is voidable, invalid, and unenforceable, (b) that he is entitled to 

disgorgement and restitution of all fees paid to TMG, and ( c) that TMG is not entitled to a 

''reasonable fee" for legal services as a result of their vioiations of the California Rules of 

Professional Conduct (PAC ,r,r 165-176.) In addition, Depp seeks a judgment of the Court . 

awarding him monetary relief against TMG in the aniount of all contingent fees he paid to TMG, 

22 plus interest at the legal rate. {Id ,i 176.) 

23 2 . TMG, in its first cause of action in this Third Amended Cross-Complaint, seeks the 

. 24 mirror image ofDepp's tenth cause of action for declaratory reliefpursuaht to Ludgate Ins. Co. V. 

·25 Lockheed Martin Corp. (2000) 82 Cal.App.4th 592, 609. Specifically, 1MG seeks a declaration 

26 Za) that there exists a valid and enforceable agreement between,1MG, on the one 4and, and Depp 
:;;: 

27 lid his loan out corporations, on the other hand, for professional services and payment of 5% of 
~ . 

28 Depp's gross revenues, (b) that neither Depp nor his corporations are entitled to disgorgement ... , . 

2 
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1 and/orrestitution of any fees paid to TMG, and (c) that in the event there is finding that the 

2 _California Rules of Professional Conduct apply here and there has been a violation thereof (which 
. . 

3 TMG denies), then TMG is entjtled to a "reasonable fee." (See 11 102-106 infra.) In addition, 

4 TMG denies that there is any basis for a judgment of the Court awarding Depp any monetary relief 

5 in any amount, including without J.imitation;in the amount of all contingent fees paid to TMG. All 

6 of the following allegations in para,graphs 3-125 below are necessary for and relevant to. inter alia 

7 ~G's first cause of action for declaratory relief, which is the mirror image ofDepp's tenth cause 

8 of action for declaratory relief in Depp' s F A.C. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

3.. TMG is filing this Third Amended Cross-Complaint for the following reasons. In 

March 2016, Depp terminated TMG as his busim,ss manager. For months thereafter, TMG tded 

repeatedly to contact Depp to be paid (a) back on a $5 million secured loan they made to Depp in 

2012, when the actor was facing public financial ruin; and (b) over half a million dollars in past­

due business management fees and costs. Depp consistently ignored TMG' s coi:nmunications. Left 

with no other option regarding-the $5 million loan, in October 2016, TMG initiated non-judicial 

fo_reclosure pro.ceedings against certain ofDepp's properties. 

4. · By early January 2017, TMG was only a few weeks away from initiating a public 

notice of foreclosure sale on certain ofDepp's real properties: Depp ·was faced with !J. choice to 

either4a) repay Depp's lawful debts; or (b) find some way to avoid repayment and imminent 

foreclosure. On or about January 13, ~017, Depp filed a 45-page complaint against TMG which is 

replete with demonstrably false allegations claiming that TMG engaged in all sorts of 

prep~sterous wrongdoing and somehow owed Depp millions of dollars. On May 26, 20 I 7, Depp 

doubled down on all of these knowing falsehoods when he filed his FAC. 

5. One of the many .lies that J;)epp manufactured in his F AC in order to avoid paying 

his lawful debts to TMG was that TMG supposedly distributed Depp's funds to third parties 

without his knowle~ge or approval. In paragraph 51 of the FAC, Depp falsely alleges that"[ o ]ver ·-'.@.e years, at varying times in diverse amounts, TMG disbursed nearly $10,000,000 to third parties· 
fX! 

'£1ose to or who worked for Mr. Depp without Mr. Depp's knowledge or authorization." From 

3 
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·' . 1 the outset of the action, TMG adamantly disputed this false allegation and demanded that Depp 

2 reveal who received these supposedly unauthorized payments. 

3 6. After delaying for months, Depp fmally identified the third-parties to whom TMG 
. . 

4 distributed these supposedly unauthorized funds. Remarkably~ the persons identified by !)epp . 

• 5 include his closest family, friends, and employees, including his sister, personal manager and 

6 president of his production company, Elisa Christi Dembrowski ("Dembrowski"); -his nephew, 

7 William Rassel; his long-term personal assistant, Nathan Holmes; his close friends James Rtiss_o, 

8 Jonathan Shaw, Sal Jenco, and Bruce Witkin ("Witkin"); and Unison Music, LLC ("Unison"), a 

9 music label that D~pp started with Witkin (collectiv~ly, the "new Cross-Defendants"). In bis 

10 attempt to avoid paying his debts to TMG, Depp is knowingly throwing his closest family, 

11 friends and employees under the bus by falsely alleging that they took millions of dollars in 

12 unauthorized payments from him. It is no wonder that Depp delayed for months in revealing 

13 their names. 

-14 7. In his F AC, Depp seeks to recover from TMG all of these distributions to his 
. . 

· 15 closest family, friends and employees even though (a) the new Cross-Defendants, and not 'fMG, 

16 received these monies, (b) Depp and/or Dembrowski authorized all of these payments, ( c) the 

17 new Cross-Defendants co~firmed to TMG that Depp had authorized these loans, and (d) on 

18 information and belief, Depp has not taken any action to recover these monies from those who 

19 received and enjoyed the use of the funds. Under California law on equitable indemnity, the new 

20 Cross-Defendants inust be joined in this action as parties. 

21 8. · TMG is filing this Third Amended Cross Complaint to add these new Cross-

22 Defendants as.parties, as required under California law. TMG does not currently believe that any 

23 of the new Cross-Defendants did anything wrong or improper. Depp and/or Dembrowski . . 

24 authorized all of the distributions, arid on information and belief, Depp has never demanded 

25 repayment of any of the loans. Indeed, on information and belief, Depp is still employing in high 

26 '.~vel positions two of the new Cross-Defendants,'who collectively received over $7 million in 
~ZI . . 

27 'tiipposedly unauthorized loans. However, any dispute regarding repayment of the Joans is 

28 ;li~tween Depp and the new Cross-Defendants, and not T~G. TMG did nothing more than 
...... , 

THTRn AMF.NTmn r.RO~~-r.OMPT.ATNT 
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11 
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14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

justifiably and reasonably rely upon the representations-of Depp, Dembrowski and the new Cross­

Defendants that the distributions in question were fully authorized. If Depp is now looking to be 

repaid on his fully authorized loans, he must seek repayment from the new Cross-Defendants. 

Depp cannot attempt to use these fully authorized distributions to his various family, friends and 

employees as a means. to avo_id paying his debts to TMG. 

FACTUAL INTRODUCTION 

9. For 30 years, brothers Joel and Robert Mandel, and their company, TMG, have 

been trusted business managers to some of the most s.uccessful individuals and companies in the 

entertainment business. For 30 years, they have had an unblemished record never before having 

.been sued by a client. For the past 17 years, starting in 1999, TMG represented acto~ Depp, and 

did everything possible to protect Depp from his own irresponsible and profligate spending. · 

10. By 1999, Depp was.an established actor who had starred in several well-known 

films, including Edward Scissorhands (1990), What's Eating Gilbert Grape (1993) and Sleepy 

Hollor1 (1999). Depp and his then advisors decided to seek new business managers and conducted· 

a "beauty contest" in which they interviewee! several business management firms. At the time, 
. . 

TMG was already one of the most successful business management fi~s in Los Angeles. At the 

outset of the relationship, Depp and TMG agreed that TMG would provide Depp with business . . . . 

management services in exchange for a five percent (5%) managemel).t fee on all of the monies 

that Depp earned. As explained below, although there was an initial cap on the fees, Depp agreed 
. . 

to lift the cap when the amount of work he needed from TMG became overwhelming. This 5% 

uncapped fee was knowingly paid by Depp for 13 years without question. This is the fee·. 

agreement that Depp now seeks to invalidate through his tt:nth cause of action for declaratory 

relief in his FAC, and which TMG seeks to enforce and vali~ate through its first cause of action 

24 for declaratory relief in this pleading. 

25 11. Over a 17-year relationship, TMG and Joel Mandel ("Mandel") did everything 

26 :y.,ithin their power to professionally and competently handle the vast array of transactions, 
.~! 

· 27 fxpenses, and demands made by Depp. They used the full resources ofTMG and outside ..., 
28 ·:professionals to handle his many matters. TMG repeatedly warned and advised Depp to reduce his .,, 

5 
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1 spending and sell unnecessary assets. But ultimately, the decision whether and how to spend his 

2 money. was a decision for Depp to make. Depp listened to no one, including TMG and his other 

3 advisors, and.he demanded they fund a lifestyle that was extravagant and extreme. Ultimately, 

4 Depp and/or his sister and personal manager, Dembrowski, knowingly approved all ofDepp's. 

5 expenditures. 

6 . 12. · Depp falsely claims throughout his FAC, and specifically alleges as part of his 

7 tenth cause of action for declaratory relief, that his entire relationship with TMG was "polluted" 

8 with TMG' s alleged "self-dealing," "conflicts of interest," and "failure to properly doc11l;llent" his 

9 business transactions, which supposedly caused Depp's current financial circumstances. This 

10 claim is absolutely false. As set forth in TMG's first cause of action for declaratory relief, TMG 

11 did not engage in any "self-dealing," "conflicts of interest," or "failure to properly document" 

12 Depp' s business transactions, as alleged in Depp' s tenth cause of action. Depp knows full well that 

13 he has only himself to blame for any current financial woes. 

14 . 13. Throughout the entire 17-year period that TMG represented Depp, Depp lived ari 

15 ultra-extravagant lifestyle that knowingly cost Depp iil excess of $2 million per month to 

16 maintain, which he simply could not afford. The details ofDepp's extreme spending and his 

17 extravagant lifestyle are alleged in TMG's ~wer to Depp's FAC: (See TMG Answer~~ 5-13, 35-. . . . 

18 43.) 

1-9 . 14. Depp has also spent millions to employ an army of attorneys-in addition to his 

· 20 long-time personal attorney,-Jake Bloom-to bail him out of numerous legal crises. In addition to 

21 _Bloom, and during the 17-year period that TMG represented Depp, Depp also retained such legal 

22 luminaries as Martin Singer, Patricia Glaser and the international law firms, Gibson, Dunn & 

23 Crutcher, LLP ("Gibson Dunn") and Latham & Watkins, LLP ("Latham"), in addition to many 

24 other attorneys. 

25 15.' · As explained below in deqiil, TMG regularly and repeatedly advised and warned 

26 :J)epp, his sister, president of his production company, and personal man.ager Dembrowski, and his 

"" rt' I)ersonal lawyer Jake Bloom, that Depp's wanton spending could not b~ maintained and 
J . 

28 :: 

6 
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1 jeopardized his financial future. Contrary to Depp's claim in his tep.th cause of action, there is no 

2 basis to void or invalidate the agreement between TMG and Depp. 

3 16. Depp often respcindeq-by rebuking and cursing TMG for issuing such warnings and 

4 advice, while increasing.his extravagant lifestyle and spending, and demanding that his business 

5 managers continue to find some way to pay for it all. 

6 17 . When Depp's spending outpaced his earnings, and he refused to change his 

. 7 lifestyle, he was forced to borrow large sums of money to continue living the lifestyle he 

' 8 admittedly chose. Contrary to Depp's malicious and false claims in the FAC, these loans were not. 

9 the product of any TMG "self-dealing" or "conflicts of interest." Every purchase, expenditure and . . . 

10 borrowing for Depp was approved by him and/or Dembrowski, and every check written on his 

11 behalf was signed by or approved by Depp and/or Dembrowski. Dembrowski on behalf of Depp 

12 also signed all ofDepp's payments to TMG for business management fees. 

13 18. Depp, and Depp alone, is fully responsible for any financial turmoil he finds 

14 himself in today: He has refused to live within his means, despite the best efforts ofTMG and the 

15 repeate9-warnings about his financial condition from TMG and his other advisors. The arithm_etic 

16 is entirely straightforward: Depp_ spent more than he brought in, notwithstanding repeated 

17 warnings by TMG. Depp's contradictory claims in the FAC, including his claim that he is entitled 

18 to a judicial declaration requiring the disgorgemer;it of all fees paid to TMG over a 17-year period, 

19 are absurd. 
. . 

20 19. · Proving that "no good deed goes unpunished," Depp, with no notice of any kind, 

21 terminated TMG's services in March 2016. Depp then refused to pay TMG back on a $5 million 

22 loan they had inade to him in 2012 when the actor was facing public financial ruin. 

23 TMG's repeated attempts to reach Depp through his new CPA, Defendant Edward White, were 

24 never responded to. Left with no choice, and with Depp still owin!?i $4.2 million, TMG in October 

25 2016 started non-judicial foreclosure proceedings against certain ofDepp's properties. 

26 ,_, 20. In a transparent attempt to derail the foreclosure by concocting and spreading . . . . 

27 $alicious lies about TMG, Depp on January 13, 2017 filed his original 45-page complaint that 
,_! 

28 :Was completely fabricated and replete with demonstrably false allegations. Depp in his complaint 
~ .... , 
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1 essentially argued that TMG must have dcine something wrong or he would not be in the financial 

2 circumstances he allegedly finds himself in today. Depp has ~ow doubled gown on his lies and 

3 fabrications in his F AC, including by falsely and maliciously' seeking a judicial declaration 

4 requiring TMG to return every dollar that he ever paid TMG in business management fees. 

5 21. As explained ·above and beloy.,, Depp's attempt to shift the blame to TMG by 

6 seeking disgorgement of all management fees he paid TMG over a 17-year period is patently 

7 outrageous. Depp knows he has only himself, and his grossly excessive spending, to blame for his 
. . 

8 current financial woes. 

9 22. In his FAC, Depp claims that thro~ghout his 17-year relationship with TMG, he 

10 was kep~ ignorant about his financial condition. That allegation, which is expressly incorporated 

11 -into Depp's tenth cause of action for declaratory relief, is demoitstrably false. (FAC, ,i 165.) 

12 Depp further alleges in his FAC (15) that he only learned about his financial p~oblems in March 

13 2016 when he·hired·Edward White of Edward White & Co., LLP ("EWC") in Woodland Hills, 

14 California. This charge is also patently fal_se. 

15 23. For years, TMG repeatedly informed Depp, Dembrowski and personal lawyer Jake 

16 Bloom,.that Depp was•living beyond his means, and urged him to spend less and to sell certain 
. . 

17 expensive but unnecessary assets to repay loans and pay his rexes and living ·expenses. Mandel 

18 had many discussions about Depp's irresponsible spending and financial problems with Depp ·and 
. . 

19 with Depp's attorney, Jake Bloom. He had almost daily conversations with Dembrowski on the . . 

20 same subject. In October 2015, months before Depp fired TMG, Depp finally sent Mandel a text 

21 message stating: "I am ready to face the music, in whatever way I must ... I_ know there's a 

22 way to _dig ourselves out of this hole and I am bound and determined to do it." 

23 . 24. Depp's baseless allegations in his FAC-all of which he claims entitles him to a 

24 disgorgement of all management fees that he paid to TMG over a 17-year period--are further 

25 debunked in depth below, but some of the more egregious allegations include the following: 

26 ,~, a. "Joel and Robert Mandel, are and act as, attorneys .... " (F AC, ,i 6.) 

27 Fcl\LSE. Although both Mandel brothers are attorneys by training, they never acted as Depp's 
, ... 1 • 

28 !if.torn.ey, and never provided Depp with services of the type necessary to form an attorney-client 

8 
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1 relationship. To establish this claim, Depp will need to prove that he had an objectively,. 

2 reasonable expectation and belief that TMG and Joel and Robert Mandel were representing him in 

3 their capacity as lawyers as opposed to business managers. Any such claim is patently frivolous. 

4 Depp hired TMG as part of a "beauty contest" that he and his sister held back in 1999, to find · 

5 Depp a new business manager. During the entire time that TMG represented Depp, he was 

6 represented by an army oflawyers, including his Jong-time personal attorney, Jake Bloom, to 

7 whom he paiq 5% of his gross income. TMG is also a well-known business management firm in 

8 Los Angeles-it is not a law firm. Depp also never communicated any supposed confusion to 

~ 9 TMG or the Mandels about them acting as his attorneys (there was no confusion)._ Finally, to make 

· 10 this claim even more ridiculous, Depp ne:ver worked with Robert Mandel and could hardly have 

11 "reasonably'' or."objectively'' believed that he was his counsel. Depp's willingness to take such 

12 absurd positions· speaks volumes about his true intent in this action and the merits of his entire 

13 FAC. 

14 b. "TMG never once•timely paid Mr. Depp's income tax." (FAC, ,r ,r 48, 165.) 

15 FALSE. For 17 years, TMG always timely filed his.tax returns and, funds permitting, always 

16 time!y'paid his income tax. In his FAC, _Depp still ridiculously claims that pe was assessed 

17 millions in "easily a,voidable late payment penalties and interest'' because ofTMG's supposed 

18 failure to pay his taxes timely. This allegation is disingenuous in th~ extreme. Depp could.have 

19 "easily avoided" these penalties and interest ifhe had followed TMG's (and his other advisors') 

20 repeated warnings to reduce his profligate spending to· sufficiently allow him to pay his taxes on 

21 time-which he consistently refused to do·. 

22 C. Despite TMG's repeated warnings and advice, the simple truth is that Depp 

23 consistently and knowingly chose to spend his money on anything ·and everything other than the 

24 timely payment of his taxes. Just like any other taxpayer, Depp was required to pay interest and 

25 penalties to the IRS and other taxing authorities as a result. of the choices he made. TM_G'_s 
- . t 

26 )tayment ofDepp's taxes when funds permitted, a circumstance driven entirely by Depp's extreme 
!ZI 

27 llj\ending, is not a basis to disgorge any of the management fees that Depp paid TMG·over a 17~ ·~ . 
28 :f¢ar period. On inf(!rmati~n and belief, Depp is very likely still currently paying his taxes after 

~---, 
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1 their original due date despite having new business management. 

2 d. Moreover; contrary to vague accusations in the F AC, TMG never acted as 

3 Depp's tax counsel in _any respect. While at TMG, Depp's taxes were always prepared by a 

4 seasoned ~d highly respected Certified Public Accountant who is not.a lawyer. It was TMG (and 

5 not EWC) who found and recommended that Depp hire tax.counsel, Miriam Fisher of Latham, 

6 which.Depp did months before hiring EWC. Despite Depp's counsels' misleading claims to the · 

7 contrary, Ms. Fisher's "analysis" sheds zero light on the real issue in this case, i.e., that Depp's 

8 t.ixes were paid after the original due date because of Depp's lack of sufficient funds caused by his 

9 _out-of-control spending and not because of any'alleged professional negligence on the part of 

10 TMG. 

11 e. ~'When Mr. Depp did speak to TMG, they assured him that he was in 

12 e_xcellenffinancial condition." (FAC, ~ ~ 37, 165.) FALSE. TMG m,ver made such a false 

13 statement to Depp, Dembrowski, or.Depp's lawyer. Notably; this is another mali(;;ious 'allegation 

14 that Depp has now recanted in his sworn special interrogatory responses. When asked to identify 

15 all facts supporting the allegation, Depp could not and did not identify a single instance where 

, 16 anyone from TMG told him he was.in "excellent financial conditic:m," "good" financial condition, 

17 or even "okay" financial condition. Instead, Depp responded to the interrogatory by 

18 disingenuously claiming that even though TMG at times "expressed some reservations over 

19 [his] purchase[s]," TMG was not "frank" enough "regarding the full status of [his] finances." .. 
20 Although this revised allegation is also patently false, Depp's claims appear to have gone from 

21 TMG told me I was in "excellent financia,1 condition," to TMG should have sounded th~ alarm 

22 bells louder. 

23 f. "TMG failed to maintain a proper set of detailed accounting recorgs for 

24 Mr. Depp" (Id,~~ 42, 165.) FALSE. In handling Depp's matters, TMG maintained meticulous 

25 books and records. TMG employed the batafaction accounting software system, which is the gold · .~ 
26 ~dard for business managers in the entertainment industry. Every·expense and payment was 

~X! 
27 ~~oked, accounted for, and backed up. ,_, 
28 !~ ,~, g. "TMG disbursed nearly $10,000,000 to third parties close to or who worked 

~ .... ! 
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1 for Mr. Depp without Mr. Depp's knowledge or prior authorization." (Id.,,~ 51, 165.) FALSE. 

2 TMG did not make any disbursements without authorization by Depp and/or Dembrowski. After 

3 delaying for months, Depp has finally identified, in recent qiscovery responses, the third. parties to 

4 whom TMG made these supposedly 1:Illluthorized distributions .. Remarkably, these third-parties 

5 include Depp's closes~ family, friends and employees. Tellingly, Depp has twice sought to seal 

6 the identities of these ney, Cross-Defendants in two recent filings. Depp knows that his claims 

7 against TMG are entirely fabricated and wants to prevent the truth from being revealed. However, 

· 8 having created the fiction that the new Cros~-Defendants took millions of dollars in unauthorized 

9 distributions-which Depp supposedly kne:w nothing about-Depp has knowingly and 

10 .shamefully thrown his closet family, friends and employees under the bus, using them as 

11 · pawns in his lawsuit against TMG. 

12 h. TMG borrowed "tens of millions of dollars .... without proper disclosures 

13 to Mr. J?epp." (Id.,~ 60.) FALSE. TMG provided Depp with all documentation for every loan 

14 made to Depp, and Depp personally signed for all such loans. Exemplar emails filed with the . 

15· Court on June 19, 2017, establish just how ridiculous ~s claim is: In these exemplar emails, TMG 

16 is forwarding Depp's various loan documents to Dembrowski to obtain Depp's signature with 

17 warnings, including statements that Depp. was "$4,000,000 overdrawn," "any cushion we.may 

· 1s have had is gone," and "our collective overdrafts exceed $1.0M." Dembrowski is not surprised 

19 by any of these warnings, which demonstrates that she was fully apprised ofDepp's financial 

-.20 condition and that-he was borrowing substantial funds to.support his lifestyle. In a further email 

-21 filed with the Court, Mandel sent Depp ·an email back in December 2009, asking Depp to meet 

22 with him to discuss the repayment ofDepp's then-recent loan, Depp responded to the email 

23 stating-"thank you for dealing and getting me through." Nowhere in the email does Depp 

·24 express any surprise that he liad borrowed monies, or that loans were needed .to "get [him] · 

25 through fmancially." Agam, Depp's false and absurd allegations regarding the loans that he 
,~, 

26 1:..ntered into to support ~is extravagant_ lifest,,le are hardly_ a basis for a judicial declaration 
•~I . . 

27 requiring TMG to disgorge any business management fees, or for any other ofDepp's frivolous ., . 
, ..... ! 

28 &aims. ,~, 
~ .... , 
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. 1 In summary, and as explaine_d in detail below, _TMG and Depp (and his 

2 corporations) had at all times a fully enforceable and valid agreement for the provision of business 

3 : management services in return for the payment of a 5% fee. As shown by the allegations herein, 

4 the depth and range of professional business management serv/ces provided by TMG over these 

5 17 years to Depp (and his corporations) were unparalleled.and extraordinary, and TMG never 

6 engaged in any "self-dealing" or "conflicts of interest." TMG did everything within its power over 

7 the last 17 years to protect Depp from himself and to keep Depp financially solvent. However, 

8 ultimately TMG did not have the power or ability to ·control pepp's spending or his numerous 

9 other vices, or to force Depp to make wiser financial decisions. Contrary to his claims in this 

;tO acti_on, TMG always_ made Depp aware of his precarious financial situation. Depp chose time and 

11 again to ignore TMG and all of his other advisors. Depp truly has no one but himself to blame for 

12 his current financial and personal.circumstances. Depp's attempt to shift blame to TMG by 

13 seeking inter a/ia a return of all of the management fees that he paid TMG over a 17-year period,. 

14 is truly offensive and just further demonstrates Depp's clear and epic sense of entitlement. 

15 26. As explained below, in addition to the $5 million loan 1 which is the_subject ofa 

16 separate non-judicial foreclosure proceeding, Depp, his various entities and his current accountant, 

17 Edward White.and EWC, still owe TMG well over $500,000 in past-due fees and costs. It is time 

18 that Depp finally take responsibility for his actions and pay his outstanding debts to T)v!G. 

19 

20 27. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

Jurisdiction is proper in the Superior Court of the State of California for the County 

21 of Los Angeles pursuant to section 410.10 of the Califqrnia Code of Civil Procedure. 

22 ·2s. Venue is proper in Los Angeles County, California-pursuant to sections-392 et seq. 

23 of the Code of Civil Procedure because: (a) this is the county where 'the contracts at issue were 

24 entered into; and (b) the parties' contractual obligations were to be performed.in this county. 

25 

26 :· 1 Because TMG is seeking to foreclose on Depp's properties in a non-j~dicial foreclosure 

27 :proceeding, TMG is not seeking recovery of its loan to Depp in this Third Amended Cross­
·:§omplaint. 

·2s :: 
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1 

2 . 29: 

PARTIES 

Cross-Complainant TMG is -a corporation organized and existing under the laws of 

3 the State of California, with its principal place of business located in Beverly Hills, California. 

-4 30. Cross-Defendant Depp is a world famous a'itor and an individual principally 

5 residing in and often employed in Los Angeles County, California. 

6 31. Cross-Defendant Scaramanga Bros., Inc. ("Scararnanga Bros.") is a private 

7 California corporation with its principal place of business located in Los Angeles, California. 

8 Scaramanga Bros., Inc. is a loan-o:ut company that Depp has historically used to conduct his 

9 business affairs. 

32. Cross-Defendant L.R.D. Productions, Inc. ("L.R.D.") is a private California 

11 corporation with its principal place of business located in Los Angeles, California. L.R.D. is also a 

12 loan-out company thafDepp has historically used to conduct his business affairs. 

13 33. Cross-Defendant Edward White on information and belief is an individual 

1~ principally residing in and working in Los Angeies County, California Edward White holds 

15 himself out to the public as a certified public accountant and as the fqunder of Edward White & 

16 Co., LLP, which is a small accounting firm headquartered in Woodland Hills, California. 

17 On information and belief, White is the trustee of both The Sweetzer Trust and The Mooh 

18 Investment Trust. 

19 34. Cross-Defendant Edward White & Co., LLP (referred to above and below as EWC) 

20 on information and belief is a California limited liability partnership with its principal place of 

. 21 business_ located in Los Angeles County, California. 

22 35. Cross-Defendant Elisa Christi Dembrowski (referred to above and below as 

23 "Dembrowski") on information and belief is an individual principally residing in Ventura County, 

24 California, and working in Los Angeles County, California, Dembrowski is Depp's sister ai:J.d was 

25 ·at all relevant times Depp's personal manager, authorized agent, and TMG's primary client 

26 iontact. After Depp formed his production company in 2004, Dembrowski was also the president 
:;:: 

27 't\fthe production company. On information and belief, Dembrowski remains the president of· 
... ! . 

28 :Depp's production company and is still working closely with Depp .. 
--! 

3 
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1 36. Cross-Defendant William Rassel ("Rassel") on information and belief is an 

2 individual principally residing in and working in Los Angeles County, California. Rassel is 

3 Depp's nephew and the son ofDepp's sister, I>ebbie Rassel. 

4 37. Cross-Defendant Nathan Holmes ("Holmes") on information and belief is an 

5 individual who resides and works part-time in Los Angeles County, California. Holmes has been 

6 Depp's pe~sonal assistant since approximately April 2008 and, on information and belief, rem~ 

7 Depp's personal assistant to date. 

8 38. Cross-Defendant James Russo ("Russo'·') on information and belief is an individual 

9 principally residing in and working in Los Angeles County; California. Russo is an actor and a 

10 long-term, close friend of Depp. 

11 39. Cross-Defendant Jonathan Shaw ("Shaw'') qn information and belief is an 

12 individual who resides and works part-time in Los Angeles County, California According, to 

13 Shaw's webpage, he is a ''world traveling outlaw artist, novelist, blogger, head doctor, anti-folk 

14 hero, whorehouse philosopher, legendary tattoo inaster, and notorious innovator and creator of 

15 underground art." He also is a long-term, close friend of Depp. 

16 40. Cross-Defendant Sal· Jenco ("Jenco") on information and belief is an individual 

• 17 who principally resides and work& in Los Angeles County, California. J enco is an actor who 

18 appeared with Depp on the television show 21 Jump Street and in the movie Donnie Brasco. For a 

19 period of time, Jenco managed The Viper Room (a club located in Los Angeles) for Depp. 

20 41. Cross-Defendant Bruce Witkin (referred to above and below as "Witkin") on 

21 information and belief is an individual who p~cipally resides and works in Los Angeles County, 

22 California. Witkin is Depp's closest childhood friend. Witkin ran the start-up_music.label, Unison, 
. . 

23 that Depp funded for a number of years despite TMG' s advice to the contrary. 

24 42. · Cross-Defendant Unison Music, LLC (referred above and below as "Unison") is a 

25 California limited liability Company with its principal place of business located in Los Angeles 

_26 ~County, California. For approximately seveµ years, Depp funded Unison's operations. 

27 : 43 . Cross-Complainant is informed and believes, and based thereon alleges, that Roes 1 
..., 

28 :i):u-ough 20, inclusive, and each of them, participated in the wrongful acts alleged herein, and are 

4 
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· 1 liable for those acts. Cross-Complainants are informed and b.elie:Ve that Roes 1 through 20, 

2 inclusive, knew and participated in one or more of the specific acts comi:rutted by Cross-

3 Defendants, and counseled Cross-Defendants and other Roe C~oss-Defendants in perpetrating 

4 those wrongful acts and/or aided and counseled Cross_-Defendants and oti;ter :tloe Cross-

5 Defendants in concealing thos:' acts from Cross-Complainant, as ·alleged more fully herein. 

6 

7 

8 

FACTS COMMON TO ALL ALLEGATIONS 

TMG's Oral Agreement With Depp To Provide Business Management Services 

44. As part ofDepp's search for a new business manager, in approximately September 

9 1999,-Joet Mandel ("Mandel") met with Depp's sister, Elisa Christie Dembrowski 

10 ("Dembrowski"), who was introduced to Mandel as Depp's personlll manager, primary 

11 representative and gate-keeper. After this initial meeting, Mandel met personally with Depp at 

12 UTA's offices in I!everly Hills. Depp then hired TMG to be his business manager. 

13 45. At the outset of their relationship, Depp and Mandel agreed-that TMG would 

.14 provide D~pp with business man~gement services in exchange for a five percent (5%) 

15 management fee on all of the monies that Depp earned with an annual cap. Depp personally and 

16 expressly agreed to this arrangement. 

17 46. Contrary to the absurd claims in Depp's PAC, neither TMG nor Joel or Roberf 

18 Mandel ever told Depp or his advisors that they would act as Depp's lawyers, and they nev,;:r 

19 provided him with services of the type necessary to form an attorney-client relationship. 
- -

20 47. During their 17-year relationship, TMG facilitated the hiring of numerous lawyers 

21 and law firms to represent Depp in his various business and personal matters. In addition, some 

22 months after hiring TMG, Depp retained Jake Bloom of the Bloom Hergott law fimi, which over · 
. . 

23 the last 17 years has provided Depp with an array of legal services~ including negotiating and 

24 documen~g entertainment agreements. 

25 48. . Diepp's movie career grew even hotter after 1999. As a result, the amount of 

26 .!?usiness management services that TMG was required to expend pursuant to its agreement with 
.Z:1 

27 f>epp in order to .handle Depp's growing business and lifestyle arrangements grew substantially. 

5 
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1 Soon after 1MG started representing Depp, he signed with Disney to star in the first Pirates of the · 

2 Caribbean movie (2003), followed ·by more Pirates films in 2006, 2007, 2011 and 2015. 

3 49. By 2003, the level of work that TMG was doing on behalf of Depp had increased 

4. substantially and it was no longer economically feasible for 1MG to continue to represent Depp 

5 with a cap in place. Overseeing Depp's business and personal life required a team of dedicated 

6 professionals often working full-time and available on a 24/7, 365 day basis. Mandel often spent 

7 half his business hours working on Depp's behalf and Depp required that he be available at all 

8 times. Moreover, at varying times, 1MG was employing at least four full time individuals (and at 

9 times up to twelve indLviduals) to work on Depp's matters. 

50. As a result, in or about September 2003, MW).del and Depp had an in-person 

.11 meeting in New York wherethe:y:had traveled to attend the NewYorkpremier of the film Once 

12 Upon A Time In Mexico., During their meeting, they discussed removi.µg the cap on 1MG's 

13 management fees given the massive amount of work that 1MG was doing on Depp'$ behalf. 

14 Within a few hours of this meeting, Depp agreed that the cap on 1MG's management fees would 
. . 

15 no longer apply. From 2003 forward, Depp and his companies Scararnanga Bros. and L.R.D., and 

16 1MG, adhered to this fee agreement for a 5% management fee (uncapped), except for the money 

17 being sought by this Cross-Complaint. 

51. Depp's other advisors, including Dembrowski, his talent agent Tracey Jacobs, and 

19 his personal lawyer Jake Bloom, were at all relevant times aware ofDepp's agreement to pay . 

20 1MG an uncapped 5% fee. Indeed, Dembrowski personally signed the manageme.nt fee checks 

21 paid to 1M G. This type of oral fee arrangement is customary in ·the entertainment industry for 

22 business managers, such as 1MG representing Depp, who are required to commit extraordinary 

23 amounts ·of time, personnei and r_esources to represent the client. Here, in return for the.5% f~e, 

24 Depp received about half of Mandel's time and attention, which is an e~traordinary commitment 

25 by the head of a large business management furn, plus the full-time attention of on average 4 full-
.,~ 

26 '.!!me professionals working almost exclusively on Depp's matters, plus the resources ofTMG's 
c-.-1 

27 i@ier professionals who specialize in tax, real estate, insurance and health benefits, and other ,_, 
28 §j.Isiness areas. 

16 
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1 

2 

3 52. 

Throughout TMG's Representation, Depp Always Lived An 

Extraordinarily Extravagant Lifestyle That He Could Not Afford 

Depp falsely claims throughout his FAC, and specifically alleges as part of his 

4 tenth cause of action for declaratory relief, that his entire relationship with TMG was "polluted" . . . 

5 with TMG's· alleged "self-dealing," "conflicts of interest," and "failure to properly document" his 

6 business transaptions, which supposedly caused Depp's current finanpial circumstances. (FAC, 11 

7 165, 174, 175.) This claim is absoluteiy false. Depp fully knows that_these are all untruths 

8 intended to specifically and maliciously harm TMG and that he has only liimself to blame for his 

~ 9 financial woes. 

~ rn. 

ij sol 
.,.,i~lll 
~ c m lO 
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53. Throughout the entire 17_-year period that TMG represented Depp, ~epp lived an 

11 ultra-extravagant lifestyle that often knowingly cost Depp in excess of $2 million per moil.th to 
. . 

12 maintain, which he simply could not afford. Depp's voracious spending consistently outpaced his 

13 earnings. Depp never had a cushion of more than six months in funds to pay his overwhelming 

14 and mounting expenSes, d_ebts and taxes . 
00 al <f·O . . 
Hi w !,! :il ' 15 a: z 0) :E O . 

~ ~ ! 16 attorneys-in addition to ·his long-time personal attorney, Jake Bloom-to bail him out of 
fl$ l;ci 

54. Over the years, Depp has also spent millions of dollars to employ an army of 

~oo<l'.r-1:::oC/l., 
~ OJ ~ 

! 

17 numerous legal.crises. In addition to Bloom, and during the 17-year period that TMG was Depp's 

18 business manager, Depp also retained such legal luminaries as Martin Singer, Patricia Glaser and 

19 the international law firms, Gibson Dunn and Latham, in addition to many other attorneys. 

20 55. Depp's allegations.in his FAC that his purported current financial problems are the 

· 21 result ofTMG's supposed failure to curb his expenses, pay his taxes timely, and/or establish an 

22 appropriate investment schedule are malicious and ludicrous in light of his spending habits and his 

. 23 ·profanity-laced demands that TMG do what!)ver was necessary to pay for his extravagant lifestyle. 

24 

25 

-26 ,~, 

~z.! 

56. 

· TMG Never Distributed Any Of Depp's Funds Without Depp 

And/Or Dembrowski's Express Knowledge And Approval 

In paragraph 51 of the F AC, Depp falsely alleges that"[ o ]ver the years; at varyin~ 

27 filnes in diverse amounts, TMG disbursed nearly $10,000,000 to third parties close to or who .... 
28 ;w,orked for Mr. Depp without Mr. Depp's knowledge or authorization." TMG is filing this Third 

1 
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1 Amended Cross-Complaint because Depp has finally identified in interrogatory responses the third 

2 parties to whom TMG distributed these supposedly unauthorized funds. The persons identified by 

3 Depp include his closest family, friends, and e111ployees. To be clear, TMG did not distribute 

4 any funcls to these new Cross-Defendants without_ the express authorization of Depp and/or 

5 Dembrowski, who is Depp's sister, personal manager, and the president of his production 

6 company. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

·IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

. · 57. In response to special· interrogatories, Depp had .to come up with the supporting 

details for his false allegations and falsely claimed that TMG distributed the following sums 

without his knowledge or authorization-{a) $7,100,873.90 to Dembrowski; (b) $199,000 to 

Rassel; (c) $736,877.83 to Holmes; (d) $412,386.67 fo Russo; (e) $262,000_ to Shaw; (f) 

$237,270.15 to Jenco; (g) $39,000.50 to Witkin; and (h) $4,127,000 to Unison. All ofthese 

distributions were expressly approved by Depp and/or Dembrowski. 

58. Most_ofthe distributions to the individual new Cross-Defendants, as opposed to 

Unison, were not formally documented pursuant to Depp's and/or Dembrowski's wishes. 

These were loans that Depp made to his closest family, friends and employees. Depp-at least at 

the time-thought himself to be a generous person and desired informal arrangements whereby 

these individuals would pay him back if and when they_could. This is not-unco=on for a high 

net worth individual when loaning money to close family and friends. 

59. Distributions To Dembrowski: During the entire time that TMG acted as Depp's 

business manager, new Cross-Defendant Dembrowski was Depp's personal manager, primary 

contact with his advisors, and his 24/7 gatekeeper. In 2004, Depp formed his production company, 

Infinitum Nihil, which was run by Dembrowski, as president-The $7,100,873.90 in distributions 

over. 17 years to Dembrowski were knowing payments that Depp made over those years for the 

benefit ofDembrowski, who worked tirelessly on Depp's behalf. Contrary to the allegations in 

Depp's FAC, Depp was fully aware that he was paying these expenses over the years for the 

26 '.Q'enefit ofDembrowski. 
~ZI 

27 ~):! 
., 60. Depp's distributions to Dembrowski were treated as loans primarily because 
J.,J 

28 )p'eriodically, over time Dembrowski would make a repayment to Depp. This would sometimes 

8 
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1 occur when Dembrowski was entitled to receive fees (for example, on a movie produced by 

2 Infinitum Nihil) and Depp was in need of funds. This was an informal arrangement dictated by 

3 both Depp and D·embrowski-who are the closest of siblings. Depp was fully aware that these · 

4 distributions to Dembrowski paid for the majority of Dembrowski's living expenses over the . 

5 years. In addition to Depp, Dembrowski also authorized all of the distributions to herself, often by 

6 personally signing numerous checks and check authorization forms. The actual outstanding loans 

7 to Dembrowski at the time that Depp terminated TMG are capable of being calculated to a sum 

· 8 certain, but are many millions less than Depp claims in his interrogatory responses. 

9 61. To unde!stand just how malicious and frivolo~s Depp's claims are with respect to 

10 TMG's distrib.utions to Dembrowski, Depp is still employing his sister as the president of his 

11 production company. i:n June 2017, which was well after this lawsuit was filed, Depp 

12 announced that Infinitum Nihil entered into a first look deal with IM Global and that Dembrowski 

13 is one of the key executives who will be overseeing the endeavor. It is absurd that Depp would 

14 trust his sister to oversee this important joint venture ifhe sincerely believed that she had actually 

15 accepted and signed for over $7 million in unauthorized payments. Even niore outrageous, on_ 

16 information and belief, Depp has also failed to demand that Dembrowski repay any of the 

17 outstanding .Joans at issue in his FA~. 

18 62. Distribution To Rassel. New Cross-Defendant Rassel is Depp's nephew-i.e., the 

19 son ofDepp's other sister, Debbie. The $199,000 distribution to Rassel was a one-time loan that 

20 Depp made to his nephew to allow him to purchase a home in Kentucky for his family. The idea 

21 that this loan was somehow TM G's idea is ridiculous. In fact, in an email dated M~ch 31, 2011, 

22 Depp' s personal assistant, Holmes, emailed Mandel and Dembrowski, writing, "JD asked if you 
. . . 

23 could give his nephew Bill a call, J says he wants ~elp, either to borrow money or for JD to 

24 cosign on a loan." Depp's and Dembrowski's stated expectation was that Rassel would repay 

25 Depp when he was in a position to do so. Rassel also confirmed that he would repay his uncle's 
,~, 

26 !~an when he sold his Kentucky house,' which he later failed to do after selling his house. On 
~~ 

27 lgfonnation and belief, Depp has never demanded that.his nephew return any of the funds that 

2~ ~pre loaned to him. 
~ .... J 
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1 63. Distribution To Nathan Holmes. New Cross-Defendant Holmes is Depp's 

2 current and long-t\]rm personal assistant who began working with Depp jn or around April 

3 2008. The $736,877.83 in ~stributions to Holmes were ioans that Depp specifically asked TMG to 

4 make so that Holmes could purchase and refurbish a home in the United Kingdom. Oepp even 

5 admits in his recent sworn interrogatory responses, that "he recalls approving a small loan [to 

6 Mr. Holm~s]," but says that he ~oes not recall.being told the full amount. Dembrowski also fully 

7 approved the loan amount. As was typical, Depp and Dembrowski did not want any formal loan 

8 documents with Depp' s long-time assistant. Holmes sent TMG a number of emails where he 
. ' ' . 

9 represented that Depp had fully approved the distributions, and confirmed that he would 

· 10 eventually repay the loans. On inforrnatio_n. and belief, Holmes still owns the house, and Depp is 

11 still employing Holmes as his personal assistant without any repercussion and without 

12 demanding a repaYment of any of the funds. 

13 64. Distribution To James Russo. New Cross-Defendant Russo is an actor who is 

14 long-term, close friend of Depp. Depp is also close to Russo's ch;ldren and was apparently a part . 

15 of their lives growing up. The $4I2,386.67 in distributions to Russo were payments that Depp 

16. instructed TMG·to make in order to prevent :the•foreclosure of Russo's home. Depp's claim that he 

17 had no knowledge about these distributions "is outrageous. On or about March 24, 2011, Holmes· 

18 emailed Mandel informing him that "JD will be calling you to discuss Jimmy Russo." At around 

19 the same time, at an event that took place_at Depp's castle-like home in the Hollywood Hills, Depp 

20 took Mandel aside and told him: that Russo was about to lose his house. Depp specifically 

21 instructed Mandel to loan Russo "whatever it takes" to pay Ru~so's mortgage down and for as 

22 long as was necessary so that "Russo and his kids are not thrown out on the street." Thereafter, 

23 Mandel distributed the above funds to save Russo's home with the intention to pay down the 

24 principal to a point where Russo could refinance and manage the monthly mortgage payments on 

25 his own. Dembrowski also approved all distributions· to Russo. Again, Depp and Dembrbwski 

·26 ~structed that there should be no formal loan documents. Russo also represented to TMG that he 
~Z:I 

27 @ended to repay the loan. On information and belief, Russo still owns _the house and Depp has 
,....i 

28 i,:ever requested that Russo repay the loans. 
~---1 



1 65. Distribution to Jonathan Shaw. Cross-Defendant Shaw is a self-proclaimed 

2 "world traveling outlaw artist, novelist, blogger, head doctor, anti-folk hero, whorehouse 

.' 3 philosopher, legendary tattoo master, and notorious innovator and creator of underground art." 

4 He also is a long-term, close-friend of Depp. The $262,000 in distributions to Shaw were loans 

5 that Depp and Dembrowski expressly instructed TMG to make to Shaw without any formal loan 

6 documentation. On information and belief, in or about approximately November 2009, Shaw was 

7 arrested in New York on weapons c,harges for the possession of an AK 47 assault rifle, three other 

8 firearms, 96 knives, and more than 2,800 rounds of ammunition. If convicted, Shaw was facing 

9 years in prison. Shaw turned to Depp fqr a loan to post bond and pay for a defense, which on 

10 information and belief, allowed Shaw to avoid all jail time. It was certainly not 1MG's idea to 
. . 

11 loan Shaw this money. Depp and.Dembrowski fully authorized and instructed that the loan be 

12 made to Shaw. On information and belief, Depp has never demanded that his friend repay the 

13 funds. 

14 66. Distribution to Sal Jenco. New Cross-Defendant Jenco is an actor whci appeared 

15 with Depp on the television show 21 Jump Street and in the movie Donnie Brasco. For a period of 

16 time, Jencci managed The Viper Room for Depp and the two were close friends. The $237,270.15 

17 in distributions to Jenco were approved by both Depp and Dembrowski to pay Jenco's living 

18 expenses and his attorneys' fees when he was going through a•difficult divorce. Again, Depp was 

19 9lose friends with Jenco and wanted the loan to be made without any formal documentation. 

·· 20 Dembrowski also authorized the distributions. For example, on or about November 14, 2008, 

· 21 Dembrowski emailed Jenco, stating "if you tell me how much you think you need.' .. can you help 

22 out with a round figure?" Dembrowski then forwarded Jenco's response to Mandel writing, "let's 

23 discuss ... thanks." There are further lengthy emails chains where-l)embrowski is discussing with 

24 Jenco what he needs in terms of funds, and which Dembrowski then forwards to Mandel for 

25 payment. On information and belief, Depp has never requested that Jenco return any of the funds. 

26 .... , 67. Distributions to Bruce Witkin and .Unison. New Cross-Defendant Witkin is 
~Zl " 

27 'Pepp's closest childhood friend. For over seven years, Depp funded a start-up music label, new ,..., 
28 ;ez-oss-Defendant Unison, which was run by Witkin. After ·years of advising Depp that the venture 

•:--! 
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1 was not generating revenue, and after expending over $4 million, Depp finally allowed TMG to 

2 stop funding Unison in 2015. Remarkably, in his recent interrogatory responses, Depp has claimed 

3 that he did not authorize the $4,127,000 investment in Unison, or any other loans to Witkin'. · 

4 · However, there ·are literally hundreds of docum.ents proving that Depp and Dembro~ski directed. 

5 Depp's investment in Unison and were fully aware of the operations and the costs, including . ' . 

6 numerous do.cuments -that demonstrate that TMG repeatedly advised Depp and Dembrowski to 

7 shut down the label. In fact, Depp was represented by his long-time attorney Jake J;31oom's offices 

8 in connection with Unison mattt;rs. 

9 68. To get an idea of just how malicious and untrue Depp's claims are in this action, 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

-For Depp to now 

claim that he never authorized, and/or had knowledge that he was funding Witkin's start-up music. 

23 label, Unison, is beyond unconscionable. 

24 70. The above quoted email is just one document among )l.undreds that proves that 

25 Depp is blatantly lying about his supposed lack of knowledge or authorization regarding the above 

26 11i.stributlons. In fact, when Depp sent Mandel_a text message in October 2015 stating "I know· 
~ . 

27 1\iere's a way to dig our way out of this hole," he also stated," 
~ ' 

28 :; 
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1 

2 

3 71. 

,_, 

Clearly, Depp's claims of unauthorized loans to the new Cross-Defendants are not 

4 a basis for Depp to obtain a judicial declaration r~quiring the disgorgement of any business 

5 management fees fromTMG, or for any of bis other baseless claims. Depp's closest friends, 

6 family, and colleagues who have been added as new Cross-Defendants in this action have only 

7 Depp to blame for their involvement in this charade. 

8 

9 72. 

TMG Provided Excellent Business Management Services to Depp . 

One of the themes in.Depp's lengthy FAC, and which is incorporated into Depp's 

10 claim for· declaratory relief, is that TMG supposedly did not comply with industry standards and 

·11 norms for business managers in the entertaimnent indtl$try. (F AC, ~~ 40, 42-47, 165.) This claim 

12 is again, entirely false. Over a 17-year period, TMG and its professional ·employees provided 

13 Depp with extraordinary service. They worked tirelessly and professionally, using the latest 

14 software, computer and internet applications to track and handle Depp's multi-faceted businesses 

15 and lifestyle. 

16 73. Contrary to Depp's claims in paragraphs 42 and 43 of bis FAC, which are expressly 

17 incorporated-into Depp's declaratory relief claim (FAC, ~ 165), during the entire time TMG 

. 18 worked with Depp, TMG always maintained state-of-the-art accounting records, using the 
. . 

19 state-of-the-art software system Datafaction .. Depp and his new CPA, Edward White, can review 

20 exactly how Depp spent all of his money over the iast 17 years because they have full access to bis 

21 historical records through Datafaction, although it is evident White and bis staff at EWC are 

22 inexperienced in basic business management and .do not know how to use the Datafaction system. 

23 EWC even attempted to hire away a long-time TMG employe~ to work on Depp's matters and to 

24 help them use the system. She· declined. TMG offered to show them how Datafaction operates, but 

25 White and EWC never followed up. 

26 ~ 74 . As a result of bis increasingly extravagant and expensive lifestyle, after Depp paid 
. zi. 

27 :$.s taxes and legitimate business expenses, and bis lifestyle expenses, Depp rarely had any _, 
28 meaningful funds available for savings and/or traditional investments. · __ , 

23 
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1 75. · Depp's allegations of supposed "self-dealing" in paragraphs 88 through 90 of his 

2 FAC, which are also expressly incorporated i.Iitci Depp's claim for declaratqry relief, are equally 

3 absurd and show just how far Depp has had to reach to find some alleged wrongdoing on TMG's 

4 part. (F AC, ,r 165.) The investment referred to as Lionheart, LP was an investment in which TMG 

5- and Depp both invested. Depp was fully cashed out of this investment in January 2008 (over 

6 nine years ago) at a profit. 

7 76. Depp's investments il). Matar, LLC and Matar II, LLC and 6909 Ventures, LL€ 

8 involved less ·than $450,000 in total. TMG has also invested in these funds, and has received no 

9 benefit from Depp having also invested. Moreover, these investments have been and continue to 

10.. be highly profitable. 

11 77. These very limited and profitable investments were not "polluted" by any "self-· 

12 dealing" or "conflicts of interest" ·!Jn the part of TMG ·and are obviously not a basis for a judicial 

13 declaration requiring TMG to disgorge any business manag'ements fees that Depp paid to TMG 

14 over the years. 
' . . 

15 78. All of Depp' s expenditures were incurred with his express knowledge and consent 

16 and/or·with the knowledge and consent ofDembrowski. The records and back-up are clear-. Depp 

17 and/or his sister signed and/or approved all ofDepp's checks. 

18 79. Moreover, as explained below, many ofDepp's larger expenses were incurred in 

19 the face ofTMG's repeated pleas for Depp to reduce his spending and/or sell various assets to 

20 stabilize his financial condition. 

21 

22 

23 

TMG And Depp's Other Advisors Repeatedly Warned Depp About His Precarious 

Financial Situation And Often Begged Depp To Curb His Spending And Sell Assets 

80. In paragraph 37 of his FAC, which is incorporated into Depp~s tenth cause of 

24 action :for declaratory relief, Depp continues to falsely claim that whenever he spoke to TMG, 

25 "they assured him that he was in excellent financial condition." (FAC, ,r 165.) This never 

26 '.l_!appened. To the contrary, throughout the tune that TMG represented Depp, TMG and Depp's 
c-:"! 

27 •bther advisors consistently and often very vocally informed Depp both orally and in writing that - . ,.,., 
28 J/epp was facing very difficult financial problems unless he curbed his spending and/or sold 

24 
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1 various of his expensive assets. In fact, getting Depp to take his financial probJems seriou_sly was 

2 often JMG's main objective. 

81. Notably, this is another malicious allegation that Depp has now recanted in his 

4 sworn interrogatory responses. When asked to identify all facts supporting the allegation in 

5 pari_igraph.37 of the FAC, Depp could not and did not identify a singie instance where anyone 

6 from TMG told him he was in "excellent financial condition,," "good" financial condition, or even 

7 "okay" financial condition. Instead, Depp responded to the interrogatory by disingenuously 

8 claiming that even though TMG at times "expressed some reservations over [his] purchase[s)," 

9 -TMG was not "frank" enough "reg1Jiding the full status of [his] finances." Although this revised 

10 allegation is also patently false, Depp's claims appear to have gone from TMG told me I was in · 

l1 "excellent financial condition," to.TMG should have sounded the alarm bells louder. 

12 82. For exainple, in August 2008, Mander sent Depp an email explaining that a 

13 property in Hollywood-which was near other properties already owned by Depp-was for sale, 

14 but that "the timing is not ideal. One of the things that we talked about in the beginning of the year. 

15 was the need to put ourselves back on a better footing from a cash flow perspective, including 

16 restricting our level of 'investment' spending."' Depp's response was typical-."! will call tracey 

17 [Jacobs at UTA] andjake [Bloom] and prepare them to make some ludicrous deals to refill the 

18 glass and make it fucking overflow!!! Whatever we have to acquire 1480_, let's do!!!! WE MUST 

19 BUYTHIS HOUSE!!!" 

20 

21 

83. Along the same lines, in December 2009, Mandel sent Depp an email stating: 

"Since my email to you in September, I have done what I was told you wanted 

22 done, meaning 'getting us through' financi_ally until work could start again. The good news is that,· 

23 so far, we have been able to do that. Notwithstanding, I need your help in a variety of ways. First, 

24 we need to 'take it easy' on holiday sp_ending. Second, we need to discuss some dollar limit in the 

25 upcoming Dillinger auction. Third, I need to be able to sit with you on your return from this trip, 

26 l!ftd before you leave for France, so that we can talk about where we are financially, what we have .... . ·. . . 
~ . 

27 b:Jmowed in order to sustain ourselves, what w_e have had to do to obtain those·borro~n,gs, what is 
J-! 

28 ![Qw necessary to pay those borrowings back and finally, to look realistically at income and 

5 
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1 expenses and to work together on how to make sure that these are back in balance." 

2 84. Depp's email response was typical-"! need to give my kiddies and famille as good 

3 a Christmas as possible" and "regarding the plane situation. : . i don't have all that many options 

4 at the moment. A commercial flight with paparazzi in tow would be a fucking p.ightmare of 

5 monumental proportions." 

6 85. TM G's files are filled with similar emails, text messages, calendar entries, and 

7 notes to file showing that TMG made Depp and his representatives fully aware of his precarious 

8 financial circumstan~es, but he was unwilling to change his lifestyle. The claim that Depp was 

9 kept ignorant of his financial circumstances is demonstrably untrue. Mandel was constantly 

10 stressing the need to reduce spending and try to save money. On occasion, Depp would respond 

11 positively to Mandel's urgings: For. example, in October 2015, Depp sent Mandel a text message 
. . 

12 stating: "I am ready to face the music, in whatever way I must ... I know there's a way to dig 

13. ourselves out of this hole and I am bound and determined to do it." But on those few occasions 

14 when Depp said he was ready to change his ways, he never did-and he always went back to his 

15 uncontrolled spending. 

16 86. In 9,ddition to repeatedly advising Depp verbally regarding his finances, TMG 

17 regularly. created written budgets and financial statements for review by Depp and/or his 

18 representatives. 

19 87. · Mandel estimates that he and others at TMG had hundreds of conversations and in-

20 person meetings with.Depp and/or Dembrowski over the years regarding the need for Depp to 

21 substantially curb his spending and sell various expensive assets to pay for his debts and lifestyle. 

22 In fact, Mandel was often on the telephone with Dembrowski daily. However, when Depp was 

23 confronted by TMG or any of his other advisors about his spending, he most often engaged in 

24 profanity-laced tira!ies where he abused the professionals surrounding him and claimed that he 

25 would work harder to afford whatever new item he wanted to purchase. 

26 ...... , 88. · Depp on a couple of rare occasions agreed to list various assets f<>r sale, but then 
c':"L 

27 diys later would deny having ever agreed to sell the asset in question or express outrage that the 

28 ~et was sold. For example, when TMG successfully convinced Depp to sell his 150 foot yacht in 
..... , 

26 
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1 October 2012, Depp angrily told Mandel that he would "never forgive him" for "making" him sell 

2 th~ yacht. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

,22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

89. 

Depp Had· To Continually Borrow Millions of Dollars To 

Finance His Extravagant Lifestyle . 

As a result ofDepp's uncontrolled spending which exceeded the net income he 

received from his films, Depp was forced to borrow large sums of money to fund a lifestyle that 

·continued to become more and more extravagant over the years. At the outset, this borrowing was 

in the form of advances from_various movie studios, primarily Disney. 

90. . Depp also ·entered into commercial loans over the years primarily with City 

National Bank ("CNB"), as well as obtaining residential mortgages from CNB and First Republic 

Bank. In connection with every loan, TMG provided Depp and Dembro)Vski with all of the loan 

documentation and made them aware of the terms of the loans. Depp signed all of the loan 

documents. Moreover, after monies were-borrowed, TMG discussed with Depp and Dembrowski 

how the monies could be best repaid, which often ended up being a futile exercise bJ'!cause Depp 

consistently refused to change his lifestyle in any" meaningful way. 

91. Depp's claim in paragraph 60 of the FAC, which is also incorporated into Depp's · 

tenth cause of action for declaratqry relief, that TMG failed to properly disclose these loans to 

Depp is again, absolutely and demonstrably false. (FAC, 1165.) Exemplar emails filed with the 

Court 01,1 June 19, 2017, establish just how frivolous this claim is. In these exemplar emails, J;'MG 
. . 

is forwarding Depp's various loan.documents to Dembrowski to obtain Depp's signature.with 

warnings, including statements that Depp was "$4,000,000 overdrawn," "any cushion we may 

have ha_d is gone," and "our collective overdrafts exceed $1.0M," Dembrowski is not surprised 

by any of these warnings, which demonstrates that she was fully apprised ofDepp's financial 

condition and that he was borrowing substantial funds to support his lifestyle. 

92. In a further email filed with the Court, Mandel sent Depp an email back in 

l!:ecember 2009, asking Depp to meet with him to discuss the repayment ofDepp's then-recent 
~ZI 

1~, Depp responded to_ the email stating-·"thank you for dealing and getting me through." 
,..., 

·Jlt"llwhere-in the email does Depp express any surprise that he had borrowed monies, or that loans 
..... , 

27 
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. . 
1 were needed to "get [him] through fmancially." Again, Depp's false and malicious allegations 

2 regarding the loans that he entered into to support his extravagant lifestyle are hardly a basis for 

3 a judicial. declaration requiring TMG to disgorge its business management fees'. or for any other of · 

4 Depp's frivolous claims. 

5 

6 93. 

TMG Loaned Depp $5 Million To Avoid A Public Financial Crisis 

Up until 2012, these ·co=ercial loans were generally available to Depp on 

7 favorable interest rates and.terms. However, with increased borrowing, CNB became more 

8 reluctant to make favorable loans to Depp. This c~e to a head in December 2012, when Depp• 

9 was facing a potential, public financial crisis, which would have forced him to default on a multi-

10 million loan with CNB. At that time, CNB demanded payment on a $5 million lo~, but Depp did 

11 not have the funds to repay it. Depp's inability to repay the loan had nothing to do with TMG's 

12 han9fil}g ofDepp's·inoney, but instead, had everytliing to do· with Depp's refusal t~ curb his 

13 profligate spending. 

14 94.. In or about October 2012, Mandel and Depp's long-time personal attorney, Jake 

15 Bloom, had a three-hour "come to Jesus" meeting with Oepp at one of his homes in Hollywood. 

16 During this meeting, Mandel went over all ofDepp's financial issues. During them~eting (and 

17 thereafter), Depp finally agreed with the reco=endation of Mandel and Bloom that inup.ediate 

18 action be taken to prevent his public financial coilapse. pepp agreed to sell his yacht and possibly 

19 other assets to help restructure his debt. 

20 95. · Time, however, was of the essence because CNB was placing the loan in default if 

21 it was not promptl:}' repaid; the bank was not willing to provide Depp with any further leeway. 

· 22 There was not enough time to sell the yacht before CNB took action and no other bank would 

23. timely lend to Depp. With no available options, CNB offered to allow a pass-through whereby 

24 TMG-which·had excellent credit-essentially substituted itself on CNB's books for Depp's due 

. 25 and unpaid $5 million 'loan: 

96. TMG agreed to come to the aid of its long-time client. The idea behind this 

27 '@Tangement, which was designed to save Depp from a public and devastating financial collapse, 
J.....! . . 

28 ;~ that Depp would pay TMG what TMG was required to pay CNB under the loan. In December 
~ . . . 

28 
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1 2012, TMG borrowed $5 milli~n from CNB (the "CNB/TMG Note"), which was then used to 

2 solely _pay off the previous Depp/CNB loan. TMG never received any cash or any other 

3 consideration in the transaction-instead, TMG stepped into.Depp's shoes with respect to the $5 

4 million loan from CNB. In return, on December 7, 2012, TMG and Depp entered into a lending 

5 agreement and promissory note for $5 million (the "TMG/Depp Note"), which stated that "[t]he 

6 repayment terms and conditions of the TMG/Depp Note-are intended to reflect, as closely as 

7 possible, th~ repayment terms ortp.e CNB/TMG Note." The TMG/Depp Note was meant to be a 

8 short-term-bridge loan for Depp that would be paid off no later than January 31, 2014, and would 

9 allow Depp time to sell his1yacht. and various other assets needed"to repay his.creditors. In addition 

10 to having a January 2014 due date, the TMG/Depp Note also provided that an event of default 

11 included "Depp ceas[ing] to remain a full service business management client of [TMG]." 

12 97. Depp's assertion that he did not know of the TMG/Depp Note, or understand its 

· 13 terms, is patently false. Depp personally signed all of the loan papers, which specifically 

14 encouraged Depp to have the papers reviewed by his lawyer (which on information and belief, he ·· 
. . 

15 may have done). Subsequently, Depp acknowledged the loan and expressed his extreme gratitude 

16 for TMG's intervention to save him. 

17 98. In 2015, Depp even used the fact that TM_G had lent him $5 million to get.his long 

18 time talent agency, UTA, to guarantee a further multi-million loan with Bank of America. In 

19 cbminunications with Mandel, Depp expressed anger with UTA for supposedly delaying the 

20 guarantee and refusing to lend him additional funds. Depp was not hoodwinked by anyone and the 

21 claim that TMG somehow took advantage of Depp is absurd. 

22 99. Contrary to Depp's false claims in the FAC of"self-dealing" and "conflicts of 

23 interest," TMG gained absolutely nothing-and incurred $5 million in debt-by virtue of the 

24 TMG/Depp Note. There was nothing about the TMG/Depp Note that benefitted TMG-it was 

25 done purely as a short-term acco=odation to Depp and to prevent his public financial ~ollapse: 

·- . 26 R,:emarkably, Depp is not only refusing to pay back the $5 million that TMG loaned him to avert a 
1";"'1 

i7 j§iblic financiiµ crisis, and which he undisputedly had the full benefit of, he now appears to be 
,.., 

28 arguing that TM G's loan to him is somehow a basis for the disgorgement of the business 
~-'t . . 
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1 management fees that Depp paid 1MG,over a 17-year period. (FAC, ,r,r 74-79; '165·, 169,174, 175, 

2 176.) Depp should be ashamed of the ridiculous, false and baseless positions he is taking in this 

3 action. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

100. The 1MG/Depp Note was secured by two dee~s of trust relating to Depp's 

properties in Hollywood. This was fully agreed to by Depp and Dembrowski, who at the time 

were enormously grateful to 1MG for intervening to prevent Depp's public financial collapse. 

101. In his FAC, Depp continues to criticize 1MG for failing to pay off the 1MG/Depp 

Note by its January 31, 2014 due date, and falsely claims that this created some vague and 

unexplained conflict of interest. This allegation is disingenuous in the extreme because, as Depp 

knows full well, the loan was not paid off because Depp lacked the funds to pay it. This was 

typical for Depp---once a crisis was averted, he continued to spend on his extravagant lifestyle and 

left 1MG to try to deal with the resulting financial mess. 

102. Contrary to the claim in Depp's FAC, 1MG never agreed with Depp to modify any 

of the terms of the TMG/Depp Note. The amortization schedules tp.at Depp refers to in paragraphs 

85 and 86 of his FAC are internal 1MG documents designed by TMG to forecast how the 

1MG/Depp Note could possibly be paid off if Depp continued to ~efuse to sei.J:assets and if_CNB 

allowed 1MG's $5 million loan to be extended into the future. 

103. On·or about May 30 2015, Mandel and Depp had another very serious meeting at. 

one of Depp's downtown Los Angeles lofts. During this meeting, Mandel-as he had done many 

times before over the years-. took Depp through the status of his financial matters, including the 

debts he owed and the insufficient funds available to pay his debts and fund his lifestyle. At this 

meeting, Depp finally and reluctantly agreed to allow his chateaux in the South of France to be 

listed for sale to l?ay for his various debts. However, .when Mandel prepared to sell the property, 

Depp insisted that it be listed for approximately $27 million, even though it had only been valued 

at $13.5 million by expert real estate appraisers in France. Moreover, when TMG in 2015 located 

a·handful of buyers who wanted to view the property, Depp refused to even allow it to be shown. - . 
~Z! . 

· T±tus, as Depp had done throughout 1MG's representation of him, he thwarted his business 
J-..! . 

IJNnager's efforts to protect his financial interests-arid now, Depp and his new CPA want to 

3 
rnnm AMF.NDF.D C:ROSS-C:OMJ>T.AlNT 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

~ 9 

i 10 

! . g 11 ~ r CO 
QC~ 

~,ic!;~ 12 
~ Ol lO 

~<'>:,ci . z ~ 
13 0 a: "' 

a: 0:;: 
~~!!cu: 

~ 5 ~ • 14 
Cll-O • O 

i~~~ 15 a: Z Ol 
Io · 
~~~ 16 - S: IO ~$1-' . zO 

f;q CXl <i: Y""' 17 ~ 0 (/)"' a:, ..J 
w 

~ 
I-

18 

! 19· 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

blame TMG for Depp's selfish, reckless and irresponsible lifestyle, and had the gall to file a public 

F AC filed with vile lies and frivolous allegations. This is the height of malicious prosecution. 

104. Depp paid interest and some principal payments under the TMQ/Depp Note until 

he terminated TMG as his business manager on March 14, 2016,After that date, Depp and his 

new CPA have refused to pay any interest or principal on the Joan. Over $4.2 million is due and 

owing under the TMG/Depp Note, which is the subject of a separate non-judicial foreclosure 

proceeding. Although Depp is refusing tci pay his debts, he does not and cannot dispute that he 

receivefi the full benefits of.the TMG/Depp Note by avoiding a public calamity in 2012. As stated 

above, however, in Depp' s self-centered world, "no good deed goes unpunished." 

TMG Never Secured A Receivables Loan For Depp 

· 105. ·Depp alleges in paragraph 63 of his FAC that in August 2014, "[i]stead of finally 

disclosing its incompetence and mismanagement to Mr. Depp, or obtaining a co=ercial loan 

from another bank, TMG sought a large Joan on behalf_ofMr. Depp from a hard money lender, 

Tryon Management Services, Ltd. ('Tryon')_." This allegation, which is expressly incorporated 

into Depp's tenth cause of action for declaratory relief, is blatantly false. (FAC, ,r 165.) Depp was 

well aware of his financial circumstances in mid-2014 and was still refusing to even list for sale 

his property in the South of France or-any of his other assets. It was not the case that TMG or any 

ofDepp's other_ advisors simply failed to consider an additional commercial Joan.'To the contrary, · 

by August 2014, at that point in time, Depp had fully exhausted his ability to timely obtain a 

co=ercial Joan from a bank-· that option was not available. 

· 106. TMG_and Depp's other advisors understood his dire financial circumstances and 

his Jack of viable options. Depp's lawyer, Jake Bloom, said that he knew a receivables lender that 

might Joan Depp money secured by Depp's right to receive profit participations from his movies. 

It was Jake Bloom-and not TMG-that suggested Tryon as a·possible financial savior <111d it was 

Bloom-and not TMG-that introduced TMG and Depp tci Tryon. Contrary to Depp's allegations 
► ..,:I 

ilfthe FAC_, TMG did not orchestrate or dictate any of the terms of the Tyron loan. To the 

q~'ntrary, in connection with the Tryon.Joan, Depp was at all times represented by the , ... , 
~Z! ,~, 
•-..! 
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1 pree~inent law firm of Gibson Dunn. It was Gibson Dunn-and not TMG-that negotiated the 

2 Tryon loan and its provisions on Depp's behalf.· 

3. 107. In a breathtaking_example ofDepp's true malice in this litigation, in a recent Wall 

4 Street Journal article, Depp is quoted as confirming that he has not spoken to his current and long­

s· time attorney, Jake Bloom, since before filing his original complaint in mid-Januaty 20 I 7. Jake 

6 Bloom is further· quoted as saying that Depp has failed to return his phone calls. Nevertheless, 

· 7 Depp has filed the FAC that continues to falsely and maliciously blame TMG for the Tryon loan, 

8 and now appears to be attempting to use the·Tyron loan as a basis to disgorge all of the business 

9 management fees that Depp paid TMG.over a I-7-year period. Perhaps Depp should return his 

10 current and long-time attorney's calls so that he could be reminded of the true-facts before 

11 continuing to disseminate demonstrably false and frivolous accusations against TMG. 

108. · Additionally, and even though Depp was represented by Gibson Dunn in 
' 

13 connection with the Tyron loan, TMG did _everything within its power to assure that Depp fully 

14 understood the terms of the Tyron loan, including that he was pledging his "primary Disney profit · 

15 participations." In an email dated July 28, 2014, Joel Mandel emailed Dembrowski stating-"!· · 

16 need your help this week to coordinate having J sign that Letter of Intent regarding this new loan. 
. . 

17 More than that, it is critical to us that J understand what he is signing and, either now or very 

18 soon, how -this loan will impact him moving forward." These are clearly not the words of a 

19 business manager trying to hide anything from Depp. 

20 109. Moreover, whenDembrowski responded with a question regarding the impact of 
. . 

21 the loan on Depp, Joel Mandel stated-"Happy to do a longer version of this, with whatever 

22 ·illustrations would be helpful. Shorter answer, as you know we are pledging our primary 

23 Disney profit participations. These monies will be required to pay back the loan and will be 

24 unavailable to us for a number of years (likely next 4-5 years). These monies have b~en a 

25 significant source of our income, and have sustained us during the periods between new work. 
,_, 

26 !ithout access to these monies, ~ven greater reductions in spending will be necessary,'.' Again, 
~Z:I 

27 these are not the words of an advisor trying to hide anything from Depp. ..... . . ,.., 
28 ,,., ,~, ~-, 

32 
nmm A MF.NnRn r.RO!s!s-r.OMl'T .A TNT 



1 110. Contrary to the allegation in paragraph 67 ofDepp's FAC, which are again, 

2 in\:orpqrated into Depp'_s tenth cause of action for declaratory relief(FAC, ,r 165), TMG also did 

"3 not "manufacture" or insist on a prpvision in the Tyron.loan mandating that first monies be used 

4 to pay TMG and Depp's talent agent and personal lawyer before Depp received any "residuals." 

5 There was absolutely no conflict of interest. On information and belief, Tyron was the party that 

6 insisted that all of Depp's professionals be paid but of profit participations. This is apparently a 

7 typical provision for such a receivables loan as the lender does not want a claim against any of the 

8 receivables by third-parties who may assert a superior entitlement. 

9 111. Moreover, as explained below, consistently, and even_afterthe close of the Tryon 

10 deal, TMG often arranged for the payment of its management fees to occur after Depp's other 

11 obligations had been paid first. Again, "no good deed goes unpunished." As a result of this 

12· acco=odation by TMG, Depp still owes TMG several hundred thousand dollars in promised but 

'13 unpaid management fees !illd costs, which this Cross-Complaint seeks to recover. 

14 

15 

16 

TMG Was Often Paid Last And Is StillOwed Hundreds Of Thousands in 

Management Fees That Were Incurred On Depp.'s Behalf 

112. Throughout TMG's representation of Depp, and contrary to I>epp's claims in the 

1.7 FAC, TMG ofteri arranged for the payment of its earned business management fees to be delayed 

18 until after Depp had paid his other debts. Dembrowski on behalf of Depp signed all ofDepp's 

19 payments to TMG for business management fees. 

20 113. TMG is still owed.hundreds of thousands of dollars by Depp·. Specifically, in or 

21 about March through July 2015, Depp received several million dollars as part of the principal 

22 photography payment for the fifth Pirates of the Caribbean movie. As a result, TMG was 

23 immediately entitled 'to a 5% commission in the amount of$436,862.62. However, this money 

24 was desperately needed to pay various ofDepp's other outstanding bills, including delinquent 

25 taxes and various bank loan payments. Given Depp' s worsening financial condition and the 
I~ • • 

26 pressing demands ofDepp's various other creditors, TMG agreed to defer temporarily its 5% - . . . 
~ . . 

27 ce1nrnission as an acco=odation to its long-term client, Depp. However, TMG was clear with 

28 JJ[~pp and Dembrowski that the outstanding TMG business management fees needed to be paid 
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1 within a reasonable period of time and upon -~emand by TMG. To this day, and despite TMG's · 

2 repeated demands for payment, Depp has refused to pay any of these outstanding business 

3 management commissions. 

4 Depp Is Refusing To Reimburse TMG For Thousands of Dollars In Expenses That He And 
. . 

5 His Employees Undisputedly Put On A Designated TMG CNB Visa Card 

6 114. Additionally, and as_ is customary with certain high-profile clients concerned with 

7 privacy, TMG opened a City National Bank VISA card in the name of The Mandel Company, Inc. 

8 that was dedicated to charging expenses on Depp's behalf. There were seven cardholders (mostly 

9 non-TMG employees) who were authorized to charge on the account, including without limitation, 

10 Depp's personal assistants and two ofDepp's employees who managed his private Bahamian 

11 islands. 

12 115. Clearly, Depp fully understood that this Visa card, although in TMG's_name, was 

13 always used exclusively for his benefit. Depp and Dembrowski also always expressly agreed and 

14 understood that Depp would pay for the expenses that were charged_ on the card, which he did 

15 throughout the entirety of-TMG's representation of Depp. 

16 116. After terminating TMG in mid-March·2016, Depp continued to make the minimum 

17 payments on the CNB Visa card for a time but, then refused to pay anything further, forcing• TMG 

18 to pay off the approximately ~55,000 that was still owing on the CNB Visa card. All charges on 

19 the CNB Visa card are undisputedly charges that were incurred on Depp's behalf..Depp knows all 

20 of these expenses were incurred by and/or on his behalf, but simply refuses to pay his debts. 

21 

22 

23 

In March 2016, ·Depp Terminated TMG And Fraudulently Induced TMG lnio 

Continuing To Expend Thousands Of Dollars On Depp's Behalf. 

117. By 2016, Depp was facing extremely difficult times and was unwilling to take 

24 TMG's financial advice regarding selling various assets and restructuring his debts. At that time, 

25 TMG aggres_sively warned Depp, as it had done in previous years, that he needed to make · 
,~ 

26 siJiirificant and immediate changes to stave-off a potential, public financial crisi~. In response to - . . ,-r, 
27· 'W'fG's call for immediate action, however, on or about March 14, 2016, Depp without warning 

~ . 
28 ~git TMG a letter terminating TMG as his business manager, and informing TMG that he had 

TITTRn A MllNlWn rRnSS-f'()MPT.A TNT 



~ 
-~ 

rJJ ij [[ g 
80~ 

Jaiig~ 
~~~~ . z ~ 

0 [["' 
[[ 0 ~ 

~~!!,LL 
ril -' .{ 
[;]::,(.)• 

o ·o· j2~~ tc z Cl 
j: 0 ' 

"'~"' -' "' 
~~~~ 

Q) ~ r 

i:::ow"' CX) -' 
•W 

i 
•. ~ 

I-

-- I 
' 

1 engaged Edward White and his company EWC to perform all accounting, tax and business 

2 management services going forward. 

3 118. On or about March 23, 2016,'Depp sent TMG a second letter stating: "For 

4 avoidance of doubt, our percentage arrangement was terminated on March 14, 2016. I expect that 

5 you and your office will bill me at normal ho~ly rates for the transition work after March 14, 

6 2016." Thereafter, Mandel of TMG had conversations with White regarding transitioning the 

7 enormous amount of work that TMG had done for Depp and TMG's need to be paid for its 

8 services. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

119. In these telephonic and in-person conversations which·all took place in March 

2016, and in a clear attempt to induce TMG to spend significant time working for Depp in various 

capacities during this transition, White repeatedly represented to Mandel that TMG would be paid 

in full by Depp for all outstanding amounts within• a short period of time after the transition was 

complete, including all the amounts sought by TM G in its first amended Cross-Complaint. 

However, after expend_ing over 386 hours on Depp's behalf in the last two weeks.of March 2016 

to complete the transition, and after promptly sending EWC/Depp an invoice for $68,722.50, 

Depp failed t_o pay-Ca) any of the past-due TMG management fees thafwere due and owing since 

March through July 2015 in the amount of $436,862.62; (b) the balance on TMG's CNB credit 

card which was used on Depp's behalf in the amount of approximately $55,000 (which TMG was. 

forced to repay); and (c) any of the additional, invoiced amounts that are owed to TMGfor work 

performed in the last two weeks· of March 2016 in the amount of$68,722.50. After White and 

EWC took over (and as previously eiqil~ed), Depp also failed to pay any interest or principal due 

and owing on ·the $4.2 million remaining on the loan that TMG had made Depp in December 

23 2012. 

24 120. Despite transferring its files to Depp and EWC by April 2016, neither Depp nor 

·25 White ever asserted that TMG had engaged in any wrongdoing, including any breach of fiduciary . .... 
26 d);!'tY or professional negligence. Indeed, the first time Depp claimed that TMG had done anything 

27 VQ'ong was not until two months after TMG was forced in October 2016 to initiate non-judicial 

28 f,(fteclosure proceedings in connection with its TMG/Depp Note. Depp does not want to repay his 
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1 debts to TMG. Depp.'s objective in filing this action are transparent and designed to falsely stave 

2 off the foreclosure ofDepp's real properties in Los Angeles. 

3 

4 

5 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

. (DECLARATORY RELIEF AGAINST <;:ROSS-DEFENDANTS DEPP AND WHITE) 

121. Cross-Complainant TMG incorporates by reference all of the foregoing allegations 

6 of this Cross-Complaint, as though fully set forth herein. 

7 122. Cross-Complainant TMG is a California Corporation which provides business 

8 management services to various individuals and corporations. Plaintiff and Cross-Defendant Depp 

9 is a world famous actor. Plaintiff and Cross-Defendant White is Depp's new business manager 

10 who also is the trustee of the Sweetzer Trust and the Mooh Investment Trust. 

11 123. Contrary to Depp's allegations in paragraph 171 of the FAC, TMG adamantly 

12 disputes that TMG, Joel Mandel or Robert Mandel were ever in an attorney-client relationship 

.13 with Depp. 

14 124. A justiciable controversy exists between Cross-Complainant TMG on the one hand, 

15 and Plaintiffs and Cross-Defendants Depp and White, on the.other, relating to the legal rights and 

16 duties of the parties. As alleged in paragraph 176 ofDepp's tenth cause of action in the FAC, 

17 Depp seeks a declaration (a) that any purported agreement between him and TMG is voidable, 

18 invalid, and unenforceable, (b) that he is entitled to disgorgement and restitution of all fees paid to 

19 TMG, and (c) that TMG is not entitled to a "reasonable fee" for legal services as a result of their 

20 violations of the California Rules of Professional Conduct.-

21 125. TMG agrees that a justiciable controver~y exists between the parties regarding 

22 these issues. TMG seeks the mirror image ofDepp'_s tenth cause of action for declaratory relief 

23 pursuant to Ludgate Ins. Co. v. Lockheed Martin Corp. (2000) 82 Cal.App.4th 592, 609. 

24 Specifically, based on all of the facts as alleged herein, and TMG's express denials as stated 

25 above, TMG seeks a declaration (a) that there exists a valid and enforceable agreement between .~ 
26 T.,lvf G, on the one hand, and Depp and his loan out corporations, on the other hand, for professional . 

~:;! -

27 ~~ices and payment of 5% ofDepp's gross revenues, (b) that neither Depp nor his corporations ,..., 
28 !J[e entitled to disgotgement and/or restitution of any fees paid to TMG, and (c) that in the event 
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1 there is finding that the California Rules of Professional Conduct apply here and there has been a 

2 violation thereof (which TMG denies), then TMG is entitled to a "reasonable fee." 

3 

4 

5 

6 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

(BREACH OF ORAL_ CONTRACT AGAINST CROSS-DEFENDANTS DEPP, 

SCARAMANGA BROS., AND L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS) 

126. Cross-Complainant TMG incorporates by reference all of the foregoing allegations 

7 of this Cross-Complaint, as though fully set forth herein ... 

8 127. Approximately 17 years ago, TMG entered into an oral contract with Depp to 

9 provide business management services in exchange for a five percent (5%) management fee. 
. . 

10 commission on all income that Depp earned as a result of his-entertainment activities with a cap. 

11 128. By 2003, the level of work that TMG was doing on behalf of Depp had increased 

12 substantially. Accordingly, in 2003, TMG and Depp orally agreed that TMG's cap on 

13 management fees would no longer apply. From 2003 forward, the parties adhered to this revised 

14 oral agreement and Depp (through his loaµ-out companies Scaramanga Bros. and L.RD.) always 

15 complied witli this agreement and .paid TMG its 5% uncapped fee except as alleged herein. 

16 129. TMG has performed all of its obligations under ~e oral agreement except as 

17 excused, waived or made impossible by Depp. 

18 130. In or about March through July 2015, Depp received several million dollars as part 

19 of the principal photography payment for the fifth Pirates of the Caribbean movie. As a result, 

20 TMG was immediately entitled to a 5% commission in the amount of $436,862.62. 

21 131. · Depp has breached the parties' oral agreement by failing to pay the above-

22 referenced management fees despite TMG's repeated demands for payment. 

23 132. As a result. ofDepp's breach of the parties' oral agreement, TMG has suffered 

24 damages in an amount to be proven at trial, but which are in excess of $436,000 dollars. 

25 

~;;! 

27 •:1 

f~ 

28 ~Z:! ·­~---! 
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TIIlRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

(BREACH OF ORAL CONTRACT AGAINST CROSS-DEFENDANTS DEPP, .. 

SCARAMANGA BROS:, AND L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS) 

133. Cross-Complainant TMG incorporates by reference all of the for~going allegations 

5 of this Cross-Complaint, as though fully set forth herein. 

6 13~. In connection with rendering its business management services for Depp, 

7 TMG opened up a City National Bank VISA card in the name of The Mandel Company, Inc. that 

8 was dedicated to charging expenses on Depp's behalf. TMG orally agreed with Depp's authorized 

9 representative that Depp would promptly reimburse TMG for all amounts that were incurred on 

10 the card for Depp' s benefit. 

11 135. There are seven cardholders who were authorized to charge on the VISA account, 

12 including without limitation, Depp's personal assistant and various ofDepp's other employees. 

13 After TMG's repeated demands for pa)'.Ill-ent were ignored, TMG was finally forced to pay off 

14 approximately $55,000 on the CNB Visa card-all of which are undisputedly charges that were 

15. incurred on Depp's behalf. 

16 13 6. TMG has performed all of' its obligations under the oral agreement except as 

17 excused, waived or mad!" impossible by Depp. 

18 137. Depp and his entities have breached the parties' oral agreement by failing to pay off 

· 19 the balance on the above-referenced VISA card despite _TMG's repeated demands that the credit 

20 card be paid off, and by failing to reimburse TMG for same. 

21 138. · As a result ofDepp's breach of the parties' oral agreement, TMG has suffen,d 

22 damages in an amount to be proven at trial, but which !lfe approximately $55,000 dollars. 

23 

24 

25 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(BREACH OF IMPLIED CONTRACT AGAINST CROSS-DEFENDANTS D_EPP, 

SCARAMANGA BROS., AND L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS) 

139. _Cross-Complainant TMG incorporates by reference all of the foregoing allegations 
,-:-, 

27 6!-this Cross-Complaint, as though fully set forth herein . 
..... ! 

2_8 ~Z! , •. 
-.... ! 
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1 140. . Alternatively, at the request ofDepp's authorized representative, and in connection 

2 with rendering its business management services for Depp, 1MG opened up a City National Bank 

3 VISA card in the name of.The Mandel Company, Inc. that was dedicated to charging expenses on 

4 Depp's behalf. There are seveµ cardholders who were authorized to charge on the VISA account, 

5 including witliout limitation, Depp's personal assistant and various ofDepp's other employees. 

6 141. Cross-Complainant opened up this VISA card with the expectation, which was 

7 fully and clearly understood by Depp and his authorized representative, that Depp and/or his 

8 entities would promptly reimburse TMG for all amounts that were incurred on the.card for Depp's 

~ 9 benefit (the "Implied Contract"). The-parties had adhered to this Implied Contrac.t for years prior 

10 to Depp firing TMG as his business manager in March 2016. 

·n 142. The Implied Contract is valid and enforceable contract between Cross-

12 Complainant, on the one hand, and Depp and his entities, on the other. Cross-Complainant has 

13 performed _all of its obligations under the Implied Contract, except as excused, waived, or made 

14 impossible by Cross-Defendants. 

15 143. Depp an:d his entities hav.e breached the parties' Implied Contract by failing to pay 

16 off the balance on the above-referenced VISA card despite 1MG's repeated demands that the 

17 credit card be paid off, and by failing to reimburse 1MG for same. 

18 144. As a result of Cross-Defendants' breach of the parties' Implied Contract, 1MG has 

19 suffered damages in an amount to be prov..;n at trial, but which are approximately $5~,000 dollars. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

F1F"l'H CAUSE OF ACTION 

(BREACH OF WRITTEN CONTRACT AGAINST CROSS-DEFENDANTS DEPP, 

SCARAMANGA BROS., AND L.R.D. PRODPCT~ONS) 

145. Cross-Complainant 1MG incorporates by reference all of the foregoing allegations 

24 of this Cross-Complaint, as though fully set forth herein. 

25 146. On or about March 14, 2016, Depp without warning sent 1MG a letter terminating 

26 '.QVfG as his business manager. In that same letter, Depp informed 1MG that he had engaged 

27 White, to perform all accounting, tax and business management services. 

28 ·!Z! ,~, ,....,, 
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147. On or about March 16, 2016, there was an in-person meeting at 1MG's offices in 

2 Beverly Hills where Joel Mandel and Erica Wright of TMG met with Ed White and others from 

3 EWC. During this in-person meeting, Ed White (who was authorized to speak on Depp's and 

4 EWC's behalf) expressly represented to J9el Mandel that if1MG would continue to work on 

5 Depp's behalf to help transition Depp's files, Depp would promptly pay TMG for, among other 

6 things, (1) TMG's continued services based upon T-MG's hourly rates; and (2) all outstanding 

7 management fees and costs owed to 1MG by Depp: 

8 148. Qn or about March 23, 2016, Depp sent TMG a secon~ letter stating that: 

9 "For avoidance of doubt, our percentage arrangement was terminated on March 14, 2016. I expect 

10 that you and your office will bill me at normal hourly rates for the transition work after March 14, 

11 2016." 

12 149. 1MG has performed all of its obligations under the written agreement except as 

13 excused, waived or made impossible by Depp. 

14 150. However, after expending.over 386 hours on Depp's behalf in the last two weeks of 

15 March 2016, and· after promptly sending White/Depp an invoice for $68,722.50, Depp breached 

16 the parties' written agreement by failing to pay any of these additional, invoiced amounts that are 

17 owed to 1MG. 

18 151. As a result ofDepp's breach of the parties' written agreement, 1MG has suffered 

19 damages in an amount to be proven at trial; but which are•in excess of$68,000 dollars. 

20 

21 

22. 

23 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(PROMISSORY FRAUD AGAINST CROSS-DEFENDANTS DEPP, SCARAMANGA 

BROS., L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, WlllTE, AND EWC) 

152:· Cross-Complainant TMG incorporates by reference all of the foregoing allegations 

24 of this Cross-Complaint, as though fully set forth herein. 

25 153. On or about March_14, 2016, Depp without warning sent TMG a letter terminating 
,_, 

26 l_!viG as his business manager. In that same letter, Depp informed 1MG that he had engaged Ed 
c~I 

27 WJrite and his firm EWC, to perform all accounting, tax and business management services. · 

28 ,z:, .~, 
<-,.! 
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1 154. On or about March 16, 2016, there was an in-person meeting at TMG's offices in 

2 Beverly Hills where Joel Mandel and Erica Wright ofTMG met with Edward White, Rick 

3 Finstrom, Troy Schmidt, Jill Whitney and Larry Levitt ofEWC. During this in-person meeting, 

4 Joel Mandel explained that Depp owed TMG several hundred thousand dollars in past due 

5 management fees and costs that needed to be paid promptly. In response, Ed wliite (who was 

6 authorized to speak on behalf of Depp (and his entities) and EWC) expressly represented _to Joel 

7 Mandel and Erica Wright that if '!MG would continue to work on Depp's behalf to help transition 

8 Depp's files, Depp and his entities would promptly pay TMG for, (1) TMG's continued services 

9 based upon TMG's hourly rates; and (2) all outstanding management fees and costs owed to TMG 

10 byDepp. 

11 155.. On or about March 21, 2016, there was a follow-up conference call regarding the 

12· transitioning ofDepp's·files ·and TMG's need to be paid for its outstanding management fees and 

13 costs. Joel Mandel and Erica Wright participate_d in the call on behalf ofTMG, and Troy Schmidt, 

14 Rick Finstrom, Larry Levitt and Jill Whitney participated in the call on behalf ofEWC and·Depp. 

15 During that call, Joel Mandel and Erica Wright explained the enormous amount of work that was 
. -

16 required to transition Depp's files to EWC. In response, Larry Levitt (who was authorized to speak 

17 on behalf of EWC and Depp) reiterated that as soon as the transition was complete, Depp and his 

18 entities would promptly pay TMG for all outstanding management fees and costs, including for 

19 the time that TMG incurred in transitioning Depp's files. 

20 156. On or: about March 23, 2016, Depp sent TMG a further letter stating that: 

21 "For avoidance of doubt, our percentage arrangement was terminated on March 14, 2016. I expect 

22 that you and your office will bill me at normal hourly rates for the transition_ work after_ March 14, 

. 23 2016." This letter reiterated EWC's previous representations (on behalf of Depp and his entities)". 

24 that Depp would promptly pay TMG for all of its transition work at.hourly rates. 

25 · 157. Cross-Defendants' promises as alleged herein were false and fraudulent when 

·-26 m,_ade. As described above, these fraudulent representations were first made· at an in-person 
(,::"( 

27 ~eting at TMG's offices on March 16, 2016. They were repeated on a conference call with 
,..., 

·2s '!~ous EWC employees on March 21, 2016. They were referred to in various conversations that 

4 
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1 took place betweeri March 21, 2016 and March 31, 2016. On March 31, 2016, the false 

2 representations were repeated by Larry Levitt of EWC on a telephone call with Erica Wright of 

3 TMG, just before, and it appears to further induce, TMG to complete its work and transition all 

4 electronic files. 

5 · 158. Just after the transition ofDepp's files was complete, and after TMG had submitted 

6 its invoice to Depp/EWC for the transition work, however, EWC and White immediately began 

7 ignoring TM G's requests for payment. EWC's and White's immediate refusal (within just a few 

8 weeks of its_ fraudulent promises) to respond to TMG's c01:nmunications evidences that Cross-

9 Defendants never intended to abide by their promises to TMG. 

10 159. Cross-Complainant reasonably relied on Depp's, White's and EWC's false 

11 promises in expending over 386 hours on Depp's behalf in the.last two w_eeks of March 2016. Had 

12 Cross-complainant known that Cross-Defendants' promises were false and fraudulent when made, 

13 TMG would not have continued working for Depp and his entities in the last ~o weeks of March 

14 2016. As a direct and proximate result of Cross-Defendants' conduct as detailed herein, TMG has 

15 been damaged in an amount to be proved at trial. 

16 160. The conduct and actions of Cross-Defendant~ as described above were fraudulent, 

17 willful, wanton, intentional, oppressive, and malicious, and thereby entitles TMG to punitive 

18 damages in an amount to be proved at trial. . 

19 

20 

21 

. SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(EQUITABLE INDEMNITY AGAINST CROSS-DEFENDANT DEMBROWSKI) 

161. Cross-Complainants incorporate by reference all of the foregoing allegations of this 

. 22 Cross-Complaint, as though fully set forth herein. 

23 162. On January 13, 20_17, Depp filed the original complaint in this action. Thereafter, 

24 on May 26, 2017, Depp filed the FAC. In the FAC, Depp asserts numerous baseless claims against 

25 TMG relating to its handling ofDepp's account, including claims that TMG supposedly (i) "failed ~- .. 
· 26 re,su.fficiently and consistently report to Mr. Depp the current state of his finances" (F AC, ,i 45); - . 

~ . 

27 (~) "routinely made financial decisions without Mr. Depp's knowledge or approval" (ii 47); (iii) 
,.., 

28 '!sent (Depp] signature pages for him to sign without the corresponding documents" (id); (iv) ,~ 

42 
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"disbursed nearly $10,000,000 to third parties close to or who -worked for Mr. Depp without Mr . 

Depp's knowledge"(~ 5-1); and (v) "caused Mr. Depp, and various business entities under his 

control, to borrow tens of millions of dollars at Ul]reasonably high interests rates and fees, and 

caused key assets of O Depp to be pledged as collateral or used·for repayment'!(~ 60.). 

163. Throu&hout the entire time that TMG was Depp's business manager, new.Cross­

Defipndant Dembrowski was Depp's personal manager, authorized agent, and primary client­

contact. Depp gave Dembrowski a very significant role in his financial and personal affairs, and 

all ofDepp's advisors .were instructed to and communicated regulariy with Dembrowski. 

164. TMG was hired as Depp's new business manager as part of a "beauty contest" that 

was conducted by Depp and Dembrowski at UTA's offices in Beverly Hills. At the time, Depp, 

Dembrowski and Tracey Jacobs at UTA, all represented to Mandel that Dembrowski was "Depp'_s 

personal )!lanager, primary representative and gate-keeper." As such, Dembrowski was · 

TMG's primary client contact during most of the 17-year period that TMG represented Depp. 

Throughout virtually all of this time, Dembrowski was also the authorized signatory on the vast 

majority ofDepp's checking accounts. When Depp formed his production company, Infinitum 

Nihil, in 2004, he also named Dembrowski as the president of the company. 

165. All ofDepp's expenditures were incurred with Depp's express knowledge and 

consent and/or with the knowledge and consent ofDembrowski. Depp and Dembrowski fully 

approved the $7,100,873.90 that TMG supposedly distributed to Dembrowski over the years. 

Indeed, Dembrowski signed most of these checks or related check authorization forms. In 

California, conversion is a strict liability-tort. See Oakdale Village Group v. Fong (1996) 43 

Cal.App.4th 539, 544. "The foundation for the action for conversion rests neither in the knowledge 

nor the intent of the defendant. Instead;the tort consists in the breach of what may be called an 

absolute duty; the act itself is unlawful and redressible as a tort." Id. (Citations omitted.) "Money 

may be the subject of conversion if the claim involves a specific, identi,fiable sum; it is not 
►-1 . 

n:cessary that each coin or bill be earmarked." We/co Electronics, Inc. v. Mora (2014) 223 
c:c=! th 
~.App.4 202, 209. 

28 '"' ,-. 
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i. 

1 166. TMG also 'kept Depp and Dembrowski fully informed regarding the status of 

2 Depp's· finances. Mandel was often on the telephone with Denibrowski daily discussing Depp's 

3 financial problems. At varying times, Depp was either unavailap_le or unwilling to speak with 

4 Mandel regarding his :finances. For example, on or about September 30, 2009, Joel Mandel sent 

5 Depp an email stating that "he would like to meet with l)inr to discuss various issues in_ his life, 

6 including the status of his financial condition." 

7 167. As documented by TMG in a note t6 the file, on October 1, 2009, Dembrowski 

8 telephoned Mandel in response to the email and stated "that she had spoken with her brother, and 

9 that he stated that he was well aware of his financial situation, and that he understood that he 

10 needs to 'work his ass off' to make the money he needs to support his life. [ ... ] [Dembrowski 

11 als(!] stated that ·(Depp] did not want to meet, or have any conversations regarding his 

12 t:mancial situation, but would like [Joel Mandel] to do what it takes to see him through." 

13 Follow-up emails between Joel Mandel and Depp from December 2009 confirm the above 

14 exchange. 

15 168. When Depp signed various financial documents; including loan documents, those 

16 materials were generally sent directly to Dembrowski to o~tain Depp's signature. This is how 

17 Depp wanted the process to work throughout the entire time that TMG was Depp's business 
. . 

. 18 manager. Exemplar emails filed with the Court on June 19, ~017 show that TMG sent loan 

19 documents, including extensions on repayment of various Depp loans, to Dembrowski for Depp's -

20 signature from 2009 through 20.15. Nothing was hidden from Depp; the documents were sent to 

21 Dembrowski per Depp's instructions. 

22 169. In the exemplar emails that were filed with the Court on June 19, 2017, Mandel 

23 repeatedly reminds Dembrowski about Depp's difficult financial situation-including at varying 

-24 times stating that "[we are] $4,000,000 overdrawn," "any cushion we may have had is gone," 

25 and "our collective overdrafts exceed $1.0 M." Dembrowski is not surprised by any of these 

26 ~amings, which demonstrates that she was fully apprised ofDepp's financial condition. 

170. Moreover, on a rare occasion when a T~G employee reached out to Depp's 
h..! 

28 lj§istant directly to obtain Depp's signature on a document, Dembrowski admonished the 
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1 employee that all ofDepp's signatures were to be obtained through her so that si).e was aware of 

2 everything and could ans"\>Ver all ofDepp's questions. fu an email dated August 29, 2013, 

3 Dembrowski describes herself as Depp's "one stop informational center." In this same email 

4 exchange, Dembrowski explained to the 1MG employee that "I haye been getting signatures for 

5 many years ... and have my way of doing so that j is used to. he can ask.what questions he 

6 wants· at signing or i have a qui!!k explanation." 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

171. Dembrowski as well as Depp ~ften received important information regarding . . 

Depp's finances. ]:or example, even though Depp was represented by Gibson Dunn in connection 

with the Tyron loan, 1MG did everything within its p·ower to assure that Depp fully understood 

the terms of the Tyron loan, including that he was pledging his "primary Disney profit 

participations." In an email dated July 28, 2014, Joel Mandel emailed Dembrowski stating-_ "I 

need your help this weeJ/: to coordinate having J sign that Letter of Intent regarding this-new loan. 
I • • • • • 

More than that, it is critical to us that J understand what he is signing and, either now or very 

s~on, how this loan will impact him moving forward." 

172. When Dembrowski responded with a ques_tion regarding the impact o'f the loan to 

Depp, Joel Mandel stated-"Happy to ·do a ·long~r version of this, with whatever illustrations 

would be helpful. Shorter answer, as you know we are pledging o_ur primary Disney profit 

participations. These monies will be required to pay back the loan and will be unavailable to us 

for a·number of years _(likely next 4-5-years). These'monies have been a significant·source of orir 

income,. and have sustained us during the periods between ·new work. Without access to these 

monies, even greater reductions in spending will be necessary." Thereafter, Mandel and 

Dembrowski had numerous conversatio,;is about the Tyron loan. 

173. · At all relevant times, Dembrowski-as Depp's personal manager, authorized agent, 

and president of his production company-owed Depp and his entities a duty of care. 

174. J:!ased on the information and facts as currently understood by TMG, 1MG is not .~ 
aware, and does not believe, that new Cross-Defendant Dembrowski breached any duty owed to - . 

c-::"I 

Ii>jpp, or signed or authorized _any distribution ~f Depp' s funds without his express knowledge or 

a,ruitoval. However, in the unlikely event that TMG, Joel Mandel, and/or Robert Mandel are held 
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1 liable or responsible to Depp in the underlying action for the loss, damage or injury falsely alleged . 

2 in the F AC, it will be due to the conduct cif Dembrowski for the re~ons set forth above. 

3 Therefore, TMG, Joel Mandel, and/or Robert Mandel are entitled to be fully indemnified by 

4 Dembrowski. TMG, Joel Mandel and Robert Mandel are also entitled to be fully indemnified for 

5 all attorneys' fees, court costs and other expenses and co~ts in connection with defending against 

6· Depp's FAC, the exact amount of which is unknown.at this time, but which will be provable at 

7 trial in this-matter. 

8 

9 

10 

' EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(COMPARATIVE INDEMNITY AGAINST CROSS-DEFENDANT DEMBROWSKI) 

17 5. Cross-Complaints incorporate by reference all of the foregoing allegations of fl\is 

11 Cro.ss-Complaint, as though fiJlly set forth herein. 

12 176. . Based on the information and facts as currently undersiood by TMG, TMG is not 

13 aware, and does not believe that new Cross-Defendant Dembrowski breached.any duty owed to 

·14 Depp, or si~ed or authorized any distribution ofDepp's :fup.ds without his knowledge or 

15 approval. However, in the.unlikely event that TMG, Joel Mandel, and/or Robert Mandel is held 

16 liable or responsible to Depp in the underlying action for the loss, damage or injury falsely alleged 

17 in the FAC, then TMG, Joel_ Mandel and/or Robert Mandel are entitled to recover as indemnity 

18 from Dembrowski that portion of the judgment in the 'underlying action attributable to the 

19 percentage of comparative fault assessed or assessable against Dembrowski. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(EQUITABLE INDEMNITY AGAINST CROSS-DEFENDANTS RASSEL, HOLMES, 
. . . . 

. RUSSO, SHAW, JENCO, WITKIN AND UNISON) 
. . 

177. Cross-Complainants incorporate by reference all of the foregoing allegations of this 

24 Cross-Complaint, as though fully set forth herein: 
. . 

25 178.. On January 13, 2017, Depp filed the original complaint in this action. Thereafter-, 
~ . . ·'. . 

26 ~nMay26, 2017, Depp filed the FAC. Jnp·aragraph 51 of the FAC, Depp maliciously and falsely - . 
~ . 

27 :!lieges that"[ o ]ver the years, at varying times in diverse amounts, TMG disbursed nearly 
.__! 

28 ·"'' ~-. 
-,! 
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1 $10,000,000 to third parties close to or who worked for[] Depp without D Depp's lmowledge or 

i. authorization." . 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

·15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

. 21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

179. In response to special interrogatories, Depp has falsely claimed that TMG 

distributed the following sums without his lmowledge or auihorization-(a) $199,000 to Rassel; 

(b) $736,877.83 to Holmes; (c) $412,386.67 fo Russo; (d) $262,000 to Shaw; (e) $237,270.15 to 

Jenco; (f) $39,000.50.to Witkin; and (g) $4,127,000 to Unison. All of these distributions were· 

approved by Depp and/or Dembrowski in direct communications with TMG. In addition, all of 

the new Cross-Defendants had various communications with TMG in which they represented that 

they had also discussed the loans with Depp_ and/or.Dembrowski, and that Depp had authorized . 

the loans. It is undisputed that TMG did not receive the benefit of any of these distributions. 

180. In California, conversion is a strict liability.tort. See Oakdale Village Group, 43 

Cal.App.4th at 544. "The foundation for the actio11 for conversion rests ~either in the lmowledge 

nor the intent of the defen4ant. Instead, the tort consists in the breach of what may be called an 
absolute duty; the act itself is unlawful and redressible as a tort." Id. (Citations omitted.) "Money 

may be the subject of conversion if the claim involves a specific, identifiable sum; it is not 

necessary that each coin or bill be earmarked." Weico Electronics,223 Cal.AppAth at 209. 

181. TMG disputes that new C~oss-Defendants Rassel, Holmes, Russo, Shaw, Jenco, 

Witkin, or Unison converted any ofDepp's funds, or made_ any misrepresentations to TMG in 

connection with the _loans. However, in the unlikely event that 1MG, Joel Mandel, or Robert 

Mandel is heid liable or responsible to Depp in the underlying action for the loss, damage or injury · 

falsely alleged in the F AC related to these supposedly un~uthorized distributions, it will be due to 
. . 

the conduct of new Cross-Defendants Rassel, Holmes, Russo, Shaw, Jenco, Witkin and/or Unison 

for inter alia (a) converting the funds; (b) making misrepresentations to TMG whether false or 

negligent regarding Depp's and/or Debrowski's approval of the loans; and/or (c) failing to repay 

the funds. Therefore, TMG is entitled to be fully indemnified by. these new Cross-Defendants. 
,~ . 
iPMG, Joel Mandel and Robert Mandel are also entitled to be fully indemnified for all attorneys' 
,~· . 
tees, court costs and other expenses and costs in connection with defending against Depp's FAC - . . . ,.., 
~~ .~, .... , 

4 
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1 as it relates to these supposedly unauthorized distributions, the exact amount of which is unknown 

2 at this time but which will be provable at trial in this matter. 

3 TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

4 (COMPARATIVE INDEMNITY AGAINST CROSS-DEFENDANTS RASSEL, HOLMES, 

5 RUSSO, SHAW, JEN CO, WITKIN AND UNISON) 

6 · 182. Cross-Complainants incorporate by reference all of the foregoing allegations of this 

7 Cross-Complaint, as though fully set forth hereip. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

"16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

183. TMG disputes that new Cross-Defendants Rassel, Holmes, Russo,.Shaw, Jenco, 

Witkin, and/or Unison converted any ofDepp's funds, or made any misrepresentations to· TMG in 

connection with the loans. However, in the unlikely event that TMG, Joel Mandel, and/or Robert 

Mandel is held liable or responsible to Depp m the underlying action for the loss, damage or injury 

falsely alleged in the FAC related to these supposedly unauthorized distributions, then TMG, Joel 

Mandel and Robert Mandel are entitled to recover as indemnity from Cross-Defendants Rassel, 

Hoimes, Russo, Shaw, Jenco, Wilkin, and Unison that portion of the judgment in the underlying · 

action attributable to the percentage of comparative fault assessed ·or assessable against them. 

,-
••t 

~:::1 
p:!_ 

,.., 
!Z! ,~ 
~ ... , 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, PlaintiffTMG prays for judgment against Cross-Defendants, as follows: 

1. On the First Cause of Action for a declaration in TMG's favor .(a)·that there exists a 

valid and enforceable agr:eement between TMG, on the one hand, and Depp and_his 

loan out corporations, on the other hand, for professional services and payment of 

5% ofDepp's gross revenues, (b) that ueither Depp nor his corporations are entitled 

to disgorgement and/or restitution of any fees paid to TMG, and (c) that in the event 

there is finding that the California Rules of Professional Conduct apply here and · 

there has been a violation thereof (which TMG denies), then TMG is entitled to a· 

2. 

"reasonable fee"; 

On the Second, Third, Fourth, Fifth and Sixth Causes of Action, for_general and 

special and/or punitive damages and restitution in an amount to be proven at trial, but 

not less than $560,000.00; 
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3. On the Seventh and Eight Causes of Action for an Order or Judgment ofthis Court 

that T!v.!G, Joel Mandel and/or Robert Mandel are entitled to be fully or partially_· 

indemnified by Cross-Defendant Dembrowski for any judgment rendered in favor of 

Depp and against 1MG, Joel Mandel and/or Robert Mandel, as '11'ell as attorneys' 

fees, court costs, and other costs and expenses paid or incurred by TMG, Joel 

Mandel and/or Robert Mandel in defending against Pepp's action, and those same 

costs and expenses incurred by or on behalfof1MG, Joel Mandel and Robert 

Mandel in prosecuting their Cross-Complaint against Dembrowski; 

4. On the Ninth and Tenth Causes of Action for an Order or Judgment of this Court that 

TMG, Joel Mandel and/or Robert Mandel is entitled to be fully or partially · 

indemnified by Cross-Defendants Rassel, Holmes, Russo, Shaw, Jenco, Witkin, and 

Unison for any judgment rendered in favor of Depp and_ against 1MG, Joel Mandel 

and/or Robert Mandel, as well as attorneys' fees, court costs, and other costs and 

expenses paid or incurred by 1MG, Joel Mandel and/or Robert Mandel in defending ·. 

against Depp's action, and those same costs and expenses incurred by or on behalf of· 

1MG, Joel Mandel and/or Robert Mandel in prosecuting its Cros&-Complaint against 

these Cross-Defendants. 

5. For interest at the maxim uni legal rate; 

6. For reasonable attorneys' fees and for costs of suit; 

7. For such other and furtherrelief as the Court may deem just and proper. 

DATED: October 23, 2017 KINSELLA WEITZMAN ISER KUMP 

~-~. 
"' "' ' _, 
:ti 
rpJ_ 

,! 

& ALDISERT LLP 

By•~~~ 

Attorneys for Cross-Complainant The Mandel 
Company, Inc. (dba The Management Group) 

4 
TITTRn A Ml'Nn"P.n r.11nss.r.nMJ>T .A TNT 



~ 
I 
~ [C g o~IO 

0 0 O! 
JS ii~~ 
~~ Oltq Cl) ·:1 0 

~·z 'I"'" 
0 [CC') 

~ ~ ~~ 
~sc'l-
rtJ o ·o i~ ~-~ tc 2 Ol r o • 

52~ 
- <i IO 

8 ~ !; . ... 0 
~ (X) <( ..-Ii:: 0 (I)"' co rr! 

j 
I-

1 

2 

DEMAND FOR TRIAL BY JURY 

Cross-Complainant The Mandel Compfil_ly, Inc. (dba The Management Group) hereby 

3 demands trial by jury on all issues and causes of act/on triable by jury. 

4 DATEb:-October 23, 2017 KINSELLA WEITZMAN ISER KUMP 
& ALDISERT LLP 

5 

6 ~U-tuL·~. 7 By: 
Michael J. Kump ~ 

8 Attorneys for Cross-Complainant.The Mandel 

9 
Company, Inc: (dba The Management Group) 

ll 179.00002/4Z02S2 

-10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

·21 

22 

23 

.24 

25 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not a party to this action. I am 
employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. My business address is 808 Wilshire 
Boulevard, 3rd Floor, Santa Monipa, CA.90401. 

On October 24, 2017, I served the following document(s) described as STIPULATION 
AND [PROPOSED] ORDERALLOWIN~ CROSS-COMPLAINANTS TO FILE TIDRD. 
AMENDED CROSS-COMPLAINT on the interested parties in this action as follows: 

Matthew P. Kanny 
John Gatti 
Katrina Dela Cruz 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W. Olympic Blvd. 
L.os Angeles, CA 90064 

Benjamin G. Chew 
Rory E. Adams 
JoshuaN. Drian 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
1050 Connecticut Ave NW, Suite 600 
Washjngton, DC· 20036 

Adam R. Waldman 
The Endeavor Law Firm, P.C. 
1775 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
Suite 350 · 
Washington. DC 20006 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
Tel: . 310-312-4000 
Fax: 310-312-4224 
Email: mkanny@manatt.com 

· · jgatti@manatt.com 
kdel_acruz@manatt.com 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
Tel: 202-5 85-6511 
Fax: 202-585-6600 
Email: bchew@manatt.com 

radamscalmanatt.com 
jdrian@manatt.com 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
Tel: 202-550-4507 
Email: awaldman@theendeavorgroup.com 

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on an agreement of the parties to 
accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the document(s) to be sent from e­
mail address choffrnan@kwikalaw.com to the persons at the e-mail addresses listed in the Service 
List. I did not receive, within a reasonable time after the transmission, any electronic message or 
other indication that the transmission was unsuccessful. 

· I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. Executed on October 24, 2017, at Santa Monica, California. 

Candace Hoffman 

·-· ,..., 
~~! 
~:X! -~ 
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FREDRICKS. LEVIN (Bar No. CA 187603) 
ALIM. ABUGHEIDA (Bar No. CA 285284) 
BUCXI,EY SANDLER LLP 
100 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1000 

3 · Santa Monica, Califomia 90401 
Telephone: (310) 424-3984 
J1a"-5imi!e: (310) 424-3960 4 
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Email: flevin@buckleysandler.com 
Email: aabugheida@buckleysand)er.com 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

BLOOM HERGOTT DIEMER 
ROSENTIIAL LA VlOLETIE FELDMAN 
SCHENKMAN & GOODMAN, LLP, 
JACOB A. BLOOM, and DOES 1-30, 

Def~ndants. 

• 

CaseNo. _________ _ 

COMPLAINT FOR: 

1. JJJ.U:ACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY 
2. LEGAL MALPRACTICE 
3. UNJUST ENRICHMENT ili ;g ;g ~ r 
4, VIOLATION OF_<:;AL-BU~ f ~F.~ 

.. CODE§ 6147 ;;;; z -u..,, m 
5. VIOLATION OF~&j,001~ :l~F-~ .,. 

CODE § 6148 ;g'¥"r-~ .... 
6. VIOLATION OFTJf,fUNFl_g 

COMl'ETil"ION LAW, CAL. :si_& 
J?ROF. CODE§§ 17200,ET s· ~' 

7. DECLARATORY JUDGME __ ;. t;J 
r .. -~ . ~ 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL~ ., 
... ~) 

~-lit-f:ft~ -
oooi.:.'I vi~ 
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COMPLAINT 
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Plaintiffs JOHN C. DEPP, II, SCARAMANGA BROS,, INC., L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, . 

· Inc., and rNFlNITUM NIHIL ( collectively "Plaintiffs" or "Mr. Depp"), by and through their 

unders\gned attorneys, bring this action for breach of fiduciary duty, legal malpractice, unjust 

enrichment, violations of California Business & Professions Code§ 6147 or§ 6148, vioiations of 

the Unfair Com~tition Law (California Business & Professions Code§§ 17200, et seq.), and 

declaratory judgment, against defendants BLOOM HERGOTf DIEMER ROSENTHAL 

LA:VIOLE!TE FELDMAN SCHENKMAN & GOODMAN, LLP ("Bloom Hergott"), JACOB 

A. BLOOM ("Bloom"), and DOES 1-30 (collectively, "Defendants"), and for causes oh.ction, . . . 

state: 

JNTRODUCTION (7 \ 
. . I. Mr. D~pp is one of the most so'tt aft~d actors in the world .. Like 

man~ successful artists who depend ,upon ,s~ y~ them, Mr. Depp trusted and 

reasonably relied on Defendants, as hi ~ornflY.!I,~ ~le his legal affairs competently and 

ethically. But inslead of protectlng Mr. ep ~ts, Defendants engaged in misconduct for 

their own financia,J benefit and violate e most basic tenets of the attorney-client 

relationship,' all to Mr. Depp' s,J;o s cial detriment, causing Mr. Depp substantial 

economic h mo e ly below, and among other misconduct 

a. ga ed in self-,;lealing_and pursued md undertook transactions in the 

w ofun · closed conflicts of interest for their own financial benefit over that of 

b. Defendants knowingly, recklessly, or iiegligently failed to disclose to Mr. Depp 

the years ofiniscoiiduct engaged in by Defendants and Mr. Depp's then-attomeys 

and business managers who were providing bot4 legal and business !Ilanagernent 

services, The Mandel Company, Inc., d/b/a The Management Group ("TMG"); 

despite a clear duty to disclose such misconduct to Mr. Depp; and 

c. Defendants, like TMG, each collected over $30 million in contingent fees based on 

Mr: Depp's variable income, paid out by TMG, without, among other things, the 

statutorily pre.scribed written contract, in a clear violation of California law, 

2 

COMPLAINT 
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2. Based on their legal and ethical duties, pefendants should have been Mr. Depp's 

closest and most trusted advisor~, putting Mr. Depp's interests first ai:id.seeking to safeguard his 

financial IU)d legal rights. But because_ of their actions, Mr. Depp now must seek redress from the 

very people who should have protected him. Defendants' breaches of fiduciary duties, 

unauthorized taking of Mr. Depp's film residual and other economic rights for themselves, 

conflicts of interest, self-dealing, legal malpracti~e, and clear violations of California law cost Mr. 

Depp tens of millions of d.ollars and continue to negatively affect Mr. Depp to this day. By this 

Complaint, Mr. Depp seeks compensation for the serious harm Defendants have caused him 

through their improper conduct. 

PARTIES 

County of Los Angeles, State ofCalifomiJ._ "-._" 

4. '""'"'"""'""' s..,.., !ti= m"""'1 lo lhli Compl,m<w,. 
a California Corporation with its princ· a a;" ~siness located in Los Angeles, California. 

5. PlaintiffL.R.D. ~ s, . is, and at all times material to this Complaint 

w~, a C~lifornia Corpor~tion ~~c@'icipa! place ofb~;iness located in Los Angeles 

Cahfonua. • ('7 \ · 
6. laintit~Nihil is, and at all material times to this Complamt was, a 

: California Co ation W, t its principa\ place ofb1:1siness in Los Angeles, California. . 

7. Plain · are informed and believe, and on that basis allege, that defendant Bloom 

Hergott is a California limited liability partnership withjts principal place of business in Beverly 

Hills, California. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on that basis allege, that Bloom Hergott 

does business in Los Angeles County. Bloom Hergott is a law finn that provides, among other 

services, legal advice to clients in the entertainmentfadustry. 

8. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and <ln thai.basis allege, that defendant Bloom 

is a resident of the County of Los Angeles, State of California. Plaintiffs are informed and 

believe, and on that basis allege, that, at all relevant times, Bloom was and is a partner at :Bloom 

Hergott. At all relevant times, on information and belief, Bloom was a member in good standing 
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of the.Bar of California and engaged in, and ~eld himself out as .being engaged in, the practice of 

law in California. 

9. Plaintiffs are infonned and believe, and on that basis allege, that the fictitiously-

named Defendants sued herein as Does J through 30 C'J?oe Defendants"),.and each of them, are 

in some manner responsible or legally liable for the actions, events, transactions -and 

circumstances alleged herein. Th" true names and capacities of such fictitiously-named Doe 

Defendants, whether individuat, corporate, associate or othenvise, are presently unknown to 

Plaintjffs, and Plaintiffs will assert the true names and capacities of such fictitiously-named Doe 

Defendants when the same have been ascertained. . . 

JURISDICTION AND VE~ } . 

10. This Court has jurisdiction over all caus ::.«erted herein pursuant to the 

other courts. ' . ·. 

11. This Court has personal r~ er the Defendants who engaged in conduct, 

and who continue to engage in co~d ct, ·v·n · e_to· the claims stated herein at locations within 

the State of California and.Los I-Inge e Gbunty. . 

12. Venue is pre;1;1 Court pursuant to, among ~ther provisions, California C~de 

re§'§ 3 Sa) an 95.1. 

"GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

I. MJ!.DEPP CJllEVW GREAT SUCCESS IN HIS ACTING CAREER, 

13. Mr. Depp is one of the most prominent actors in Bollywood. He has appeared in 

over 50 motion pictures during the past three decades. Mr. Depp has been nominated for 

oumerous m·ajor acting awards, including three Oscar nominations for B_est Actor in a Leading 

Role; five nominations from Critics' Choice Movie Awards, IO nominations from the Golden 

Globe Awards, and three nominations from the Screen Actors Guild Awards. He also has won 14 
. . 

People's Choice Awards, including Actor of the Decade in 2010 and Favorite Movie Icon in 
. . 

2017.. Fi1ms featoring Mr. Pepp have grossed over $3 .. 1 ·biJlion at the box office in the United 

States, and over $7 .6 billion worldwide. 
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14. Plaintiffs Scaramanga Bros., Inc. aod L.R.D, Productions, Inc. are entities that are 

wholly-owned by Mr. Depp and used for his business Qperations. Similarly, Plaintiff Infinitum 

Nihil is a wholly-owned production company working on Mr. Depp's behalf. At.various points 

during their representation.of Mr. Depp, Defendants inappropriately obtained funds from each of 

these entities. 

15. Despite Mr. Depp'~ professional success, he, _like many artists, has no training in 

law, accounting, finance, or business management. Throughout his career, Mr. Depp has retained 

advisors in whom he placed his trust to uphold their fiduciary duties and to act properly on ~is 

behalf with respect to the management of his personal, legal, and business-related affairs. Mr. 

Depp relied on these fiduciaries to use their judgment and exae to act in Mr. Depp's best 

interests, and to always put his interests ahead of the~· .:'1J . · • • 

· · 16. In or about 1999, weli aft r. D~ ha ec@llle a critically acclaimed aod 

enormously successful actor, Mr. Pe~s -g: od~ Defendants Bloom and Bloom Hergott. 

After speaking with Mr. Depp, Defen~. 'ng as his lawyers. 

II. DEFENDAJ'i'TS ENGAGE I ON~F lNcfER£ST, SELF-DEALING, AJJ._D FAILURES TO 

DISCLOSE MATERIAL O "ONTOMR.DEPl', 

~ 17. Mr. Depp a :\Mllrelied upon Defendants as his lawyers to review ':Ootracts 

and oiher legalfcfocu ~~,e that they protected Mr. Depp's interests, to prepare and 

review co~ oc and to advise him regarding other legal issues that arose with 

respect to his pro ctivities. 

18. However, Defendants failed to protect Mr. Depp's interests or to competently 

advise him. Defendants engaged in self-dealing and failed to disclose material information to Mr. 

Depp, including their conflicts of interests. Defendants placed their interes_ts above those of Mr. 
-· 

Depp's in breach of their fiduciary duties and obligations under California law. · 

19. A clear example of Defendant~' conflicts of interest, self-dealing, and breaches of 

fiduciary duty is their sourcing ofan improper, and pr;datory "hard money loan," purportedly on 

behalf of Mr. Depp through a specialty finance company, Grosvenor Park Media ("Grosvenor 

Park''). The "hard money" loan, in addition to its egregious self-dealing features, involved terms 
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• 
that were materially worse than what were generally availabli: to Mr. Depp through a standard 

commercial loan, including with regard to interest and fees charged, and other material terms. 

20. In O( around May or June 2014, TMG's mismanagement of Mr. Depp's financial 

affairs created the prospect that TMG would be unable to meet Mr. Depp's then-current 

obligations for him. TMG consulted closely with Defendants regarding Mr. Depp's financial 

affairs. But TMG and Defendants did not' disclose to Mr. Depp ~he true state ofhis financial 

affairs and thefr own wrongdoing. Instead, TMG and Defendants secured for themselves a stream 

oflucrati've contingent fee payments (taken without the statutorily prescribed, client-protective 

provisions of section 6147) funded out of Mr. Depp's eamings. 

· 21. Upon information and belief, TMG sought an eceiv d Defendants' assistance in 

management of Mr. Depp's affairs, or inv ligated G p anation for the deterioration of 

adequately and truthfully inform Mr. DI.pp ef~ ts' own conduct and activities. 

· 22. On information~; · erance of the scheme, Defendants introduced 

TMG to Grosvenor Park in ordrrt,~ a ''hard money loan" pmportedly on Mr. Depp's . 

behalf, but in realil o hi~t'. and to Defendants', TMG's and Grosvenor Park's benefit. 

23. On info ion and belief, Defendants have bad professional relationships, which 

to Mr. Depp in breach of the Rules of Professional Responsibility, 

d/or its founder and CEO, Donald Starr. In fact, Mr. Bloom ultimately 

was given a position on the advisory board of Grosvenor Park. Defendants never disclosed to Mr. 

Depp the material c·onflicts of interest raised by these relationships. 

24. Together with TMG and Grosvenor Park, Defendants orchestrated an initial $ 12.5 

million hard money loan purportedly on Mr. Depp'~ behalf from a lender and, on information arid 

belief, an affiliate of Grosvenor Park, Tryon Management Services, Ltd. ("Tryon"). This loan. 

(the''·'Tryon loan") was later increased to $19 million. 

25. On information and belief, Defendants were actively involved in negotiating the 

Tryon loan "on behalf of' Mr. D_epp. On information and belief, Defendants negotiated directly 
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with film studios to secure Mr. Depp' s residuals from the Films as collateral for the loan. 

Defendants also were updated frequently on the status of the loan paperwork by TMG, were 

consulted regarding the loan's terms, and were included on communications regarding the loan. 

26. Defendants and TMG slnlctured the loan - without the legally required disclosures 

to Mr. Depp- as a vehicle to provide themselves with immediate priority to millions ·of dollars of 

voidable contingency fees tied to the success of Mr. Depp's film residuals (fees Defendants were 

not legally owed), all before Mr. Depp received a cent. The terms of the Tryon Joan required that 

repayment would be made from, and secured, by Mr. D~pp's residuals from six films:.. Pirates ~f 
. . 

the Caribbean I-fl~, Alice in Wonderland, and Into the Woods (collectively, the "Films"), It also 

appears that Defendants, with TMG, inserted different numa 4/.fferent Film residuals, 

including a 22.22% fee for advisors for one movie. r~fthe numbers in this 

contract illust~tes D~fendant Bl~o~' s ( · ng ~~~~"tiered control to estab'.ish a 

contractual enlltlement that was m ht~fand T 's ~Jerest at the expense ofhts _chent's. 

Remarkably, the loan - negoti~ted ost~~ efit :"fr. Depp - wrongfully purported to . 

manufacture and insert further ~~ants and TMG in the_ residuals of Mr. Depp' s 

movies that they di. "d not ~e 11 ~~~sing the vehicle of the hard money loan sourced 

through an un~el ons "p of Defendants. -

27. 1'ii.er, th.,an p oritized payment of Defendants' .and TMG's fees ahead of the · 

ed to ryon, and regardless of whether Mr. Depp actually retained any of the· 

!oao proceeds, The; urported contingent fees and preferred payment position provided 

Defendants and TMG with a right to fees superior to M~. Depp's own, creating additional serious 

conflicts of interest. This payment structure de~ened Mr. Depp's finandal difficulties and 

benefitted Defendants and TMG. 

28. - Defendants' and TMG's legally.voidable contingent fees (which did not and could 

not satisfy the client-protective statutory prescriptions of section 614 7) and preferred payment . . . 

position were inserted at the very beginning of the negotiations on the Tryon loan, when TMG 

and Defendants met and negotiated a term sheet with Grosvenor Park and Tryon _that included the 

voidable purported contingent fees. This further unders~ed Defendants' and TMG's wrongful 
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• • 
focus on assuring that Defendants and TMG received: an improper stream of payments, which 

they were not legally owed, out of Mr. Pepp's earnings. 

29. Defendants benefitted immediately from the Tryon loan, tlrrough ·their insertion of 

this improper contingent fee arrangement jn the loan. Upon info!lilation and belief, on or about 

the date that the hard money loan proceeds were received, Defendants, TMG, and a·third party 

took approx.imately $1.2 million that was not legally owed to them; Defendants were paid 

. ap:_:,roidmately $300,000 at that time. To date, Defen~ants have been paid millions in voidable 

and improper contingent fees through the Tryon Joan. 

. 30. In addition to the improper coptingent fee arrangement, the terms of the Tryon 

loan and the fundamental economics of the transaction demoi'2 that the loan was unnecessary 

and predatory. Despite the fact that the initial loan w s >.~ the Film rights pledged to • secure the loan yielded Mr. Depp approxi1'/:.ly ~itl,io r year, more annually than the 

initial loan amount. In fact, during ju~e fi ~el?onths after the Tryon loan was 

originated, Mr. Depp wou!d have receiie( :2 ~_on in Film residuals - had those residuals 

not been used to secure the hard 7oney'°r~ stead, millions of do_llars more than the entire 

initial loan balance were swa o~~ tenns of the loan itself. Further, qnly eight days after 

i ed, e studio paying Mr. Depp's residual rights paid $5.58 million 

that would !13~ne to r. D p, but for the Tryon Joan. Thus, the Tryon hard m.oney loan 

sourced by De ~s., originated by Grosvenor Park was not economically rational-at least 

not for Mr. Depp. Y 
31. Defendants, in their capacity as Mr. Depp's attorneys who negotiated film deals 

and the party whom the studio provided notice of S'UCh payments, knew that Mr. Depp soon 

would have received these significant residual_e1;111ings on these six films. 

32. The predatory hard money loan was further subject to high fees, double-digit 

interest rates, and repayment tenns that provided that accrued interest would be capitalized 

monthly and added to the principal. It also contained substantial prepayment penalties; making it 

financially infeasible to repay the loan prior to its termination date, For example, if shortly after 

entering into the Tryon loan, Mr: Depp sought to pay it in. full, it would have cost Mr. Depp 
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•• ·• 
approximately$ 1.5 million in origination fees and prepayment fees to pay off the loan, in 

addition to the entire prim;ipal. 
. . 

33. Although accrued interest was capitalized monthly under the loan documents; Mr. 

Depp's business entities received Film residuals less frequently than monthly, resulting in 
. . 

significant additions to the outstanding principal if.l between each repayment. In fact, through 

June 30, 201-7, over $2 million of capitaliied interest has been added to the principal balance of 

the loan, on which further interest is charged. 

34. Defendants-and TMG knew or should have known that the terms of this hard 

money loan would place Mr. Depp in a dramatically worse financial position than he had 

previously o'."'upied, but they willfully, recklessly, or negligarc~estrated it, and they caused 

~m tp enter into the conflicted and self-deali'\ trans~~ providing him signature 

pages, not the underlying loan documents, d w~ ~rthig its terms. 

35. As a direct result ofth11 actions, 1'ef~ts and TMG caused Mr. Depp to forego 

ten~ of millions of dollars of ann'!al eyn~ om siduals from the Films that had provided Mr. 

Depp with regul~ and substanti~~ te and that, but for the predatory hard money loan, 

would )Jave continued to~o a. ,~ 4J' 
36. el h it came time to enter into the self-serving transaction, 

Defendants n~t disc se to . Depp the conflicts of interest caused by Defendants' 

ith Grosvenor Park, in violation of their ethical obligations to disGlose 

conflicts to, and obt · infolllled written consent from, their client. Nor did they adequately 

disclose 1o Mr. Depp that the Tryon loan wa~ a hard money loan with unnecessarily onerous, one­

sided, and non-standard financial terms, that repayments would be mad_e fr~m, and collat_eralized 

by, the Films, or that Defendants and TMG used the bard money loan as a vehicle to attempt to 

obtain contingen~y fe(lS for themselves - which, as explained below, were voidable and to which 

they had no legal right in the first instance-that would further be_prioritized and paid before any 

amount would be applied to reduce the amount owed by Mr. Depp . 

37. By providing themselves with these benefits at their client's expense without-the 

legaUy requin;d disclosures_ and requir~ client informed consent, Defendants breached their duty 
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1 of care, qreached th~ir duty of reasonable communication, engaged in egregious self-dealing, and 

2 breached their duty ofloyalty. 

3 38. 1n the end, Mr. Depp was presented with only the signat_ure pages of the loan 

4 documents and, trusting that bis advisors had his best interests in mi~d, signed the loan 

S -documents, not appreciating the devastating impact this hard money loan, the product of brazen 

6 self-dealing and conflict of interest, would have.on hls financial condition._ 
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39. Over the"approximately three-year period since the Tryon loan was initiated, Mr. 

Depp should, have received a total of approximately $32 million in residuals from the Films. 

Instead, Mr. Depp received nothing: $9 million of his film residuals were directed to the payment 

of Mr. Oepp's tax li~bilities on bis contingent earnings, with '21abce being paid to 

Defendants, TMG; Mr. Depp's agent, a third party, ~~with whom Defendants also 
• • 

ha_d and have an undisclosed professional relatio~ 1 ore er, Tryon asserts that Mr. Depp 

still owes approximately $5 million on ~~o'an, which continues to capitalize 

substantial interest at unreasonable rat , ~~ntinues to charge unreasonable fees in 

servicing the loan. . . 

40. In sum, had D enclants vided full disclosures about the terms and facts 

surrounding _,_
11111 

oan, s required by multiple California statutes and the rules of 

net tier Mr. Depp nor any reasonable person would have agreed to 

enter into it e ~d pmdent attorney under the;; circumstances would have 

20 · recommended the T on loan to their client, nor effectuated it in the manner Defendants did. It 

21 did not make economic sense and seemingly was for the benefit primarily of Defendants and 

22 TMG, who took millions in fees from it. Even if a loan was required, Defendants and TMG could 

23 and should have obtained a loan on normal commercial tenns as Mr. Depp's new business 

24 managers obtained shortly after Mr. Depp disengaged from TMG. 

25 

,... 26 
<'() 

41. The transaction has cost Mr. Depp millions ·of dollars in unreasonable interest, 

fees, and voidable contingent fees that were self-servingly inserted as a provision in the hard 

money Tryon Joan without the statutorily prescribed contract, written disclosures or informed 

consent that Defendants were required to make and obtain under the circumstances. 

~- 27 
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42. Had Defendants acted in accord with their fiduciary duties, roaile the required 

clisc;losures, and :fulfilled their professional responsibilities, neither Mr. Depp, nor any reasonable 

person, would ever have entered into the Tryon loan transaction. That loan was commercially 

unreasonable, rife with self-dealing, and contained onerous, unfair, and voidable terms that have 

cost Mr. Depp many millions of dollars. 

4 3. As another disturbing illustration of Defendants' breaches of their duties to Mr. 

Depp, Defendant Bloom received advance notice from TMG's Joel Mandel (many months·after 

Mr. Depp had terminated Mr. Mandel) that Mandel imminently intended to launch a non..judicial 

foreclosure action on Mr. Depp's home. After the foreclosure action commenced, in January 

2017, Defc:,ndantBloom ~dmitted to Mr. Depp that he had ad-e;wledge of the foreclosure . 

action. Tellingly, Defendant Bloom offered na,;xpl~ 'thhe.ld this important 

information :from his client Mr. Depp. ~~ ~' T · 

44. Furthermore, t~~ugho115c · l orit-efendants' relationship with Mr. Depp, on 

· multiple occasions, and notwithstandi.n ack o · statutorily prescribed written fee agreement, 

Defendants would submit to ™l.'X_~ o eimburse:ment of alleged expenses. A former 

rnG ""''°"" wS, wu 'l!;f ,l,m."' ofM,. Depp',•-_,• TM~'°"'"""' 
Defendants submi ~ · s fo expense .reimbursement, with little to no supporting 

documentati which·T G wou d then pay, without question, frorri Mr. D'epp's funds. The 

om testimony is that, when she confronted TMG's Mandel to request 

back \JP for Defend99ts' significant expense reimb\lrsement invoices, she was ordered to "just pay 

it." Defendants' expenses and requests :for reimbursement were never sent to Ml:-Depp for 

review and approval. 

. 45. On information and belief, Defendants regularly failed to provide any 

_documentation sub_stantiating the claimed expenses; nor were they fver disclosed to Mr. Depp. 

46. Over time, on information and belief, Defendants submitted hundreds of thousmds 
. . 

of dollars ofsµch W1substantiated expenses for reimbursement, whi~h TMG ultimately paid to 

·Defendants'out ofMr. Depp.'s funds-

47. Also, on information an!l belief, unbeknownst to Mr. Depp, TMG and Joel Mandel 
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unilateraily funneled millions of dollars of Mr. Depp's money from Mr. Depp's Sweetzer Trust 

account into "investments" in which the Mandels secretly were involved as members and 

directors - including Lionheart, L.P. ( owned by a mysterious entity called "Benari Capital 

Management, LLC," both operating out ofWijmette,'Illinois), and the equally mysterious Matar 

I, Matar II and· 6909 'Ventures, LLC. On information and belief, Mr. Mandel wrote· the checks in 

his own hand and using his own signature to move.Mr. Depp's money from his Sweetzer Trust 

account to Mr. Mandel's 6909 Ventures, LLC, which Mr. Mandel manages. Despite Defendant 

Bloom's intimate invo)vem~nt in Mr. Depp's financial affairs, as reilected among other ways by . . 
his sourcing of the hard money Joan, none of))efendant Bloom, TMG or Joel Mandel disclosed 

these legally impermissible, self-dealing transactions aoci tiu c tro ownership of the 

•-
todo. . , "-.. ~ 

Ill. DEl'ENJJANTS VIOLATE C_AL~JA-,..~~ l'ROl'ESSIONS COllE §§ 6147-48 lN 
THEIR Pull.roll.TED CoNTJN;;~~E AFGEMENT WITH DErP. 

· 48. California Bu~iness & ~~Code§ 6147(a), designed to protect clients, _ 

provides that contingency fees ~-=: taken by lawyern unless there is a written contingency 

"'..-•u tl,,t ;"""'f?::J./;J;;w, ,;., woo_.,, foo nm"" llio ,i;.,; Md 

attorney have ,l;ieed upo'n; · tatement as to how disbursements and costs incuo:ed in 

connection wi e proJution or settlement of a claim will affect the ·contingency fee and the 

statement as to what extent, if any, the client could be required to pay any 

compensation to the attomey for related matters that arise out of their relationship not covered by 

their contingency fee contract; and ( 4) a statement that the fee is not set by law but is negotiable 

between attorney and client. 

49. . Similarly, California Business & Professions Code§ 6148 provides that, except as 

provided for in§ 6147 and in cases where it is reasonably foreseeable that the total.expense to a 

cl(ent will exceed one thousand dollars, a lawyer's: contract for services must be in writing and 

include: (1) any basis of compensation including, but not limited to, hourly rates, statutory fees or 

flat fees, and other standard rates, fees, and charges applicable to the case; (2) the general nature 
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of the legal services to~ proyided to the client; and (3) the respective responsibilities of the 

attorney and the client as to the perfonnance of the contract. · 

50. For the protection of clients, _any contingency fee agreement that does not comply 

with California Business & :Professions Code § 6147 is voidable at the option of the clieot; any 

other fee arrangement exceeding one thousand dollars that does not .comply with § 6148 is also 

voidable at the oplion of the client. 

. 51. . Notwithstanding these· requirements, Defendants did not enter into any written, 

statutorily prescribed contingency fee agreement with Mr. Depp or any of the Plaintiffs for the 

provision oflegal services. . . 

52. Nevertheless, over the years, Defendants colle,dable ·canting~! f~es, 

totali~g in the tens of millions of dollars, tied i "MI-R/!.~a'ole _earnings.· . 

53. As described in greater c!et · abo~ ~n loan Defendants sourced for. 

Mr. Depp, it appears that Defendants •I. u~e hard money loan vehicle as an 

opportunity to insert voidable co~ting niselves, including different fees fqr different 

Film residuals such as a 22.22% e or one movie, all witpout disclosing these fees, 

or explaining their import, to e n - e legally prescribed written contra~t Their changing of 

the numbers · · ]us ates Defendants' (along with TMG's) unfettered control over 

Mr. Depp' !is and obtain for themselves a pecuniary·benefit at the expense of 

t. 13 fend ants' wrongfyl conduct in this regard underscores the reasons for 

and ioiJ)ortance of written contract setting forth Defendants' fees for their legal SI/IYices and 

disclosing the tenns and conditions of their engagement as Mr. Depp's lawyers-as California 

law requires. 

54. Defendants violated California 'Business & Professions Code § 6147 by taking 

contingency fees without a written contract containing the statutorily-prescribed language. 

Alternatively, they violated § 6148 by faiiing to eQter into a written contract for services that . . 
would plainly exceed one thousand dollars. 

, 55. In total, Defendants improperly obtained approximately $30 million in voidable 

contingency fees based on Mr. Depp's gross income. DefiJndants also took hundreds of 
13 
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thousands of dollars in additional payments for reimbursemerit of alleged "expenses" that were 

,submitted by Defendants to TMG without any back up. Throughout their representation, neither 

Defendants nor TMG suggested that the fees taken from Mr. Depp were voidable in the absence 

of a statutorily prescribed writt_en contract, nor that they impose on themselves or each other a cap 

or other ceiling on fees taken. Instead, Defendants and TMG, working in tandem, deployed a 

''fox guarding the hen house" approach, never disclosing to Mr. Depp either California's 

protective legal requirements for written contingency contracts or the outsized and 

unconscionable fees TMG paid to itself aoil Defendants, from Mr-Depp's funds, in violation of 

California law. 

IV. D£FENDANTS ACTIVELY CONCEAL AND FAIL TO D1s~ ½JlEtR WRONGDOtNG. 

56. Throughout the course of their i,Pres_"l)t~~epp, Def~dants occupied a 

position of trust as Mr. Depp's lawyers, ~eref~v.fthe records related to their 

repr~entation, Defendants failed to ~lose~~llduct, and the misconduct of others of 

which they were aware, to Mr. Depp. . Y 

57. Mr. Depp d_id noix~ could ~othave rea~onably discovered, Defendants' 

wrongful conduct any earl*a1C)>efendants actively and _w11lfully concealed Mr-Depp's 

true legal and finan · sitl'i~m him. It was Jess than a year ago when Mr. Depp first had 

any reason ' efendants engaged in the wrongdoing alleged herein. 

FIRS'l' CAUSE OF ACTION 

(BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY) 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AGAINST BLOOM lIERGOTT, BLOOM, AND DOE 

DEFENDAN'.J'S 1 TJIROlJGH 30) 

58. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

59. At all relevant times hereto, a fiduciary relationship existed between Defendants 

and Mr. Depp_ At all relevant times, Mr. Depp reasonably relied upon Defendants' superior 

knowledge and expertise and trusted that Defendants would conduct themselves in his best 

interest, and not ill; their own self-interest or in the interests of third parties. 
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60. This fiduciary relationship required Defendants to treat Mr. Depp with complete 

. fairness and the highest duty ofloya!ty and candor, including a duty to disclose to Mr. Depp all 

material facts concerning the services Defendants, TMG, and other advisors rendered on his 

behalf, and the fees Defendants charged for their services. T)lis fiduciary relationship further · 

required Defendants to disclose all relevant information truthfully and candidly to Mr. Depp, not 

to misrepresent or conceal any facts in connection with any of the aforementioned services that 

Defendants oi: other advisors provided to Mr. Depp, and to disclose the fees and expenses they 

charged.· 

61. Fui:thennore, Defendants owed Mr. Depp a duty to refrain from conducting 

themselves in any manner that WE!S in conflict with the best~ of Mr. Depp without full 

written disclosure and informed written consent. Deti~o ~- Depp a fiduciary duty to •• refrain from bad faith conduct, concealme or ~o~lo:. · . re o material f~ctl!, seJ.f,.dealing, and 

engaging in undisclosed or unconsent~ col · ~s °'tei:est. .. 

. 62. Defendants breached thei; Illies to Mr. Depp by, amorig other things: 

(1) failing to disclose or obtain informy consenf to conflicts of interest in ~iolation of 

caiifomia Rule of Professional ~31 O; (2) breaching their duties of care, good faith, and 

fidelity, in causin ona· th~ , Mr. Depp to borrow $19 million on non-commercially. 

re!l.'lonable t . s while ~epp's movie royal Iles as collateral, and while placmg 

themselves~ err ayment position with respect to the collateral; (3) breaching their 

duties of care, in fai911g to keep Mr. Depp reasonably apprised of material information regarding 

aspects of Defendants', TMG's, and other advisors'·representation of Mr. Depp, including the 

status of Mr. Depp's :finances and business·affaii:s; (4) breaching their ~uties ofc\ll'e, good faith, 

and fidelity, in failing to properly advise Mr. J?epp regarding transactions in which Defendants 

were involved and which were not in Mr. Depp's best interests; (5) negligently, recklessly, or 

intentionally allowing TMG to continue its misconduct in the management of Mr. Depp;s affairs; 

(6) taking contingent fees tied to Mr. Oepp's variable income without any written agreement in 

violation of California Business & Professions Code §§ 6147-48; and (7) charging 

unconscionable fees. 
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l 63. As a direct and proximate result of the aforesaid breaches of fiduciary duty, 

2 Plaintiffs have been damaged in-an am.mmt to be determined according to proof at trial. Plaintiffs 

3 are also entitled to disgorgement of all sums paid to Defendants while these breaches of duty . 

4 occUJI'ed. 
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64. In doing the things herein alleged, Defendants acted willfully, recklessly, with 

malice, oppression, and the intent to cause injury to Mr. Depp. As such, pursuant to California 

Code of Civil Procedure § 3294( c}, Mr. Depp is entitled to recover an award of exemplary and/or 

punitive damages. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION . 

. · (LEGAL MALl'RAcnC \ 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AGAINST eiooit~V,BLooM, ~D DOE 

DEFEND TS ~"fto~""frio) · 
65. Plaintiffs incolporate tofth olj!:g~fiegations as if fully ~et forth herein. 

66. Defendants agreed to, fa· , act as Mr. Depp's attorneys continuously 

from in or around 1999 to 2017. 

• efendants owed Mr, Depp professional fiduciary duties. 67. 

ailigence as other attorneys commonly possess and exercise 

on behalf s under similar circumstances in similar communities. . . 

68. , among other duties, California law, and professional codes of 

(1) discharge.their responsibilities competently and with 

integrity, oltjec\iv"ity, loyalty, fidelity, dµe professional care, and a genuine interest in serving 
. . 

their client; (2) remain free of conflicts of interest; (3) offer written disclosure concerning, and 

~--27 

obtain informed written consent to, any potential or actual conflict of interest; ( 4) provide full, 

frank, candid, and unbiased advice to their clients; (S) provide all information to their clients that 

is material to the representation; (6) enter into a written contract with Mr. Depp that conformed 

with the requirements of California law; and (7) perfonn their professional services with 

reasonable skill, competence, and diligence, putting the best interests of Mr. Depp before their 

own self-interests . 

,... 
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69. Defendants failed to adhere to the required standards of professional care, 

competence, prudence, and skillcom.monlypossessed and eKercised by attorneys under similar 

circumstances in similar communities. 

70. Defendants negligently, carelessly, and recklessly rendered their sei:vices to Mr. 
. . 

Depp by, among other things: (1) failing to adequately disclose, or obtain infonned written 

consent to, ()Ol)f!icts of interests, in violation of California Rule of Professional Conduct 3-31 O; 

(2) prejudiced by such conflicts of interest, and affected by their own relationship with Grosvenor 

Park and Mr. Starr, causing Mr. Oepp to borrow $19 million on unreasonable terms; (3) failing to 

keep Mr. Depp reasonably informed of material infonnation regarding aspects of Defendants', 

TMG's, and other advisors' representation of Mr. Depp, inclu~'\status of Mr. D~pp's ·, 

finances and business affairs; ( 4) failing to reasonably~ regarding transactions in 

which Defendants were involved, which w~ :j~~Jtronable, and whi.ch w~e not in 

Mr. Depp's best interests; (S) wrongly /iJ.d i~~\owing TMG to continue its . 

misconduct in the management ofMr. ~,&~~. and (6) pro.viding Mr. Depp legal services 

· and taking contingent fees tied to~ ~~able earnings without any statutorily prescribed 

wrlttoo .,,_., i, WI~..-~• & Prof~- Cod,§§ 614748. 

71. The.sta to 1ola · ons described herein further constitute professional negligence 

how tha • e e ants violated the standard-of care set forth by California statutes 

' obligations to their clients. 

72. . As a, 'rect and proximate result of the aforesaid professional negligence, Plaintiffs 

have been damaged in an amount to be determined according to proof at trial. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

(UNJUST ENRIC:aMENT) 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AGAINST BLOOM HERGOTT, BLOOM, ANO DOE 

DEFENDANTS 1 TH.ROUGH 30) 

·73. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

74. Defendants collected undeserved, impermissible, and voidable contingent fees for. 

their services without the statutorily prescribed written agreement containing mandatory 
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• • 
disclosllres, as required by California law to protect clients from their _attorneys. Defendants 

collected these undeserved, impermissible ro;id voidable contingent fees from Mr. Depp despite 

the fact that Defendants breach~ their fiduciary_ duties to him, were tainted by signifi~ant 

conflicts ofinterest, and failed to disclose facts material to their represenl!ltion. }k. Depp's 

payment of these voidable contingent fees provided Defendants with an unlawful benefit at Mr. 

Depp's expens"' to which Defendants had no right. 

75. Defendants would not have received the unla»-ful benefit but for their wrongful 

conduct. 

76. Plainti!To suffered compensatory damages as a proximate result of Defendants' 

unlawful conduct. · 

monetary damages due, in an amount to b~e~ a ·. rd' gt□. proof at trial. 

FOUR!f.H c"lbsE ~. TION 

;,,.,.,ATION OF~ ;:,,OF. CODE§ 614,J 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFJ!S ~J OM HERGOTT, BLOOM, A.ND DOE 

_ ~1)1NpiNTS 1 THROUGH 30) 

78. or t~ of the foregoing allegations a.s if fully set faith herein. 

79. U!llness and Professions Code§ 6147 requires all cpntingency fee 

to be documented in a written agreement, which must further contain 

a host of statutorily andated disclosures. In th,,-absence of a writing that co_mplies with the 

requirements of§ 6147, a contingency fee arrangement.with an attorney is voidable at the client's 

election. See Cal. Bus. & Prof Code§ 6147(b). 

8Q. At all relevant times, Defendants were acting as Mr. Depp's attorneys. 

Throughout the course of Defendants' relationship with Mr. Depp, they provided legal advice and 

services.including, among other things, drafting corporate documents and negotiating and 

reviewing various contracts related to both Mr. Depp's personal life and his business affairs. 

81. Defendants were paid contingent fees tied to MX: Depp's variable earning,, totaling 

in the tens of millions of dollars during the course of their relationship. 
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82. Despite collecting tens of millions of dollars of contingent consideration over the 

course of their relationship with Mr. Depp, Defendants had no statutorily prescribed, written 

agreement with Mr. Depp for the provision of legal services. . . 

83. . The purported fee arrangement between Defendants, on the one hand, and 

Mr. Depp, on the other hand, did not confunn with the req..;irements of California Bus_in~s and 

Professions Code§ 6147, and therefore violated the statute. As a result,-pursuant to § 6147, any 

purported fee arrangement is voidable at the option of Plaintiffs. 

84. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' violation of California Business 
,, 

and Professions Code § 6147, Plaintiffs are entitled to retµm of all fees paid to Defel)dants. 

F1FfH CAUSE OF ACT 

(VlOLATION OF CAL. B1JS. ' . F. :WDE § 6148) 
• • 

(BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AG L O R OTT, BLOOM, AND DOE 

. DE UG0:30) 

&5. Plaintiffs incorporate "4(°"ft~ for i& ing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

86. · California Busin~~ ans Code § 6148 requires fee arrangements with 

att~meys that do not fall~i · ~ ~ be documented in a written agreement, which must 

contain a hast of to · an aW disclosures, so long as it is reasonably foreseeable that the 

expenses to . incurre ii ceed one thousand dollars. In th~ absence of a writing that 

ents of§ 6148, a fee arrangement is voidable at the client's election. 

See Cal. Bus. & Pn;if. Code§ 6)48(c). 

·s1. At all relevant times, Defendants, <m the one hand, and Mr. Depp, on the other, 

were in an attorney-client relationship. At all relevant times, it was reasonably foreseeable that 

the total expense to the client, including attorney fees, would exceed one thousand dollars. 

88. Despite collecting tens of millions of.dollars in attorneys' fees over the course of 

their relationship with Mr. Depp, Defendants had no written agreement with Mr. Depp for the 

provision oflegal services. 

• 89._ To the extent the purported fee arrangement between Mr. Depp and Defendants, 

does not come v;:ithin § 6147, o·efendants' purported fee arrangement with Mr. Depp was subject 
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to, and violated, ~e requirements of California Business and Professions Code§ 6148. As a . 

result, pursuant to~ 6148, 8IJY purported fee mangement is voidable at the option of Plaintiffs. 

90. · As· a direct and proximate result of Defendants' violation of California Business 

and Professions Code§ 6148, Piaintiffs are entitled to return of all fees paid to Defendants. 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTlON 

(VIOLATlON OF THE UNFAIR COMPETITION LAW, 

CAL. BUS. & PROF. ~OD.E §§ 17200, ET SEQ.) 

(BY ALL PLAlNTI.l"FS AGAINST BLOOM HERGOTT, BLOOlVI, AND DOE 

. DEFENDANTS 1 TlJROUGH 30) . 

91. ~laintif!s incorporate all of the foregoing alleg i s a if fully set forth herein. . 

92. California's Unfair Competition Law · forth in Califomil! Business 

& l'rofessions Code §§. 17200, et seq., pro¼ides t 

any unlawful and unfair business act lice. 

93. Defendants' wrongful ~ tes unlawful and unfair business acts and· 

practices in three different ways,· endently constitutes a violation of the UCL. 

94. Defendants' act.:; ··· ~es are unlawful and unfair in that they violate, among 

other statutes ,=..ii ness\& Professions Code § 6147, entitled "Contingency fee 

COl)tracts; ntents; effect of noncompliance; recovery of workers' compensation 

tive, ; California Business & Professions Code§ 6148, entitled. "Contracts 

for services in cases, ot coming within§ 6147; bills rendered by attorney; contents; failure to 

comply." 

95. Defendants collected voidable contingent fees tied to Mr. Depp's variable earnings 

totaljng in the tens of millions of dollars. 

96. Despite collecting tens of millions of dollars in contingent consideration over the 

course of their relationship with Mr. Depp, Defendants had no written agreement with Mr. Depp 

for the provisio_n of legal seivices . 

97. The purported fee anangement between Defendants, on the one hand, and Mr. 

Depp, on tbe other hand, doe;; not conform with the requirements of California Business & 
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• 
Professions Code§ 6147. Alternatively; this arrangement does not conform to the requirements 

of§ ·6148. 1bis unlawful business practice therefore violates the UCL. 

98. In addition, Defendants' acts and practices as set forth herein are also unlawful and 

unfair in that they violate several rules of professional conduct, including but not limited to (i) 

Califo:mia Rule of Professional Conduct 3-300, which requires that '![a) member shall not erter 

intQ a business transaction with a client ... unless. ; . the transactii;tn ... _ and its tenns are ... 

fully disclosed and transmitted m writing to the client,'' (ii) California Rule of Professional 

Conduct 3-310, which prohibits representations imbued with conflicts of interest, and (iii) 

California Rule of Professional Conduct 3-SOO, which requires that "[a] member shall keep a 

client reasonably informed about significant developments rel tin to e employment or 

representation." . 
e 

99. The California Rules of Pro:li · n . ody the public policy_ of 

California. The violation of public p omey-client relationship render any 

to disgorgement of fees paid. A cause of 

action ~der the UCL may bepr,i· . ·on of the California Rules of Professional· 

ConducL People ex rel. Her .-a~. t , 212 Cal. App. 4th 614 (2012)_. · 

l 00. erei~ Defendants violated the law and the public policy of 

California b g, and profiting-from, unaut)10rized !llld undisclosed conflicts of 

g and failing to disclose material facts to-their client related to their 

and.TMG's represel\ ation of Mr. Depp. This constitutes a separate violation· of the UCL. 

1.01. Finally, Defendants' acts and practices as set forth herein include, but are not 

liroited to, breaches of :fiduciary obligations and legal malpractice. These also constitute unlawful 

and unfair business acts and practices under California Business & Professions Code §§ 17200 et · 

seq., because such acts are unscrupulous, unethical, unfair, and injurious to Plaintiffs. This 

constitutes a third, separate violation of the UCL. 

l 02. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' unlawful aod unfair business acts 

and practices, Defendants have been unjustly enriched, and Plaintiffs have·suffered monetary 

harm. Plaintiffs thus seek disgorgemerit and restitution of all fees paid to Defendants in an 
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SEVENTH_CAUSE OF ACTION 

,, (DECLAf½. TORY JUDGMENT) 

(BY ALL l'LAINTIFFS AGAINST BLOOM lIE.RGOTT, BLOOM, AND J>OE 

l>EFENOANTS 1 THROUGH JO) 

103. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth.herein .. 

I 04. An actual controversy relating to the legal rights and duties of tlie parties exists; 

8 namely: (a) whether, through Defendants' self-dealing; conflicts of interest; failure to disclose 

9 

10 

11 

material fi)-cts breach of their duties of skill, prudence, and diligence; ~nd failure to comply with 

California law which requires fee arrangements of the type he~eijn writing, Defendants 

violated California law, the C~ifomia Rules of Professi 1 ~ and California's public • • 

12 policy, rendering any purported contingent . ee arr"-..em~ t be· een Defendants and Mr. Depp 

13 . invalid, void_ and unenforceable, and . ing . .. f ~ 
0

tlisgorgement of all fees he has paid to 
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Defendants; and (b) whether, under Car o Bu · s & Professions Code§§ 6147-48, based 

on their_ failure to obtain a writte o -~..,Fr pervasive and egregious ethical violations, 

Defendants are required to d. e'Oj1he fees they collected from l'v.lr. Depp. 

105. __.-.. r. epp seeks a declaration that any purported contingeJJt fee 

an-angemen - efendants is invalid, void, and unenforceable, that he is entitled 

tion of all fees paid to Defendants, based on Defendants' violations of 

ofessions Code§§ 6147"48, the Unfair Competition law, other violations 

of California law, and violations of the California Rules of Professional Conduct. ln addition, 

Mr. Depp seeks a judgment of the Court awarding him monetary relief against Defendants in the 

amount of all contingent fees he paid to Defendanis, plus interest a'.-the legal rate. 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

' ,. . 
·wllERE:fORE, Plaintiffs pray for judgment in their favor and against the Defendants, . I . . 

and each of them, jointly and severally, as follows: 
I 

A. For compensatory damages in an amount subject to proof at trial; 
. ' 

B. For a judgment ·declltling that any purpoz:ted fe_e arrangement between Plam:tiffs 

. C. 

D, 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

and Defendants i~ invalid, void and unenforceable; 
I 

For a judgment returning to Plaintiffs all funds collected by Defendants pursuant 

to any purported Jee arrangement with Plaintiffs, in an amount subject to proof at 
. : . 

trial; I 

'For restitutior id disgorgement of all gainsfJts by Defend~ts as a result 

cif their wrongful and.unlawful condu~t m aunt subject to proof at trial; 
• I • 

Fcir setoff of ani ~aunts~- eged~e'dl _ ef~ndants against amounts 

Defendants owelPlam~· ti.. ~ 
For punitive ;mJ exemJll a in an amount subject to pro~f at trial; 

F .. ~:.\.. or mterest and , ~terest; . · 
! . . 

For mi awar ofattt e SY fees and costs; and 

For such o her ah further relief as deemi:d just and prope:r. 
I 

TIED ili;, l7ili .i.y of o,,,7t°' 7. 

By• ~1/' ~ w / 13UC ~ 'SALm:--
Fredrick S. Levin (Bar No. CA 187603) 
Ali Abugheida (Bar No. CA 285284) 
100 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1000 
Santa Monica, California 90401 
Telephone: (310) 424-3984 
Facsimile: (310) 424-3960 
Email: flevin@buckleysandler.com 
Email: aabugheida@buckleysandler.com 

STEIN MITCHELL CIPOLLONE BEATO & 
MISSNERLLP 
Pat A. Cipollone, P :c. (Pro Hae Vice Forthcoming) 
Robert B. Gilmore (Pro Hae Vice Forthcoming) 
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• ·• 
1100 Connecticut Ave., N.W., Suite 1100 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

· : Telephone: (202) 731-7777 . 
Facsimile: (202) 296-8312· 
Email: pcipollone@steinmitchell.com 
Email: rgi!more@steinmitchell.com 

and 

THE ENDEAVOR LAW FIRM, P .C.. 
Adam R. Waldman 
1175 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 350 
Washington, DC 20_006 

Counsel for Plai11tiffe John C. Depp, II. Scarama11ga 
Bros., Inc., L.R.D. Productions, Inc., and Infinitum 

Nihil ._ ~ . 

-~ 
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DEMAND FOR JUR.YTRIAL 

Plaintiffs hereby demand trial by jury for this matte,. 

Dated: 

By: _., 
Bu•~cKL~E~Y~S~A~N~D~L~ER~L~LP~>.-.,_ 
Fredrick S, Levin (Bar No, CA 187603) 
Ali Abugheida (J3ar No. CA 285284) 
100 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1000 
Santa Monica, Califomia 90401 
Telephone: (3.JO) 424-3984 
Facsimile: (310) ~960 
Email: flevin@{i<;cfil"~andler.com 
Email: aabugjieftl{@buckleysandler,com 

.+.~:;iiiW. 
SWEIN~'i,_~ CIPOLLONE J3EATO & 

~:~~e, P,C, (Pro Hae Vice Forthcoming) 
• ~~ Bfjiilmore (Pro Hae Vice Forthcoming) 

nnecticut Ave, N,W,, Suite 1100 
gton, D.C. 20036 

lephone: (202) 737-7777 , 
acsimile: (202) 296-8312 

Email: pcipol!one@steinmitchel),com 
Email: rgilmore@.steinmitchelLcom 

and 

THE ENDEAVOR LAW FIRM, P.C, 
Adam R. Waldman 
1775 Pennsylvania Avenue.NW, Suite 350 
Washington, DC 20006 

Co1,1nsel for Plaintiffs John C. Depp, II, Scaramanga 
Bros., Inc., L.R.D. Productions, Inc., and Infinitum 
Nihil 
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12 

BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
BENJAMIN G. CHEW (Admitted Pro Hae 
Vice) 
bchew@brownrudnick.com 
.601 13th Street, N.W. Suite 600 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202) 536-1700 
Facsimile: (202) 536-1701 

BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
RONALD RUS, #67369 
rrus@brownrudnick.com 
RANDALL A. SMITH,#116244 
rsmith@brownrudnick.com 
CAMILLE M. VASQUEZ, #273377 
cvasquez@brownrudnick.com 
SAMUEL A.MONIZ, #313274 
smoniz@brownrudnick.com 
2211 Michelson Drive, Seventh Floor 
Irvine, CA 926 I 2 
Telephone: (949) 752-7100 
Facsimile: (949) 252-1514 

STEIN MITCHELL BEATO 
& MISSNER LLP 
ROBERT B. GILMORE (Admitted Pro Hae Vice) 
rgilmore@steininitchell.com 
BRITTANY W. BILES (Admitted Pro Hae Vice) 
bbiles@steinmitchell.com 
KEVIN L. ATTRIDGE (Admitted Pro Hae Vice) 
kattridge@steinmitchell.com 
901 15th Street, N.W., Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202) 737-7777 
Facsimile: (202) 296-8312 

THE ENDEAVOR LAW FIRM, P.C. 
ADAM R. WALDMAN (Admitted Pro Hae Vice) 
awaldman@theendeavorgroup.com 
Telephone: (202) 550-4507 

13 Attorneys for Plaintiffs John C. Depp, fl, 
Scaramanga Bros., Inc., L.R.D. Productions, Inc., 

14 and Infinitum Nihil 

15 

16 

17 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

18 JOHN C. DEPP, II, SCARAMANGA BROS., 
INC., a California corporation, L.R.D. 

19 PRODUCTIONS, INC., a California 
corporation, INFINITUM NIHIL, a California 

20 corporation, 

21 

22 v. 

Plaintiffs, 

23 BLOOM HERGOTT DIEMER ROSENTHAL 
LA VIOLETTE FELDMAN SCHENKMAN & 

24 GOODMAN, LLP, JACOB A. BLOOM, and 
Does 1-30, 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Defendants. 

Case No. BC680066 

PLAINTIFF L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, 
INC.'S. SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO 
DEFENDANTS' FIRST SET OF SPECIAL 
INTERROGATORIES 

Complaint Filed: October 17, 2017 

PLAINTIFF L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC. 'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO 

28 

DEFENDANTS' FIRST SET OF SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES .. iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiijliliiiii" 

DEPP00040947 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 INTERROGATORY NO. 47: 

16 State ALL facts RELATING TO ALL injuries, harm, or damages suffered by YOU as 

17 a result of the TRYON LOAN. 

18 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 47: 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
80 

PLAINTIFF LR.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC.'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO 
DEFENDANTS' l'IRST SET OF SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 

DEPP00040948 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

CONFIDENTIAL 

PLAINTIFF L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC. 'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO 
DEFENDANTS' FIRST SET OF SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 

DEPP00040949 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 INTERROGATORY NO. 53: 

17 State ALL facts RELATING TO ALL injuries, harm, or damages suffered by YOU 

18 as a result of any failure to disclose the terms of the TRYON LOAN, as alleged in 

19 Paragraph 36 of the COMPLAINT. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
90 

PLAINTIFF L.RD. PRODUCTIONS, INC. 'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO 
DEFENDANTS' FIRST SET OF SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 

DEPP00040950 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

CONFIDENTIAL 

PLAINTIFF L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC. 'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO 
DEFENDANTS' FIRST SET OF SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 

DEPP00040951 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DATED: January 3, 2019 

CONFIDENTIAL 

BROWN RUDNICK LLP 

By: C ~ vv 
Camille Vasquez 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs ohn C. Depp, II, 
Scaramanga Bros., Inc., L.RD. Productions, Inc., 
and Infinitum Nihil 
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Arbella Azizian, Of Counsel, SBN 294696 
l BAKER, OLSON, LeCROY & DANIELIAN 

2 azizian@boldlaw.com 
~ONFORMED COPY 

OFORIGINALBLllD 
Los Anvr.le.~ Suoerlor Coun 100 West Broadway, Suite 990 

3 Glendale, CA91210 
Telephone: (818) 502-5600 

4 Facsimile: (818) 241-2653 

5 Attorney for Plaintiff, 
6 Gregg "Rocky" Brooks 

JUL 06 2018 
~hem R, t.wm, cxecuuve Olflcer/lllol',i 

By Shaunya Bolden, Depu!y 

7 

8 

9 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

GREGG "ROCKY" BROOKS 

Plaintiff, 

V • 

JOHN C. DEPP, an individual; 
SEGAL, an individual; BRAD 
individual; GOOD FILM PRO 
US, INC., a New York Car 
INFINITUM NIHI!-, A Califfi ia 
Corporation; 0 

Case o:'Z}C 713 1.2 3 

cailJ~lain '{QP'Damages: 
fill) As ul lnd Battery 
. 2)~nt~; ional Infliction of Emotional 

is~s 
~)J-legligence 

;.fi Negligence-Respondeat Superior 
,n,__.,.,_ .. 1 5) Negligent Hiring and Retention of Unfit 

Employee 
6) Negligent Supervision of Employee 
7) Hostile Work Environment 
8) Wrongful Termination in Violation of 
Public Policy . 
9) Retaliation 
10) Negligent Infliction of Emotional 
Distress . 

Plaintiff, Gregg "Rocky" Brooks brings this complaint against Defendants, John C. 

24 Depp, Miriam Segal, Brad Furman, Good Film Productions US, Inc., Infinitum Nihil and 

25 DOES 1-50, inclusive, based upon the following allegations: 

26 

27 

VENUE 

1. This court has jurisdiction over this action and Defendants pursuant to California 

Code of Civil Procedure § 410.1 o. This is a civil action wherein the matter in controversy, 
28 

exclusive of interest and costs, exceeds the jurisdictional minimum of the Court. 

--1--
ComphllI~t for Dam~ges 

ALH_00017846 



~ "'o ~g: 
~ _.g 2 
ol$ C N ~-
;.,. ;.,::, 0\ 

J;l~< u~u 
!J e tr 

§;) 
o°'"' o:8 
!:l-
< 

"' 

1 Defendants, during times relevant to this action, have conducted substantial, systematic 

2 and continuous commercial activities in California. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

. 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

-26 

27 

28 

2. Venue is proper in this judicial district pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure 

§§ 395 (a) and 395.5 as at least some of the acts and omissions complained of in this 

action occurred in the County of Los Angeles in the State of California. Each of the 

Defendants either owns property, maintains an office, transacts business, engages in 

financial operations, has an agent or agents within the County of Los Angeles, and/or is 

otherwise found within the County of Los Angeles, and each of the Defendants is within 

the jurisdiction qf this Court for purposes of service of process. 

. . PARTIES ~ 

3. Gregg "Rocky" Brooks ("PLAINTIFF") is an individiJ'~s now and, at aU times 

mentioned in this complaint, was residing irJ.llhe Co~~s Angeles, State of California. 

4. John C. Depp ("DEPP") is an indfa!dua~ ?d, at ail times mentioned in 

this complaint, was residing in the c&nt~~ A~geies, State of California .. 

. 5. Miriam Segal ("SEGAL") is an nd1vi~llrct is now and, at all times mentioned in 

this complaint_, a producer of thitu .film [abyrinth" (retttle "Ci_ty of Lies") (herein referred to 

as "LABYRINTH" or the "PRODU • · i,ldoing substantial business in the state of · 

California, indu,!~r5,\m'.~ 1110. ·e the LABYRINTH on location in Los Angeles County. 

6. Brad~an ( J.l~ is an individual and is now and, at ail times mentioned in 

this complaint, ~he i ector of the LABYRINTH, doing substantial business in the state 

of California, incluai,, 1lming the LABYRINTH on location in Los Angeles County. 

7. Good Film Productions US, Inc. ('GOOD FILMS") is a New York Corporation which 

is also registered to do business in and is doing business in the State of California, County 

of Los Angeles with offices at 150 S. Rodeo Drive, Third Floor, Beverly Hills, CA 90212. 

8. infinitum Nihil ("INFINITUM") is now and, at ail times mentioned in this complaint, 

was a California Corporation doing business in the State of California with offices at 21700 

Oxnard Street, Suite #400, Woodland Hills, CA 91367. 

9. PLAINTIFF is ignorant of the true names and capacities of Defendants sued herein 

as DOES I through 50, inclusive, and therefore sues these Defendants by such fictitious 

--2--
Complaint for Damages 
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l names. PLAINTIFF will amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities 

2 when ascertained. 

3 10.At all times herein mentioned, each Defendant, including the fictitiously named DOE 

4 Defendants, were the partners, servants, agents, joint venturers, or employees of each of 

5 the remaining Defendants and were acting within the course and scope of their position, 

6 
service,_agency, venture, or employment. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and 

7 
thereon alleges that each Defendant ratified, approved, _and adopted the conduct of the 

8 

9 

10. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

other Defendants. 

11. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon alleges that each of the 

aforementioned Defendants either acted or caused actio~159c~ur which caused damages 

to PLAINTIFF. .'\.J 
. . GENERAIJALLE~S. 

12. In 2017, PLAINTIFF was reta~i e&, ~~ ~anager for the feature film 

LABYRINTH by GOOD FILMS. ..,_ ~ 

13.At all times rel.e:vant her~· L as one of the producers of LABYRINTH and 

the founding manager of GOO · L 'S. · 
14.At all time rele a~, GOOD FILMS was one of the production companies 

responsible,fQ the prod lion of LABYRINTH. 

21 16.At all times relevant herein, DEPP was one of the "stars" of the LABYRINTH and a 

22 director for the production company INFINITUM: 

23 17.At all times relevant herein, INFINITUM was one of the production companies 

24 responsible for the production of LABYRINTH. 

25 

26 
18.On or about April 13, 2017, LABYRINTH was filming in Downtown Los Angeles, 

inside and around the Barclay Hotel ("BARCLAY''). 
27 

28 

--3--
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19. Filming permits were obtained from Film LA & Contract Services ("FILM LA") 

2 allowing filming from 7:00 a.m. to 1 O:OO p.m. The permits provided that filming outside the 

3 BARCLAY was to end at7:00 p.m. and filming inside the BARCLAY was to end at 10:00 

4 p.m. As Location Manager, it was PLAINTIFF's responsibility to make sure the 

5 PRODUCTION was complying with the permit requirements and to liaise with FILM LA if 

6 
any issues arose. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

20.SEGAL approached PLAINTIFF and requested he try and extend the hours of the 

permit in order to accommodate the needs of production and to accommodate DEPP, who 

wanted to direct two friends in an expanded version of thepreviously scheduled for 

theday. ~ 
21. PLAINTIFF and SEGAL then ap toa:~ ~{A site monitory, Jason Gone! 

("GONET"), to discuss the needs of~ an~e parameters of the permit 

extension. After reviewing all of SEGt:'s nj$d for production, the FILM LA permit office 

was contacted and the first pe~~ of the night was granted. 

22. As filming continu~.,b~-1apparent that additional time was needed and 

SEGAL aga~~u!--,,~IFF obtain a permit extension. 

23. PLAINT ~d j0NET again contacted the FILM LA permit office and were 

granted a final ext~n for filming. The new filming permits were set to expire at 11 :OO 

p.m. outside the BARCLAY and at 12:00 a.m. inside the BARCLAY. 

24.At approximately 10:50 p.m., GO NET asked PLAINTIFF to inform the 1st AD, Paul 

Silver, that time was running out and that the current "shot" would have to be the last 

25 exterior "shot' of the night. 

2,6 25. While PLAINTIFF was relaying the information regarding the last shot to the 1st AD, 

27 FURMAN lnte~ected, instructing PLAINTIFF, "why don't you tell that to Johnny Depp!" 

28 FURMAN did this knowing that DEPP would not be happy about the restriction. 

--4--
Complaint for Damages 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

26. DEPP was not the director on LABYRINTH and therefore there was no reason for 

PLAINTIFF to directly notify DEPP of filming restrictions. Furthermore, based on custom 

and practice on movie productions, FURMAN should never have instructed PLAINTIFF to 

speak with or give instruction to DEPP regarding production matters. 

27. PLAINTIFF, feeling he had no choice but to do as he was instructed, agreed to relay 

the message to DEPP. However, knowing DEPP _may bec:ome upset a_nd feeling the need 

to protect himself, PLAINTIFF started approaching the nearby, on-set LAPD officer Jim 

"Big" Rigg to get his assistance in relaying the message to DEPP. 

28. Before PLAINTIFF could reach the \.APD Officer, f ;,ccosted PLAINTIFF and 

began attacking him, angrily screaming in ~ face~~ FUCK ARE YOU? YOU 

HAVENORIGHTTOTELLMEWHATµ~~ ~ 
29. PLAINTIFF remained calm a~rofes~~xplained who he was and that, as 

Location Manager, it was his responeJhake sure the PRODUCTION complied with 

the permit requirements. ~ 
30. The altercation coOe~ VoEPP screaming "I DON'T GIVE A FUCK WHO YOU 

ARE ANDY CAN' ~ WHAT TO DO!" 

hile screaming at PLAINTIFF, DEPP angrily and forcefully 

punched PLAINTIFF twice in the lower left side of his rib cage and causing pain. 

32. Despite having just been punched in the side, PLAINTIFF maintained his 

composure. When PLAINTIFF did not react to DEPP's satisfaction after being punched, 

DEPP yelled "I WILL GIVE YOU ONE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS TO PUNCH ME 

IN THE FACE RIGHT NOW!" PLAINTIFF still did not react and DEPP continued to scream 

and berate him in front of a set full of people until DEPP's own bodyguards physically 

27 removed DEPP from the scene. 

28 

--5--
Complaint for Da,ma:,ges 
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I 
33. Throughout the altercation, PLAINTIFF noticed that DEPP's breath reeked of 

2 alcohol. 

3 34. PLAINTIFF is informed, believes and thereon alleges that DEPP had been drinking 

4 alcohol and using drugs throughout the day on set. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

35. On the Monday following the incident, April 16, 2017, PLAINTIFF returned to the 

production office to work on wrapping out the show. Upon arrival, PLAINTIFF was 

informed that SEGAL wanted him to write and sign a declaration stating that he would not 

sue the PRODUCTION. When PLAINTIFF declined to write such a statement, his services . 

were terminated immediately. ~ \ 
FIRST CAUSE OF A:ei:JO~ 

Assault ahd B~lt ry 
(Against DEFEND NT [tepp a OES 1-50) 

set out in this Cause of Action at !en . · 

37.On or about April 13, 20~@ ti above, DEPP accosted PLAINTIFF, got in 

his face, and proceeded t~~erate PLAINTIFF placing PLAINTIFF in fear of a 

harmful or offens· o ta~ 

alleged acts, DEPP intended to threaten PLAINTIFF and put 

armful contact with his person. 

21 39.As a result of DEPP's acts, PLAINTIFF was, in fact, placed in great apprehension of 

22 harmful contact with his person. 

23 

24 

25 

26 

40. While screaming and threatening PLAINTIFF, DEPP maliciously and forcefully 

punched PLAINTIFF twice in the lower left side of his rib cage. 

41.ln doing the acts alleged herein, DEPP acted with the intent of making harmful 

27 contact with PLAINTIFF's person. 

28 42. At no time did PLAiNTIFF consent to any of the acts of DEPP alleged herein. 

--6--
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1 
43.As a proximate result of DEPP's acts, PLAINTIFF suffered physical pain and 

2 emotional and psychological injury, all of which have caused and continue to cause 

3 PLAINTIFF psychological and emotional distress. As a result of these injuries, PLAINTIFF 

4 has suffered general damages. 

5 

6 

7 

44. DEPP's aforementioned conduct was willful and malicious and was intended to 

oppress and cause injury to PLAINTIFF. PLAINTIFF is therefore entitled to an award of 

punitive damages. 
8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
Intentional Infliction of Emotional , istres!I 

(Against DEFENDANT Depp and • 0 S -50) 

45. PLAINTIFF mo,-p_, Paragrapt. ~ ~roS;,.., . fue M~ ~ """"' fully 

set out in this Cause of Action at length. At.. :... ..,... 
46. DEPP verbally and physically~ F in front of the cast and crew of 

the PRODUCTION, berating and derrani~[ll;INTIFF for doing what FURMAN 

requested he do. ~~• . 

47. DEPP's conduct wp;,t;~~and malicious and done for the purpose of causing 

PLAINTIFF to ffe tiu Ya~ental anguish, and emotional and physical distress 

It of DEPP's yE;!lling, demeaning, and punching PLAINTIFF, 

20 in, severe humiliation, mental anguish, and emotional and physical 

21 distress, and has been injured in mind and body. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
Negligence 

(Against DEFENDANT Depp and DOES 1-50) 

4$. PLAINTIFF incorporates Paragraphs 1 through 48 herein the same as though fully 

set out in this Cause of Action at length. 

50.On or about April 13, 2017, DEPP negligently, carelessly and recklessly harmed 

PLAINTIFF in such a manner that he placed PLAINTIFF in apprehension of harmful 
28 

contact and caused his fist to make harmful violent contact with PLAINTIFF'S body. 
--7--
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1 
51.As a direct and proximate result of the negligent, careless, reckless and unlawful 

2 conduct of DEPP, PLAINTIFF suffered pain, severe humiliation, mental anguish, and 

3 emotional and physical distress, and has been injured in mind and body 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Negligent - Respondeat Superior 

(Against All Defendants) 

52. PLAINTIFF incorporates Paragraphs 1 through 51 herein the same as though fully 

set out in this Cause of Action at length. 

53.At all times herein mentioned, DEPP was an agent n mployee of GOOD FILMS, 

to, was acting in the course and within the s!o,~s au~ority as agent and employee, 

and in the transaction of the businesB~~ tor agency. GOOD FILMS, 

INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN a e~~iable to plaintiff .for the acts of DEPP as 

heretofore alleged. ~ . . 

Fl , T , AUSE OF ACTION 
Negli mg'and Retention of Unfit Employee· 
~ ~ Against All Defendants) 

54. PLAI~ ~nco,rates Paragraphs 1 through 53 herein the same as though fully 

set out in this C~~ction at length. 

55. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon alleges that in doing the acts as 

here alleged, GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN knew or, in the exercise 

of reasonable diligence, should have known that DEPP was incompetent and unfit and that 

an undue risk to persons such as PLAINTIFF would exist because of the employment. 

56. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon alleges that DEPP was under the 

influence of drugs and/ or alcohol while working on set. 

57. PLAINTIFF Is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times mentioned 

herein, GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN knew or, in the exercise of 
. --8-- . 

Complaint for Damages 
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1 
reasonable diligence, should have known that DEPP was under the_ influence of drugs and 

2 /or alcohol. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

58. PLAINTIFF is further informed and believes·ahd thereon alleges that DEPP has a 

volatile temper and becomes easily agitated and hostile towards others. 

59. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon alleges that GOOD FILMS, 

SEGAL, INFINITUM, and FURMAN knew or, in the exercise of reasonable diligence, 

should have known that DEPP has a volatile temper and becomes easily agitated and 

hostile towards others. 

60. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon Qes)that GOOD FILMS, 

INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN knew odi) in t~~asonable diligence, 

should have known that, due to his te~r an~ ~f arugs and or alcohol, DEPP 

posed a potential danger to othere po~~ncluding PLAINTIFF. . 

61. Despite the advance knowled e, G FILMS, INFINITUM, SEGAL, and 

·FURMAN retained D_EPP as a~_,ee m conscious disregard for the rigf:lts and safety 

of others. As a result off J~OU'i; disregard for the rights of PLAINTIFF, PLAINTIFF is 

entitled to an ard of,P. · n tiv amages from GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, SEGAL, and 

19 FURMAN. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Negligent Supervision of Employee 

(Against All Defendants) 

62. PLAINTIFF incorporates Paragraphs 1 through 61 herein the same as though fully 

set out in this Cause of Action at length. 

63. Notwithstanding the knowledge that DEPP was incompetent and unfit and that 

DEPP posed a potential danger to other employees on set due to his intoxication, GOOD 
26 

27 FILMS, INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN failed to adequately supervise DEPP. 

28 

--9--
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

64. The failure of GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN to adequately 

supervise DEPP was the proximate cause of PLAINTIFF's injury. Had GOOD FILMS, 

INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN properly supervised DEPP, he would not have been 

intoxicated on set and he would not have attacked PLAINTIFF. 

65. Despite advance knowledge, GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN 

allowed DEPP to remain on set in conscious disregard for the rights and safety of others. 

As a result of this conscious disregard for the rights of PLAINTIFF, PLAINTIFF is entmed 

to an award of punitive damages from GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN. 

. SEVENTH CAUSE OF Acf_v 
Hostile Work Enviro me 
(Against Ai Defe · a 

set out in this Cause of Action at lerJQ -. ~ -

67. PLAINTIFF is informed and b 1ev s n ereon 11lleges that DEPP's intoxication 

resulted in PLAINTIFF ber:,i.as~ ult by DEPP during filming: 

68. PLAINT I i -~d believes and thereon alleges that FURMAN's conduct 

1mlted to, negligently delegating his duty to direct the 

PRODUCTION to DJPP and negligently instructing PLAINTIFF to act outside the scope of 

his responsibilities and directly inform DEPP that filming needed to cease created and or 

contributed to the creation on a hostile, abusive, and unsafe work environment which 

eventually resulted in PLAINTIFF being assaulted by DEPP during filming. 

69. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon alleges that GOOD FILMS, 

INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN knew or, in the exercise of reasonable diligence, 

should have known that DEPP's behavior was creating a hostile, unsafe work 

28 environment. 

-- 10--
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1 
70. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon alleges that GOOD FILMS, 

2 INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN knew or, in the exercise of reasonable diligence, 

3 should have known that FURMAN's behavior was creating a hostile, unsafe work 

4 environment. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

il 

12 

13 

14 

15 

[6 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

71. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon alleges that despite being aware 

that DEPP's ongoing problems on set were creating a hostile, unsafe work environment, 

GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN did nothing to remedy the situation. 

72. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon alleges that not only did GOOD 

FILMS, INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN not attempt t~ecjy the situation, but 

FURMAN further exasperated the situation lhen ~LAINTIFF. to personally 

approach DEPP and inform him that fil~ng nei$'d~!.' 

73. PLAINTIFF is informed and b~~i ves a. · ~n alleges that despite being aware 

that FURMAN's behavior on set was reat1 . ostile, unsafe work environment, GOOD 

FILMS, INFINITUM, SEGAL, aG7m~ did nothing to remedy the situation. 

74. The conduct of Gof:J_fis!IT-JFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN and DEPP was 

a substanti~r in ¼i41N;iI1FF beihg a. ssaulted and batter.ed on set. 

' I EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
~ngful Termination in Violation of Public Policy 

(AgJ(nst Defendants Good Films, Infinitum, and Segal) 

75. PLAINTIFF incorporates Paragraphs 1 through 74 herein the same as though fully 

22 set out in this Cause of Action at length. 

23 

24 

25 

76. On or about April 16, 2017, after the assault and battery incident mentioned herein, 

GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, and SEGAL, or an agent thereof, demanded PLAINTIFF 

26 
execute a declaration stating that he would not sue the PRODUCTION, its employees or 

27 agents for the assault and battery incident which occurred on April 13, 2~17. 

28 
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1 
77. GOOD FILMS', INFINITUM's, and SEGAL's demand goes against public policy as it 

2 deprives Individuals, such as PLAINTIFF, of an important legal right. PLAINTIFF had a 

3 legal right to seek redress for injuries arising out of a workplace assault and battery 

4 through a civil action. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

78. When PLAINTIFF refused to execute any such declaration, GOOD FILMS, 

INFINITUM, and SEGAL retaliated by terminating PLAINTIFF on the spot. 

79.As a result of GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, and SEGAL conduct, PLAINTIFF suffered 

harm, including lost earnings and other employment benefits, humiliation and 

embarrassment and mental anguish. _ (l___ 
80. In doing the acts set forth herein, GOOD FIL S, l\lFINJM, and SEGAL knew the • 

conduct required of PLAINTIFF was uni ul arr INTIFF's rights. Despite 

this knowledge, GOOD FILMS, IN d S - -AL subjected PLAINTIFF to unjust 

hardship in· conscious disregard for '!!I!,,~ ' rights by demanding he waive his right to 

redress under civil law or lose IS FILMS, INFINITUM, and SEGAL conduct, by 

and through their agents, a a _ sessment of p1,mitive damages. 

INTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Retaliation 

fendants Good Films, Infinitum, and Segal) 

81. PLAINTIFF I tes Paragraphs 1 through 80 herein the same as though fully 

21 set out in this Cause of Action at length. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

82. The discharge of an employee in retaliation for resisting employer's unlawful 

demands made in violation of laws that secure important public policies disregards those 

policies, and gives rise to a common law action in tort. 

83. PLAINTIFF was terminated for refusing to waive his legal rights after being 

27 assaulted and battered on set by another employee/agenfunder Defendants' control. 

28_ 
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1 
GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, and SEGAL violation of PLAINTIFF's legal rights is 

2 inconsistent and hostile to the public's interest. 

3 84.As a result of GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, and SEGAL conduct, PLAINTIFF suffered 

4 harm, including lost earnings and other employment benefits, humiliation and 

5 embarrassment and mental anguish. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

85.GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, and SEGAL committed the acts alleged herein 

oppressively and maliciously, with the wrongful intention of injuring PLAINTIFF, with 

improper motive amounting to malice, and in conscious disregard of PLAINTIFF's rights, in 

that GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, and SEGAL demanded ~it:::JFF waive his legal right or 

lose his job. Thus, PLAINTIFF is entitled to ;cove~~ amages from Defendants. 

TENTH C'AUSE!c:>~TJ~ 
Negligent In · ctio of EfilQ.ti9'iial Distress 
· (A al st A I · !)feij°dants) 

1 t rough 85 herein the same as though fully 

set out in this Cause of Action('~- . · . 

87. PLAINTIFF is inforp15'18n~~ves and thereon alleges GOOD FILMS, 

INFINITUM, SEG~~nd~N knew or, should have known, that their failure to 

exercise du~ire in h;i DEPP, supervising DEPP and maintaining a safe work 

environment wo~ employees, such as PLAINTIFF, in danger. 

88.GOOD FILMS, INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN failure to control DEPP's 

conduct while on set, as herein alleged, proximately caused PLAINTIFF to suffer pain, 

humiliation, severe emotional distress, and mental suffering. 

89. Furthermore, GOOD FILMS', INFINITUM's, and SEGAL's wrongful termination of 

PLAINTIFF caused PLAINTIFF to suffer humiliation severe emotional distress and mental 

27 suffering. 

28 
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1 
90. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon alleges that GOOD FILMS, 

2 INFINITUM, SEGAL, and FURMAN negligent conduct, as alleged here, was the proximate 

3 cause of his severe emotional distress, humiliation, and mental suffering. 

4 PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

5 Wherefore, Gregg "Rocky" Brooks, prays for judgment against John C. Depp, Miriam 

6 Segal, Brad Furman, and Good Film Productions, Inc., Infinitum Nihil and eac;h of them as 

7 

& 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

follows: 

1. For General damages to be proven at trial; 

Dated: 7 / r;_/ 1 -a 
I 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR FAIRFAX COUNTY 

- - - X 

JOHN C. DEPP, II, 

Plaintiff, 

Case No. 

CL-2019-0002911 

v. 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant. 
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Conducted Remotely via Zoom 

Thursday, January 20, 2022 

12:31 p.m. Eastern Time 

Job No.: 425537 

Pages: 1 - 204 

Reported By: AMYL. STRYKER, CCR 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

CONTAJNS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION - PTTPO 

Transcript of Robin Baum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

Videotaped Deposition of ROBIN BAUM, 

conducted remotely. 

Pursuant to subpoena, before AMYL. 

STRYKER, Certified Court Reporter and Notary 

Public of the State of Maryland. 
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Transcript of Robin Baum 
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A P P E A R A N C E S 

ON BEHALF OF PLAINTIFF JOHN C. DEPP: 

LEO J. PRESIADO, ESQ. 

BROWN RUDNICK LLP 

601 Thirteenth Street, NW 

Suite 600 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

(202) 536-1785 

ON BEHALF OF DEFENDANT AMBER LAURA HEARD: 

CLARISSA K. PINTADO, ESQ. 

CHARLSON BREDEHOFT COHEN & BROWN, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive 

Suite 201 

Reston, Virginia 20190 

(703) 318-6800 
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Transcript of Robin Baum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

A P P E A R A N C E S 

ON BEHALF OF THE WITNESS: 

JI-IN LEE HOUCK, ESQ. 

STALWART LAW GROUP 

1100 Glendon Avenue 

Suite 1840 
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(310) 954-2000 
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Transcript of Robin Baum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

part of the record.) 

A I think the writer's -- sorry. I think 

the writer's intention was to write a negative 

article. 

Q Thank you. 

MR. PRESIADO: Can we take a one-second 

break? I got an e-mail that I need to return. 

Just a couple minutes. 

MS. PINTADO: Sure. 

MR. PRESIADO: Thanks. 

MS. PINTADO: Off the record. 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Off the record at 2:20. 

(Recess was held.) 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Back on the record at 

2:23. 

BY MS. PINTADO: 

Q Ms. Baum, did you attempt any damage 

control after the Rolling Stone article was 

published? 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; vague and 

ambiguous, assumes facts not in evidence. 

THE WITNESS: I don't I just -- I don't 

PLANET DEPOS 
888.433.37671 WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 
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Conducted on January 20, 2022 

recall. 

Q Okay. 

MS. PINTADO: We can take this exhibit 

down. 

Q Do you know who Gregg Brooks is? 

A Yes. 

Q Who is Gregg Brooks? 

A I don't -- I know he was associated with 

City of Lies, and I do I don't remember -- I 

don't -- I can't think of exactly what his job 

responsibility was at the moment for some reason. 

Q Did Ms. -- did Mr. Brooks sue Mr. Depp? 

A Yes. 

Q What did he sue him about? 

A He sued him over --

MS. HOUCK: Objection; calls for 

speculation. 

Q What do you recall about the litigation? 

A I'm completely paraphrasing, but I --

he he sued him over some altercation on set. 

Q Do you recall that there was an allegation 

that Mr. Depp punched him in the ribs twice? 

PLANET DEPOS 
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Conducted on January 20, 2022 

A I remember -- I recall that that's what he 

claims. 

Q Did that allegation have any impact on 

Mr. Depp's reputation? 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; calls for 

speculation, lacks foundation, and may -- and to 

the extent it calls for opinion testimony. 

MS. HOUCK: Join. 

THE WITNESS: I believe that someone 

related to the movie publicly denied that that 

happened. 

Q At the time -- at the time that he 

Mr. Depp was sued by Mr. Brooks, did that story 

sorry. Excuse me did that lawsuit impact 

Mr. Depp's career in any way? 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; lacks 

foundation, calls for speculation, vague and 

ambiguous, and object to the extent it calls for 

expert opinion. 

MS. HOUCK: Join. 

T.HE WITNESS: I am pretty sure that that 

lawsuit was after Amber's allegations against him. 

PLANET DEPOS 
888.433.37671 WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 

87 

14:25:08 

14:25:17 

14:25:18 

14:25:24 

14:25:27 

14:25:28 

14:25:33 

14:25:37 

14:25:49 

14:25:51 

14:25:58 

14:26:00 

14:26:05 

14:26:12 

14:26:16 

14:26:18 

14:26:19 

14:26:22 

14:26:24 

14:26:25 

14:26:37 

14:26:41 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION - PTTPO 
Transcript of Robin Baum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

Q Okay. And what does that mean? 

A I don't believe that this -- this -- I 

don't believe -- I'm speaking for myself. I don't 

think that this lawsuit did any further damage 

than what her allegations have done. 

Q Okay. Her allegations prior to this 

lawsuit? 

A Correct. 

Q And had -- those allegations that were 

involved with the divorce proceedings and the 

domestic violence order, had those done damage to 

Mr. Depp's reputation and career? 

A Yes. 

Q And would -- strike that. 

Would another allegation of violence 

impact that in any way? 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; calls for 

speculation, lacks foundation, vague and 

ambiguous. 

MS. HOUCK: Join. 

THE WITNESS: I'm not -- I'm not sure what 

the question is. 
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CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION - PTTPO 
Transcript of Robin Baum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

Q Mr. Brooks was alleging violence by 

Mr. Depp, correct, in his -- in his lawsuit? 

A Yes. 

Q Would that have any impact at all on 

Mr. Depp's reputation? 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; calls for 

speculation, lacks foundation. 

MS. HOUCK: Join. 

MR. PRESIADO: Asked and answered. 

THE WITNESS: I -- I'm speaking for 

myself. I don't believe it did any further 

damage. And I believe that at the time prior to 

the lawsuit, somebody involved with the film 

denied that the incident happened --

Q That's not what I'm asking. 

A -- in the press. 

Sorry. 

Q That's okay. 

MS. PINTADO: Exhibit 11. 

AV TECHNICIAN: Please stand by. 

(Exhibit 6, Variety article, was marked 

for identification and is attached to the 

PLANET DEPOS 
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Conducted on January 20, 2022 

transcript.) 

AV TECHNICIAN: Exhibit 6. 

BY MS. PINTADO: 

Q Ms. Baum, do you recall seeing this 

article? 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection; vague and 

ambiguous, lacks authentication. 

Does it say anywhere on there where it's 

from? 

MS. PINTADO: I'm asking her if she's ever 

seen it. 

MR. PRESIADO: Okay. Vague and ambiguous. 

THE WITNESS: I -- I'm sure I saw it at 

the time. I just can't give you a hundred percent 

that I saw this particular article. 

Q But you saw other articles about the --

let me rephrase that. 

You at least saw some article about 

Mr. Depp's location manager, punching him? 

A Yes. 

Q Punching the location manager. 

And was there a large amount of 
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Transcript of Robin Baum 

Conducted on January 20, 2022 

MR. PRESIADO: Well, allegedly. So I 

would say misstates testimony, assumes facts not 

in evidence. 

BY MS. PINTADO: 

Q Was this story picked up by the press? 

A Yes. 

Q Was there a lot of press around this 

story? 

A I believe so. 

MS. PINTADO: Let's look at Exhibit 12. 

(Exhibit 7, GQ article, Bates Nos. Fl156 

through F1171, was marked for identification and 

is attached to the transcript.) 

AV TECHNICIAN: Exhibit 7. 

Q And this exhibit is 16 pages. You can 

look through it for a moment. 

A I can't get it -- oh, there we go. 

Q And I'll direct your attention to the 

bottom of the page here. It says GQ.CO.UK? 

A Yeah. 

Do you want me to read the entire thing? 

Q No. Do you recall seeing this article? 
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Confidential 

Transcript of Dr. Connell Cowan 

Depp, II -v- Heard 

A P P E A R A N C E S C O N T I N U E D 

APPEARING VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE ON BEHALF OF 

DEFENDANT AMBER LAURA HEARD: 
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A Well, when she came in, we discussed it, 

yeah. 

Q But she didn't tell you that he had 

physically abused her; is that right? 

MR. NADELHAFT: Objection, asked and 

answered. 

A My recollection is that she told me that 

he pushed her down and she got right back up, and 

I think that's when I, you know, she said, "I give 

as good as I get." And, you know, we discussed, 

you know, the danger of escalation versus 

de-escalation, and the importance of her being 

able to do that. 

Q So she gave you the impression that she 

pushed him as well that night; is that right? 

MR. NADELHAFT: Objection. 

A She didn't say she pushed him, she just 

said, I got right back up. She told me that he 

pushed her down, and she got right back up. 

Q But she also said she "gives" as good as 

she "gets," doesn't that indicate that she pushed 
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MR. NADELHAFT: Objection, asked and 

answered. 

A You could interpret it that way. I kind 

of interpreted it more, you know, metaphorically, 

that, when somebody comes at her, she goes back at 

them, you know, in a similar way, whether it's 

verbally or she protects herself. So maybe she 

pushed him back. I don't know. 

Q Okay. And you'll agree with me -- you 

only heard her side of the story with respect to 

this incident, correct? 

A Yeah. 

examP. 

MR. NADELHAFT: Objection, form and 

foundation 

MR. NADELHAFT: -- misstates the record. 

BY MR. PRESIADO: 

seillf,-cle-f,en !mJ{s ~ cfun!D\s !lmm/ 
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. . 

MR. NADELHAFT: Objection to form, 

speculation. 

BY MR. PRESIADO: 

Q I'm sorry, I missed that answer. 

MR. PRESIADO: Madame reporter, did you 

get that? 

THE COURT REPORTER: Yeah, I'm actually 

having trouble. Mr. Nadelhaft, you're very quiet 

to me. Can you just be a little louder, because 

we're talking over each other. 

MR. NADELHAFT: Sure. 

THE COURT REPORTER: Thanks. 

MR. PRESIADO: Did you get the objection? 

THE COURT REPORTER: I got the objection, 

but I didn't get the answer. Thank you. 

MR. PRESIADO: Okay. Why don't we, Debi, 

if you could read back the question. 

And, Dr. Cowan, she didn't get your 

answer, so if you could just repeat it after you 

listen. 
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2 100 West Broadway Boulevard 

Suite 990 
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TAMAR G . .ARMINAK (SBN 238677) 
5 Attorneys for Plaintiffs, 
6 EUGENE ARREOLA and MIGUEL SANCHEZ 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

EUGENE ARREOLA, an individual; MIGUEL Case N.o.:IY , 
SANCHEZ, an individual ~ 

( CO~AINT·FOR DAMAGES: 
Plaintiffs, 

1 

. ~ o/ 
vs. f:::..-._ ~AlbURE TO PAY OVERTIME 

. ".::: · ~AGES IN VIOLATION OF LABOR 
JOHN C. DEPP, II, an individual; ~CODE §510 AND IWC WAGE ORDER 
SCARAMANGA BROS., INC., a Califo ✓ NO. 4 
Corporation; EDWARD WHITE & CO., , 
a California Limited Liability Partne1shi~;,__~ 2. FAILURE TO PROVIDE MEAL AND 
LEONARD DAMIAN, an individtful{\all~..7 REST PERIODS IN VIOLATION OF 
DOES 1-80, ~'-::::I LABOR CODE §§226.7, 512(A), AND 

IWC WAGE ORDER NO. 4 
Defendants. 

3. FAILURE TO PROVIDE ACCURATE 
WAGE STATEMENTS IN VIOLATION 
OF LABOR CODE §226(A) 

4. FAILURETOTIMELYPAYWAGES 
UPON TERMINATION IN 
VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA 
LABOR CODE §§201- 203 

5. WRONGFUL TERMINATION -
CONSTRUCTIVE DISCHARGE IN 
VIOLATION OF PUBLIC POLICY 

6. UNLAWFUL BUSINESS PRACTICES 
IN VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA 
BUSINESS & PROFESSIONS CODE 
§17200 ET SEQ. 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

--1--
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 

AlH.000177N 
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1 Plaintiffi; Eugene Arreola and Miguel Sanchez (hereinafter "Plaintiffs''), hereby assert the 

2 following claims and causes of action against Defendants, JOHN C. DEPP, II; SCARAMANGA 

3 BROS., INC., a California Corporation; EDWARD WHITE & CO., LLP, a California Limited 

4 Liability Partnership; LEONARD DAMIAN, an individual; and DOES 1-70 (hereinafter 

5 "Defendants"). 
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NATURE OF THE ACTION 

I. Plaintiffs are private security professionals who were employed by private security 

company Premier Group International for years and assigned to protect actor Johnny Depp, his 

family, his properties and his entourage. As a result of Defendant Depp's financial crisis and the 

summary dismissal of his management team, the Premier ~~tional was terminated in 

April 2016, and Plaintiffs were hired individually by Depp;Edward"White & Co., LLP and Leonard 

Damian to continue to protect Depp. Upon beJr!g ~chli~7nard Damian and Edward White 

& Co., Plaintiffs were told they would be ctais~~¥ioyees," and would be receiving all 

protections and benefits they were entitled tQ~the law. However, soon after they began their 

employment it became clear that Defe~r intention of complying with the California 

Labor Code. Plaintiffs now bringTois ~Jil:action against Defendants for Failure to Pay Wages in 

Violation of Labor C~~f ure~o Pay Overtime Wages in Violation of Labor Code §510 

and IWC Wage 0£~~6, Failure to Provide Meal and Rest Periods in Violation of Labor Code 

§§226.7, 512(a), and rwc¾e Order No. 4, and Failure to Provide Accurate Wage Statements in 

Violation of Labor Code §226(a), as well as other causes of action herein. 

THE PARTIES 

2. Plaintiff Eugene Arreola is, and at all relevant times has been, an individual, and 

resident of the County of Orange, State of California. He is a retired Detective of the Los Angeles 

Police Department, having worked in law enforcement for nearly 39 years. He first started 

protecting Johnny Depp in May of 2007, when he was employed by Premier Group International, a 

local personal security corporation licensed in California. 

3. Plaintiff Miguel Sanchez is, and at all relevant times has been, an individual, and 

resident of the County of Los Angeles, State of Califoinia. He first started protecting Johnny Depp 

--2--
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
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and Depp's family in November of 2013, when he was employed by Premier Group International, a 

local personal security C-OIJlOration licensed in California 

4. Defendant John C. Depp, is, and at all relevant times has been, an individual, and 

resident of the County of Los Angeles, State of California. As a famous, and sometimes infamous, 

actor he has required bodyguard services for himself and his extended family and properties for 

several decades. He is an officer, employee, and/or agent of Defendant Scaramanga Bros., Inc. 

5. Defendant Scaramanga Bros., Inc. is and at all relevant times has been, a California 

coiporation doing business in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. Defendant Depp is 

listed as the Chief Financial Officer and for Scaramanga Bros., Inc., with Edward White listed as its 

~hiefFinancial Officer. Plaintiffs recei~ed payment ch:ks 8{1~\1099 Forms from 

Scaramanga Bros., Inc., c/o Edward White & c6 LL~~~ 
6. Defendant Edward White & Co,~LP-is, an~lill relevant times has been, a limited 

liability partnership doing business in the ,Co~,o~\ngeles, State of California. Plaintiffs 

received payment checks and IRS 1099 Fo~ ~aramanga Bros., Inc., c/o Edward White & 

Co., LLP." Defendant Edward Whit"&'~~I;P hired, supervised, trained and otherwise managed 

Leonard Damian, lead security f'-: J~laintiffs' supervisor. 

7. Defendwif.Ceoniir<LOa&ian is, and at all relevant times has been, a resident of the 

County of Los ~s, Sta~ ~ornia, with his principal place of business being at the Depp 

compound in Los An~v 
8. Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of the Defendants sued in this 

Complaint as Does 1 through 70, inclusive, and therefore sue these Defendants by such fictitious 

names. Plaintiffs will amend this Complaint to allege the true names and capacities of the DOE 

Defendants when ascertained. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and based thereon allege, that 

each of the DOE Defendants is responsible in some manner for the occurrence, injury and other 

25 damages alleged in this Complaint 

26 9. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and based thereon allege, that each Defendant 

27 was in some manner responsible for the acts and damages alleged herein, and/or are indebted to 

28 Plaintiffs as alleged herein, and that each Defendant participated in the acts alleged herein and that, 

--3. 
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 

AU0..0001?7'1 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

0 11 
~ 

(J-~2 12 ~= ... ,,,_ 
. "' _.., .!I 

,:~ E 13 :s i~ 
~ .,, 
<alu 14 z e ., 
51., ~ 
.. - = 15 <i6 

8 16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

• 
in participating in such acts, each Defendant was the agent and co-conspirator of each other 

Defendant, and was acting in the course and scope of such agency and conspiracy. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

10. This Court has jurisdiction over all causes of action asserted herein because all 

causes of action asserted herein arise out of conduct undertaken by Defendants in Los Angeles 

County, State of California. Defendants' property, as well as the Defendants' businesses are all 

located in Los Angeles County, State of California. Each Defendant has sufficient minimum 

contacts with the State of California, is a citizen of the State of California, or otherwise intentionally 

availed him/her/itself to the State of California so as to render the exercise of jurisdiction over it by 

the Courts of the State of California consistent with the traditio~tions of fair play and 

substantialjustice. 0 ~ ~ 
11. Venue is proper in this Court 9-ecaus?~nj'V,to Plaintiffs occurred, and is 

occurring, in Los Angeles County, State of'Cal~!!. ~e liabilities to which Defendants are 
'~ "y' 

subject arise in Los Angeles County, State~alifordia. 

FACTS RELEVi\N-f~-4~L CAUSES OF ACTION 

12. PlaintiffEugene'ru?~l~S year veteran and Detective of the Los Angeles 

Police Department Aiterltls·r~~~nt, Arreola became a sought after private security 

professional, gua¢d~.nume~t individuals in the entertainment industry. In 2007 he began to 

work for t!J.e private s~ilmn of Premier Group International, where he was assigned to actor 

Johnny Depp. From May 2007 until January 2018, Arreola protected, accompanied and secured 

Depp, his mother, his children, his wife and his girlfriends. 

13. Plaintiff Arreola became so well trusted and loved by the Depp family, that he 

formed a close bond to Depp's mother, Betty Sue Palmer, in the last years of her life. Often Arreola 

would take his own time to visit Betty Sue and brighten her spirits during her long and difficult 

fight with cancer. Members ofDepp's own family and friends told Arreola that his visits were 

what Betty Sue had to look forward to, and his friendship had given her a new zest for life. 

14. Plaintiff Miguel Sanchez is a 20 year veteran of private security services, working 

not only with celebrity clientele, but also on the sets of blockbusters like FACE/OFF, Batman and 

--4·-
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1 Be Cool. Plaintiff Sanchez protected and accompanied Depp's mother and sister during their most 

2 difficult times. 

3 15. Sanchez had such an affinity and respect for Betty Sue Palmer that even to this day 

4 he visits her gravesite on her birthday. Durjpg the last years of his employment, Sanchez was very 

5 close to Depp's children, the younger of which relied on Sanchez for transportation, protection, and 

6 general wellbeing up until April of 2018. 
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16. While still employed with Premier Group International and assigned to protect 

Johnny Depp and his family, Plaintiffs witnessed Depp become increasingly embroiled in personal 

turmoil and detached from the reality around him. In early 2016 Plaintiffs began to notice a stark 

change in Depp and the atmosphere on his Hollywood Hills co(ound. Depp began making 

sudden and drastic changes to his staff and management team, ca~g}a significant financial crunch 
,A_~ 

for everyone surrounding Depp, except for Depp lillnself.~ )7 
17. On or about April 30, 2016, Plafu'titrs~r~tified by their coworker Leonard 

Damian. ~at their ~mploy~r, Premier Grou~::e~ Ya~ been te~ated and would no l~nger 

be proVJding secunty serVJces for JohnnY. De!:Ymman stated to Plamtiffs that Edward White & 

Co. bad decided to save money by "c~~e middleman" and bringing all security services in­

bouse. Plaintiffs were told that~ntl~pp wanted Plaintiffs to say as part of his new in­

house security team~')e~ being offered employment directly with Depp and Edward 

White & Co. Plain~~e fifAher told that Edward White had appointed Damian the head of all 

local security personnel, giWng Damian the power to organize and dictate Plaintiffs' schedules, 

hours of work, meal and rest break coverage, and all other aspects of Plaintiffs' new "employment." 

18. Plaintiffs were told that as far as their employment was concerned, everything would 

stay the same after Premier Group International's termination but for the fact that their new 

employer would be Johnny Depp himself. Plaintiffs were loyal to Depp and his family and 

understanding of the financial hurricane Depp was in. With their former employer's blessing, they 

accepted employment directly with Defendants on or about April 30, 2016. 

19. Plaintiffs were then asked to fill out IRS W-4 Forms and Employment Eligibility 

Verifications which they each did in anticipation of full employment. They proceeded to work as 

--s-
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usual until they realized that their first paycheck was missing overtime and rest pay. Later, when 

Defendant Damian was asked about the discrepancy, he stated that" ... the new company only pays 

daily rates. No one gets paid for over 12 hours." 

20. From May 2016 through January 2018, Plaintiff Eugene Arreola was never paid 

overtime wages. He was also not given off duty meal and rest breaks during his twelve hour shifts. 

21. From May 2016 through April 2018, Plaintiff Miguel Sanchez was never paid 

overtime wages despite the fact that he worked 12 hour shifts. He further was not given off duty 

meal and rest breaks as mandated by law. Both Plaintiffs were further miscla5llified as independent 

contractors when they were clearly hired as employees and should have been classified as hourly 

non-exempt employees. ~ 
22. Furthermore, as a product of Leonard D~"llverseemg all local security aspects 

regarding Depp, his family and his properties, thin~ began•t~ toward chaos. Plaintiffs found 

themselves in situations that reqitlred more;than ~1bi~yguard would be expected to do. 

Plaintiffs were constantly used as drivers, m?v~b~; forth at Depp's or his family's 

beckoning. Plaintiffs were asked rePl,lltedl}~){ vehicles that contained illegal substances, open 

containers an. d minors. Plaintiffl/~ ~\lo monitor unstable individuals in Defendant Depp's 

life and entourage. ~ ~ 

23. For(x~~e, PiJntiffsanchez, whose primary detail was the protection ofDepp's 

children, was more o~-than£ot the primary caretaker for Depp's minor child who lived off of y 
Depp's compound in a separate home alone. Worse yet, Sanchez was told to give into every whim 

ofDepp's children and worried he would lose his job ifhe did not comply with their demands. 

24. Often times Plaintiffs were forced to protect Defendant Depp from himself and his 

vices while in public, becoming caretakers for him. A incident at a local nightclub involved 

Plaintiffs alerting Depp of illegal substances visible on his face and person while preventing 

25 onlookers from noticing Depp's condition. 

26 25. Plaintiffs themselves were exposed to unsafe conditions and situations. As an 

27 example, on one occasion while he was_in the security control room located on Depp's compound 

28 with his direct supervisor Leonard Damian, Sanchez heard a gunshot. He looked to Damian who 

-6-
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had taken his gun out of its holster for some unknown reason. Damian, shocked and confused 

asked Sanchez "Are you hit? Are you hit?" Damian then frantically started looking for where the 

bullet from his gun had gone. Suddenly Sanchez and Damian noticed the hole in Damian's pants 

and the blood gushing from his leg. Unbelievably, while playing with his weapon in a small control 

rooin on Johnny Depp's property, Leonard Damian, head ofDepp's security detail shot himself in 

the leg. Although stunned to find himself in such an unsafe and life threatening situation at work, 

Sanchez had no choice but to rush Damian to the hospital in response to Damian's demands. 

26. As a result of this type of incompetence both Plaintiffs suffered stress related injuries 

created by a hostile and unsafe work environment, conflicting directicms and supervision as well as 

repeated misrepresentations from Defendants regarding their cl~on as independent 

contractors. o ~ 
27. Plaintiffs were also retaliated ag'ai~ lVh~ tlieyasked why they were not being 

given appropriate breaks or being paid ove~e~Iainti~Arreola's hours were reduced when he 

asked why he was not being paid properly ~~lle);;;'eal and rest breaks. When Plaintiff 

Sanchez asked for a day off to take hifau'in~ to a medical appointment, Defendant Damian 

initially refused. When Sanchez~~J~he take at least the afternoon off to assist his mother, 

Damian took him ~d~·fo~several days. 

28. As a result of~toxic and dangerous work environment and the constant labor code 

violations of their emp~)s~aintiffs were forced to leave their employment despite the fact that 

they enjoyed many of the people they worked with and had no ill will toward Johnny Depp. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

Failure to Pay Overtime Wages in Violation of Labor Code §510 and 

IWC Wage Order No. 4 

(Against All Defendants & Does 1-10) 

29. Plaintiffs incorporate each and every allegation contained in the paragraphs above 

with the same force and effect as if said allegations were fully set forth herein. 

-7--
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30. At all times herein mentioned, California Labor Code §510 and IWC Wage Order 

No. 4 were in force and effect.and were binding on Defendants. California Labor Code §510 and 

IWC Wage Order No. 4 provide that an employee is entitled to receive overtime wages at a rate of 

one and one halftimes his or her regular rate of pay for all hours worked in excess of eight (8) hours 

per day or forty (40) hours per week. Additionally, for all hours worked in excess of twelve (12) 

hours per day an employee is entitled to double her regular rate of pay. 

31. During their employment, Plaintiffs consistently worked in excess of eight (8) hours 

per day and/or (40) hours per week and were systematically denied compensation for overtime pay 

by Defendants in an illegal attempt to avoid payment of overtime'compensatlon. After Premier 

Group International was tenninated and Defendants deci~~~~pp's funds by running their 

very own in-house security service, they refused tiPp~J.l:Qvertime compensation despite the fact 

that Plaintiffs would always work 12 hour s~and so~ ~orked back to back double shifts. 

32. By way of example, during ~~y~d of July 16th to the 31st in 2017, Plaintiff 

Arreola worked 12 hour shifts for 12 rs, t~~lini)'ti4 hours. Yet he was not paid a dime of 

overtime compensation for the 64 hours~~e worked during that single pay period. 

33. As set forth,here"f~ndants' policy and practice was to intentionally and 

systematically de~~~s for all overtime hours worked. This was done in an 

illegal attempt to av~~~{ of earned overtime wages in violation of the Cal. Lab. Code and 

IWC requirements. Whe~laintiffs asked why all of a sudden they were being denied overtime 

compensation when for years while employed by Premier Group International they were paid 

overtime wages, Defendant Damian responded that Ed White decided to save money and cut out 

22 overtime. 

23 34. As a result of Defendants' unlawful failure to pay overtime compensation to 

24 Plaintiffs for overtime hours worked, Plaintiffs have been deprived of compensation in an amount 

25 according to proof at the time of trial, and are entitled to recovery of such amounts, plus interest 

26 thereon and attorneys' fees and costs, pursuant to the applicable IWC Wage Order and California 

27 Labor Code § 1194, as well as the assessment of any statutory penalties against Defendants, in a sum 

28 as provided by the Cal. Lab. Code and/or other statutes. 

--8--
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SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

Failure to Provide Meal and Rest Breaks in Violation of Labor Code §§226.7, 512(a), 

and IWC Wage Order No. 4 

(Against All Defendants & Does 11-20) 

35. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate each and every allegation contained in the 

paragraphs above with the same force and effect as if said allegations were fully set forth herein. 

36. At all times herein mentioned California Labor Code sections 226.7, 512(a) and IWC 

Wage Order No. 4 were in force and effect and were binding on Defendants. California Labor Code 

§226.7 provides that no employer shall require an employee to lork,during any meal or rest period 

mandated pursuant to and order of the California lndustrial.Wt~~mrnission. 

37. At all times herein mentioned, IWe'Wa~~o. 4 and California Labor Code 

§512(a) provided that an employer may n~uire, ~V~ennit and employee to work fot a 

period of more than five (5) hours per day~ )~viding the employee with an uninterrupted 

meal period of not less than thirty (30) Jtes, ~~ the total work period per day of the r-...'-. ~ 
employee is not more than six (6) h&:rrsf.J:C. Wage Order No. 4 also provides that "every 

employer shall authorize and p~ ~mployees to take rest period, which in so far as practicable 

shall be in the rnid~)1~riod" and that the ''rest period time shall be based on the total 

hours worked da~~often (10) minutes net rest time per four (4) hours of major fractions 

thereof' unless the total ~ily work time is less than three and one-half (3 .5) hours. . 

38. At all times herein mentioned, Defendants intentionally and improperly denied rest 

periods to Plaintiffs,.and required Plaintiffs to work for a period of time in excess of six (6) hours 

and required Plaintiffs to work for periods longer than five (5) hours withoutan uninterrupted meal 

period of not less than thirty (30) minutes. In addition, Defendants intentionally and improperly 

denied Plaintiffs ten (I 0) minute rest periods for every four ( 4) hours worked. Defendants never 

compensated Plaintiffs for their failure to provide these breaks. 

39. The denial oflunch and rest periods to Plaintiffs was not only despicable and 

unlawful, but created unsafe working conditions and environment for Plaintiffs. Plaintiffs would 

--9·-
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1 work consecutive hours without breaks or food, then be required to take Depp or his family 

2 members to the airport late at night or monitor his compound for intruders. 

3 40. At all times herein mentioned, Defendants willfully required Plaintiffs to work 

4 during meal and rest periods, in violations of California Labor Code §226.7, 512(a) and the 

5 applicable IWC Wage Order. 
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41. Plaintiffs seek to recover from Defendants one (1) additional hour of pay at their 

regular rate of compensation for each work day that a meal, rest, or recovery period that was not 

provided, pursuant to the applicable IWC Wage Order and California Labor Code §226.7(b). 

42. As a result of Defendants' unlawful failure to provide lunch and rest periods, 

Plaintiffs have suffered, and will continue to suffer, damages in~anlounts which are presently 

unknown, but will be ascertained and established a:cordiJJ:~~ trial, as well es attorneys' 

fees and costs, pursuant to the applicable IW<;l~'c>~d· California Labor Code § 1194, as 

well as the assessment of any statutory pe£mes against ~endants, in a sum as provided by the 

Cal .. Lab. Code and/or other statutes. ~ )7' 

~USE OF ACTION 

Failure to A.ro~ .\u~. age Statements in Violation of Labor Code §226(a) 

.... ~ (~gainst All Defendants & Does 21-30) 

43. Plaintiffs r;,ru'e and incorporate each and every allegation contained in the 

paragraphs above with the same force and effect as if said allegations were fully set forth herein. 

44. At all times herein mentioned, California Labor Code §226(a) was in force and effect 

and was binding on Defendants. Under California Labor Code §226(a) an employer must furnish 

each of his or her employees an accurate itemized wage statement in writing showing nine items of 

information, including total hours worked by the employee, applicable hourly rates and total hours 

worked at each rate by the employee, the inclusive dates of the period for which the employee is 

paid, and the name and address of the legal entity that is the employer. 

45. At all times herein mentioned, Defendants intentionally and willfully failed to 

provide Plaintiffs with complete and accurate wage statements. The deficiencies include, among 
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other things, the failure to list the actual total regular hours worked by employees, and the actual 

total overtime hours worked by employees and amounts being withheld. 

46. As a result of Defendants' violation of California Labor Code §226(a), Plaintiffs 

have suffered injury and damage to their statutorily protected rights. In addition, Defendants' 

failure has prevented Plaintiffs from detennining if all hours worked were paid and the extent to 

which they were undexpaid. Plaintiffs have had to file this suit, and will need to conduct discovery, 

reconstruct time records, and perform computations in order to analyze whether in fact they were 

properly paid, and thus suffered expenses and lost time. Plaintiffs would not have had to expend 

these efforts and costs had Defendants provided accurate wage statements listing the total hours 

worked. This has also delayed Plaintiffs' ability to demand and~ underpayment from 

Defendants. o ~ 
47. Plaintiffs are entitled to recoveifand ~s~Y greater of all actual damages 

caused by Defendants' failure to comply wi~~~or Code §226(a), or an aggregate 

penalty not exceeding four thousand dollars~per employee, and an award of costs and 

reasonable attorneys' fees, in accordafi~Galifornia Labor Code §226(e). 

~O~TH CAUSE OF ACTION 

i~Ji~Pay Wages Upon Termination in Violation of 

California Labor Code §§201-203 

(Against All Defendants & Does 31-40) 

48. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate each and every allegation contained in the 

paragraphs above with the same force and effect as if said allegations were fully set forth herein. 

49. At all times herein mentioned, California Labor Code §§201-203 were in force and 

effect and were applicable to Plaintiffs' employment. California Labor Code §§201 and 202 

provide that if an employer discharges an employee, the wages earned and unpaid at the time of 

discharge are due and payable immediately, and that if an employee voluntarily leaves his or her 

employment, his or her wages shall become due and payable not later than seventy-two (72) hours 

thereafter, unless the employee has given seventy-two (72) hours previous notice of his or her 

intention to quit, in which case the employee is entitled to his or her wages at the time of quitting. 

-- II·-
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I 50. At all times herein mentioned, Defendants willfully failed to pay Plaintiffs their 

2 earned and unpaid wages, including but not limited to regular hour wages and overtime wages, 

3 either at the time of discharge or within seventy-two (72) houts ofleaving Defendants' place of 

4 employment 

5 49. Defendants' failure to pay Plaintiffs their wages earned an unpaid at the time of 

6 discharge or within seventy-two (72) hours ofleaving Defendants' place of employment is in 

7 violation of California Labor Code §§201 and 202. 
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50. California Labor Code §203 provides that if an employer willfully fails to pay wages 

owed, in accordance with §§201 and 202, then the wages of the employee shall continue as a 

penalty from the due date, and at the same rate until paid or untilf ction is commenced; but the 

wages shall not continue for more than thirty (30) days. It is'1:lea}~efendants' conduct was 

willful because Plaintiffs were repeatedly told that ~'w~ef~t Edward White & Co. 's idea 

to keep costs down during Johnny Depp'• fib'a~\ri~ Y 
51, Plaintiffs seek to recover from1Je\n~ the statutory penalty wages for each day 

he was not paid, at his regular hourly rafeft_~~;:.uft'o a thirty (30) day maximum pursuant to 
~«-~ . 

California Labor Code §203 andV,ona~}itlorneys' fees and costs in accordance with California 

Labor Code §218.S(a) an~\~rovision oflaw. 

~ _)} FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Wrongful Teyination - Constructive Discharge in Violation of Public Policy 

(Against All Defendants & Does 41-50) 

52. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate each and every allegation contained in the 

paragraphs above with the same force and effect as if said allegations were fully set forth herein. 

53. At all times herein mentioned, the public policy of the State of California, as 

codified, expressed and mandated in California Government Code sections 12940 et seq., is to 

prohibit employers from discriminating, harassing, and retaliating against any individual. 

Furthermore, it is the public policy of this state to ensure that employees are working in safe 

environments, free from illegal activity, substances, and volatile situations. This public policy of 

-12-
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1 the State of California is designed to protect all employees and promote the welfare and well-being 

2 of the community atlarge. 
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54. Plaintiffs were employed by Defendants and were subjected to working conditions 

that violated public policy, in that Plaintiffs bad to endure intolerable working conditions by 

working extremely unreasonable and long hours, working without lunch or rest breaks, working by 

themselves in hazardous and dangerous conditions because Defendants would not pay for additional 

personnel. Plaintiffs would have to work !lfOund and near people involved in illegal activity, would 

be exposed to illegal substances and had to intervene in volatile situations created by those they 

were hired to safeguard. Defendants intentionally created or knowingly permitted these working 

conditions. Defendants often put Plaintiffs' drivers and professio~es at risk with their 

illegal activity. The working conditions were so in~lerab~That•~aso~ble person in Plaintiffs' 

position would have no reasonable alternative except t~~~1ntiffs did resign because of 

these working conditions and other violatio~ ~ ~ 
55. As a result of Defendants' act~Ywere harmed and the working conditions 

were a substantial factor in causing Plain~~tarm. 

56. As a proximate co~~-JtDefendants' wrongful acts as stated above, Plaintiffs 

have suffered and seek:<l~~:y fees, the costs of this suit, and compensation for the 

emotional distress ~)ther g1ral and special damages suffered. 

57. The acti~d omissions ofDefendants were malicious, despicable, fraudulent, 
I' 

oppressive, willful, reckless and exhibited a conscious.disregard for the rights of Plaintiffs. 

Accordingly, Plaintiffs are entitled to punitive damages according to proof. 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Unlawful Business Practices in Violation of 

California Business & Professions Code §17200 et seq. 

(Against All Defendants & Do~ 51-60) 

58. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate each and every allegation contained in the 

paragraphs above with the same force and effect as if said allegations were fully set forth herein. 

-· 13--
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59. California Business & Professions Code § 17200 defines unfair competition as any 

unlawful, unfair, or fraudulent business act or practice. Section 17200 applies to violations of labor 

laws and in the employment context. 

60. At all times relevant hereto, by and through the conduct described herein, 

Defendants have engaged in unf;iir and unlawful practices by failing to pay Plaintiffs, and other 

employees, overtime wages due, waiting time penalties, and have failed to provide rest breaks, 

pursuant to the applicable Cal. Lab. Code, and Industrial Welfare Commission requirements in 

violation of Cal. Bus & Prof Code § 17200 et seq., and have thereby deprived Plaintiffs of 

fundamental rights and privileges and caused them economic injury as herein alleged. 

61. Defendants further failed to pay Plaintiffs upon their:termination all wage due and 

owing, and unlawfully classified Plaintiffs as independent contra~hen Plaintiffs were clearly 

non-exempt employees. 0 ~ 
62. Defendants further engaged in £rair ~unlawful business practices by failing to 

keep accurate infonnation and time records ~~O'fcurately itemize the total hours worked 

by Defendants' employees, in violatiN, ~1Jaw. As herein alleged, Defendants' conduct 

was unlawful in that Defendants' SY.Stem~y violated California law and regulations, including 

but not limited to Labo~e~~2b~204, §226(a), §226.7, §510, §512(a), and §1198. 

63. By antf throu~~ and unlawful business practices described herein, 

Defendants have ;bt~,valJl1e property, money, and services from Plaintiffs, and has deprived 

them of valuable rights an~::;::efits guaranteed by Jaw, all to their detriment and to the benefit of 

Defendants so as to allow Defendants to unfairly compete against competitors who comply with the 

22 Jaw. 

23 64. All the acts described herein as violations, among other things, the Cal. Lab. Code 

24 and IWC Wage Orders, are unlawful and in violation of public policy, and in addition are immoral, 

25 unethical, oppressive, and unscrupulous, and therefore constitute ¥1Uair and unlawful business 

26 practices in violation of Cal. Bus & Prof. Code § 17200 et seq. 

27 

28 
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65. Plaintiffs are entitled to, and do, seek such relief as may be necessary to restore to 

them the money and property which Defendants have acquired, or of which Plaintiffs have been 

deprived, by means of the above described unfair and unlawful business practices. 

66. As a result of the unfair and unlawful business practices described above, J>laintjffs 

have suffered and will continue to suffer irreparable harm unless Defendants are restrained from 

continuing to engage.in these unfair and unlawful business practices. In addition, Defendants 

should be required to disgorge the unpaid moneys to Plaintiffs with interest 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for judgment as follows: (;!>, 
1. A declaratory judgment that Defendants ha~e' owi:~and intentionally violated 

the following provisions oflaw; O ~ ~ 
a. Cal. Labor Code §22~~~oinpy mg IWC Wage Order for failing to 

provide off duty meal and rest bJ~ "")Y 
b. Cal. Labor Cod?:_§:_20l~~r failing to pay all wages due to Plaintiffs at the 

time of employment termination;~ · 

c. Cal.Labo~\510 and accompanying IWC Wage Order for failing to pay 

. ~'\~ 
overtime ~nsatio~;)} 

d. ~hLabt Code §226 and accompanying IWC Wage Order for failing 

provide Plaintiffs ~'t;temized statements of total hours worked with each payment of 

wages; 

e. Business and Profession Code §17200 et. seq., by failing to do all of the 

above and creating a hostile and unsafe work environment; 

2. An equitable accounting to identify all wages and penalties due and owing plus 

24 interest to Plaintiffs; 

25 3. An award of damages in the amount of unpaid overtime, wages, meal and rest break 

26 compensation and penalties as well as attorney fees, costs of suit and interests, subject to proof at 

27 trial. 

28 4. An award of payments due to Plaintiffs as waiting time penalties; 

-· IS--
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1 5. For compensatory damages, including lost wages, and other losses, during the period 

2 commencing on the date that is four years prior to the date of the filing of this Complaint, according 
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to proof; 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

to proof; 

10. 

proof; 

For general damages, according to proof; 

For special damages, according to proof; 

For declaratory relief under Cal. Bus. & Prof. §17200 et seq; 

For any additional statutory damages, including reasonable attorneys' fees, according 

11. 

For an award of interest, including prejudgment interest at the legal rate, according to 

F~p,mltl~""'""""""'"""""il' ~~~wh<,eappl .. bWa 

12. For costs of suit incurred hereir\;~ ~ 1/ 'y 
13. •~--reli<f utl,o~,m,I J>IDP""• 

~.~ ARMINAKUW,APC 

Dated: May 1, 2018 -~ y.:J ,. 
© By: 7t{/ll/ftw,,·~ 
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DEMAND FOR A JURY TRIAL 

Plaintiffs Eugene Arreola and Miguel Sanchez, hereby demand a trial by jury on all issues 

triable by jury. 

Dated: May 1, 2018 

By: 

--;T~i}\-M.G~. ~OOAK~----
Atto eys for laintiffs, 
E GENE,,.ARREOLA and MIGUEL 
SANC~ 

(ljqj 
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169 

can't remember, sir. 
2 MR. ROTTENBORN: Can we pull up Exhibit l, 
3 Catherine, please. 
4 THE TECHNICIAN SPECIALIST: Standby. 
5 MR. ROTTENBORN: Can you go to page 793 
6 and 794. 
7 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
8 Q And in the UK mai were you asked these 
9 questions and did you give this answer, 
10 Mr. Deuters? This is at line 22 of page 793: How 
11 did they come to say that you said it is my fault 
12 I thought you had said somebody asked you about 
13 the texts? 
14 Answer: It was Johnny's counsel at the 
15 time. 
16 Question: A lawyer? 
17 Answer. A lawyer or somebody who worked 
18 with the lawyers. I guess his divorce lawyers or 
19 his divorce team, and they asked me about the 
20 texts because they had come out. And they said, 
21 are these reai and I said yes. And they said, 
22 can you say any more about them? And I said, 

170 

I well, they are taken out of context, you know. 
2 What I meant by that is really just the bigger 
3 picture. I never spoke to TMZ and I never said to 
4 anyone, even to counsel, that they were doctored. 
5 Did I read that right? 
6 A Yes. 
7 Q Did you tell Johnny's legal team that the 
8 texts were real in June of20!6? 

9 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; asked and 
IO answered. 
11 THE WITNESS: I mean, yeah, rm reading 
12 that back, but I can't at this stage, at this 
13 moment right here, right now, I don't recall that 
14 conversation. I recall never having spoke to TMZ, 
15 that is very clear; that's my abiding memory of 
16 the situation. 
17 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
18 Q Do you recall a --

put it that way -- in Australia in March of2015 
2 between Amber and Johnny? 
3 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; speculation, 

4 vague, ambiguous. 
5 THEWITNESS: Yes. Notsurequitewhat 
6 you mean by "troublesome," Ben. I remember 
7 working in Australia at that time, working on a 
8 film. 
9 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
10 Q Sure. And did you - did you - the film 
11 was Pirates 5, right? 

12 A Yeah. 
13 Q Did you travel to Australia in early March 
14 of2015? 

171 

15 A Yeah, I don't remember the exact date, but 
16ifitwas late February or early March, in that 
17bracket. 
18 Q Leading up to that period, had you -
19 well, strike that. 
20 MR. ROTTENBORN: Can you pull up Deuters 
21 2884, please, which we'll mark as the next 
22 exhibit. 

THE TECHNICIAN SPECIALIST: Please 
2 standby. 
3 Exhibit 16. 
4 ~!::'l!!l!l!!l!!!!!!i'!'!ll~ 

5 iaentification. 

172 

6 MR. ROTTENBORN: Can you just blow up the 
7 second text, please, just that row. 
8 BYMR. ROTTENBORN: 

9 Q 

IO~MM~~ 
!!====== 
12 A Sorry. I can't see it. It's a bit small. 
13 MR.ROTTENBORN: Wecanblowitupallthe 
14 way in the left. 
15 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

16 
17 

19 MR. ROTTENBORN: You can take that exhibit 19 Q Okay. And this was a text that you sent 
20 down, please. 20 to her on March 1st, 2015; is that right? 
21 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 21 A Yeah, it's entirely possible, yeah. I 
22 Q Do you recall a troublesome period -- I'll 22 recall - I know what that means in the Geoffrey. 
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173 

1 I actually remember that, yep. 
2 Q Okay. You know, I was going to ask you 
3 just a few questions about this. You said, such a 
4 great afternoon with him today. SG might just 
5 have got through. 
6 Who is SG? 

7 A I don't know who SG is. I don't know who 
8 SG is. 
9 Q Okay. And you say, we sat with Geoffrey 
10 for over five hugely productive hours. 
11 Who is Geoffrey? 

12 A That's referring to Geoffrey Rnsh, the 
13 actor. 
14 Q Okay. Who played with him in Pirates 5? 

15 A Correct 
16 Q Okay. And you said, he was certainly the 
17 man I recognized. 
18 When you say that, you were referring to 
19 Johnny being the man you recognized, right? 

20 A Or Geoffre . I don't know. 

1 
2 
3 
4 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; calls for 
5 speculation. 

6 
7 
8 

9====::.:. 
!OBY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
11 Q Johnny often hung out with Marilyn Manson, 
!2right? 
13 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; vague, calls for 
14 speculation. 
15 THE WITNESS: They did have the occasional 

175 

9 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
IO Q Marilyn Manson was someone that would --
11 when Marilyn and Johnny got together, your 
12 understanding was that Johnny would use drugs with 
13 Marilyn Manson, correct? 
14 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; vague, calls for 
15 speculation. 
16 THE WITNESS: Yeah, I couldn't say that 
17 that was my inference. 
18BYMR. ROTTENBORN: 
19 Q Do you have any personal knowledge of 
20 Johnny doing drugs with Marilyn Manson? 
21 A It's not something I witnessed, no. 
22 Q Did you ever hear from Johnny that he did 

176 

drugs with Marilyn Manson? 
2 MS. VASQUEZ: Calls for hearsay. 
3 THE WITNESS: He didn't really speak like 
4 that. So even if it had occurred, it wouldn't be 
5 relayed, so no, no. I don't recall it, no. 
6 MR. ROTTENBORN: Can we go to -- we're 
7 going to come back to this document, but can we 
8 mark as the next exhibit Depp 11297. 

9 THE TECHNICIAN SPECIALIST: Exlnbit 17. 
10 (Exhibit No. 17 was marked for 
11 identification.) 
12 MR. ROTTENBORN: Thank you. 
13 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
14 Q So the third text down, this is a text 
15 from Johnny to you on March 6, 2015, right? 

16 meet, yes, but not very often. He wasn't someone 16 A Starting with "honestly"? 
17 that! saw much of. 17 Q Yes. 

18BYMR. ROTTENBORN: 18 A Yep, I see it I'm just reading it 
19 9•o!!!!ul'1oei!i!i':1i!'ev!l!l!e!l!iarl!i!!!I\ 19 Okay. 

· us( sa not 20 Q And Johnny was - on March 6, 2015, Johnny 
21 was in Australia to film Pirates 5, right? 

22 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; vague, assumes 22 A Without checking my calendar, I think so, 
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1 yeah. I think that's right. 
2 Q And is your recollection that yon were in 
3 Australia at the time as well? 
4 A Yes, I would have been there at the same 
5 time. 
6 Q And is it fair to say that in a - I guess 
7 some colorful language, Johnny is expressing 
8 discontent with Disney here, right? 
9 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; misstates the 
IO document, calls for speculation, assumes facts, 
11 and lack of foundation. 
12 THE WITNESS: Excuse me. It doesn't say 
13 Disney in particular. It seems more sort of a 
14 general commentary, perhaps. 
15 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
16 Q General commentary on what, to your 
17 understanding? 
18 MS. VASQUEZ: Calls for speculation. 

177 

19 THE WITNESS: Yeah, I can see by my reply 
20 below it, so clearly my presumption. Well, I 
21 mean, you know, his words they're characters. 
22 He's being - assuming -- so, you know, being 

178 

I somewhat down on his -- well, what he ignorantly 
2 started to think of as his legacy is -­

179 

1 March 6, 2015, correct? 
2 A Yes. 
3 Q Do you still stand by those words today 
4 and have those same feelings toward him? 
5 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; compound. 
6 THE WITNESS: Sorry, Ben. What was the 
7 question? 
8 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
9 Q Do you still have those same feelings and 
IO sentiments toward Mr. Depp today? 
11 A Certainly. 
12 MR. ROTTENBORN: Catherine, if you can, 
13 please, go back to Deniers 2884. Thank you. 
!4BYMR. ROTTENBORN: 
15 Q Now, at some point you became aware of an 
16 argument or an altercation that Mr. Depp had with 
17 Ms. Heard while in Australia, correct? 
I 8 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; vague, assumes 
19 facts, and calls for speculation. 
20 THE WITNESS: Yeah, I'm not quite sure. 
21 At one point I became aware of something --
22 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 

I Q I just want to know everything that you 
180 

3 
2 remember about tliat particular incident, if 

anything. THE COURT REPORTER: I'm sorry. You have 3 
4 to keep your voice up. 
5 THE WITNESS: Sorry. I'm just re-reading 
6 the text back. 
7 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
8 Q He is expressing discontent that his 
9 Captain Jack Sparrow character and the work he's 
10 done in the Pirates franchise, right? 
11 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; assumes facts, 
12 misstates the prior testimony, misstates the 
13 document, calls for speculation. 
14 THE WITNESS: I don't know if it's 
15 specific to Captain Jack or general. I don't 
16 know. But it is discontent, sure. 
17 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
18 Q Okay. And then you respond to him with 
19 the text below, right? 
20 A Yes. 
21 Q And those are all your words and your 
22 feelings that you expressed to Mr. Depp on 

4 MS. VASQUEZ: Objection; calls for a 
5 narrative, assumes facts, hearsay, and vague. 
6 THE WITNESS: Yeah, because I wasn't-- I 
7 didn't stay at the house. And, I mean, I have to 
8 go back to the memory banks. 
9 Johnny came to the hotel. He came to the 
IO hotel. He was brought by, I think, his security 
11 guys. Came to the room -- I mean, it was clear 
12 that he cut himself, but he didn't tell us. He 
13 was quite reticent to say much. I think we --
14 then it was probably around then that we realized 
15 tliat a serious injury had occurred, but we didn't 
16knowhow. 
17 BY MR. ROTTENBORN: 
18 Q You're referring to the tip of his finger 
19 being severed? 
20 A Correct, yeah. 
21 Q Okay. And you don't have any personal 
22 knowledge about how that happened, correct? 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

JOHN C. DEPP, II 

v. 

Plaintiff and Counterclaim 
Defendant, 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant and 
Counterclaim Plaintiff. 

Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

Pursuant to Rule 4:8 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia, Plaintiff and 

Counterclaim Defendant John C. Depp, II, by and through his undersigned counsel, hereby 

responds and objects to Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff Amber Laura Heard's Fourth Set 

of Interrogatories (each, an "Interrogatory" and collectively, the "Interrogatory"), dated January 

17, 2022 and served in the above captioned action ("Action") as follows: 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

I. Plaintiff incorporates by reference as if fully set forth herein the General 

Objections contained in the Responses and Objections to Defendant's First Set of Requests for 

Production of Documents and Things to Plaintiff, dated September 3, 2019. 



When Mr. Depp was in a low mood or Ms. Heard was unhappy with Mr. Depp, Ms. 

Heard would accuse him of taking drugs or drinking. Mr. Depp explained this to Ms. Heard 

during the relationship, but she would not stop. Ms. Heard would spread these lies to others 

including her friends and Mr. Depp's family, telling them that Mr. Depp was drunk when he may 

not have been drinking or that she found cocaine belonging to Mr. Depp and refer to him as a 

"monster" for this behavior. Mr. Depp began to believe that he was one, although the term was 

never a reference to any violence. For example, on various occasions, Ms. Heard texted Mr. 

Depp's sister, Christi Dembrowski, to falsely suggest that Mr. Depp was taking more medication 

than he should or going on drug and alcohol binges, such as with Marylin Manson, when in fact 

they were taking Mr. Depp's daughter to school. In one specific instance, on or about May 27, 

2014, Ms. Heard told Mr. Depp's sister, Christi Dembrowski, that Mr. Depp had to see a doctor 

because of his drinking. A few days prior, on a flight from Boston to Los Angeles, Mr. Depp had 

drunk alcohol prior to and on the flight, but his behavior was not at all as Ms. Heard alleged. 

This was another way for Ms. Heard to belittle Mr. Depp. 

r/41rnoJgn@j\jIDepp1was1mm:coAelilrrom1afjU;aa,mi'ftionI<l$\1n)@gBitican11oarts1ofjjTisl 

@a1miauij,§1Nmearbi1[jsfea'i:i1oijsuppo1itifflh1sjso$et§i½dilieari:115'.fl'en1enc9dra#ea1r&l3 

@pDJtoTd£i5¢ilil$lio11or•1a@Fugs1orj111agrant1#Jconsumei:lrdFugs1an1!1lilE'3htllifilt{t\jIDe11t.lm 

1presenc],for instance, before the release of Mr. Depp's film, The Lone Ranger in July 2013, he 

participated in a three-day detox program and had not been drinking prior to the release of that 

film. Ms. Heard nonetheless continued to drink and take amphetamines, MDMA, psychedelic 

mushrooms and other drugs in front of Mr. Depp. In fact, it was not uncommon for Ms. Heard to 

have two bottles of wine in a space of just over an hour.rffeaihonalltl!a$1M4fod,§!in¥io11fud 

@ppiff$ffonsjnoijrof 4tmlj'jlltclt$1rd$\ingJnelii5"d@ijhitr$reifilil½fs\rn\'8½$J;@ara1%uJ<m%mm) 

14 



®lfubooM&eailhJ1sol!JeL§i§p1i'i1ng1a1wmsReM110N1n1tmTiitti\Il&eon1$tforejita1anol 
r$1$ifi1fujmfdFtiTIRlil!f4i1s0\tae$;@n0,A1rg10;@eop,ffttto'.$itoJabilli1jjJrii\m1di;u@Ykl\t:8 
1llleard14\\1J@en@anij@OO\ieop1t01procure1ctm.igsssdcp1a1cocaine)orffiJ!Jijf.je&jh/iiorjt/ffi 
®ffiteQm1ne¾ffi$\,auezS 

On or about May 24, 2014, while on a private airplane from Boston to Los Angeles, Ms. 

Heard harangued Mr. Depp while he was drawing art sketches in his notebook while seated at 

the central table in the cabin. Mr. Depp cannot recall exactly what Ms. Heard was saying, but it 

was in her typical abusive nature to berate him. Mr. Depp did not engage her. At some point 

during this flight, Ms. Heard stood up, at which point Mr. Depp stretched his leg out to tap her 

playfully on the bottom with his foot to non-verbally communicate something along the lines of 

"hey, c'mon let's get past this" in an attempt to make light of the argument and defuse the 

situation. Mr. Depp does not believe he was able to reach Ms. Heard with his foot. Ms. Heard 

witnessed Mr. Depp's attempt and immediately took great offense to Mr. Depp's act and 

continued to verbally berate and gesticulate at him. Stephen Deuters, Mr. Depp's personal 

assistant, and Mr. Judge intervened to calm Ms. Heard down. Mr. Judge took Ms. Heard to a 

separate part of the plane. Mr. Depp took a pillow with him to the bathroom, locked the door, 

and slept on the floor to avoid confrontation. Once the plane landed, Ms. Heard was still angry 

and looking for an argument with Mr. Depp, continuing to berate him. Mr. Depp continued to not 

engage her. 

On or about August 17, 2014, Mr. Depp was in the Bahamas to try to help reduce his 

dependency on prescription painkillers. Mr. Depp was being treated by Registered Nurse, Ms. 

Debbie Lloyd, but Ms. Heard had accompanied Mr. Depp on this trip and often intervened and 

withheld medicine from him. This caused Mr. Depp substantial issues including spasms and 

15 



time with the band afterwards. Mr. Depp had expected Ms. Heard to be just as excited for him. 

Instead, Ms. Heard was extremely angry and trying to rush Mr. Depp out so that they would not 

be late for a flight she had to catch to make it to her interview for the Aquaman film. Members 

of the band, including Joe Perry, witnessed Ms. Heard's anger. Mr. Depp wanted to ensure that 

Ms. Heard did not miss the interview, so out of an abundance of caution, he called the director to 

see if Ms. Beard's interview could be pushed back. Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard made it onto the 

plane, which was delayed on the runway. Ms. Heard would not stop trying to argue with Mr. 

Depp by berating him and telling him that that he was trying to ruin opportunities for her. Mr. 

Depp was incredibly hurt by Ms. Heard's words and actions on an evening that he was excited 

about, and despite his efforts to help Ms. Heard professionally, even calling three senior people 

at Warner Brothers and offering to rewrite her script. 

Dated: March 22, 2022 

Respectfully submitted, 

' . i . . -_ ' . ~· .···.~ 

.. ~,ri ..... 6. ~ 
Beaj;in G. Chew (VSB #29113) 
Andrew C. Crawford (VSB #89093) 
BROWN RUDNICK, LLP 
601 Thirteenth Street NW, Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005 
Phone: (202) 536-1785 
Fax: (617) 289-0717 
bchew@brownrudnick.com 
acrawford@brownrudnick.com 

Leo J. Presiado (pro hac vice) 
Camille M. Vasquez (pro hac vice) 
Samuel A. Moniz (pro hac vice) 
BROWN RUDNICK, LLP 
221 1 Michelson Drive, Seventh Floor 
Irvine, CA 92612 
Phone: (949) 752-7100 
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Fax: (949) 252-1514 
lpresiado@brownrudnick.com 
cvasquez@brownrudnick.com 
smoniz@brownrudnick.com 

Jessica N. Meyers (pro hac vice) 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
7 Times Square 
New York, New York 10036 
Phone: (2 I 2) 209-493 8 
Fax: (212) 209-4801 
jmeyers@brownrudnick.com 

Counsel for Plaintiff and 
Counterclaim Defendant John C. Depp, II 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this 22nd day of March 2022, I caused copies of the foregoing to 
be served via email (per written agreement between the Parties) on the following: 

J. Benjamin Rottenbom 
Joshua R. Treece 
Karen Stemland 
WOODS ROGERS PLC 
IO S. Jefferson Street, Suite 1400 
P.O. Box 14125 
Roanoke, Virginia 24011 
Telephone: (540) 983-7540 
brottenbom@woodsrogers.com 
jtreece@woodsrogers.com 
kstemland@woodsrogers.com 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 
Adam S. Nadelhaft 
Clarissa K. Pintado 
David E. Murphy 
Charlson Bredehoft Cohen & Brown, P.C. 
11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 20 I 
Reston, Virginia 20 I 90 
Telephone: (703) 318-6800 
ebredehoft@cbcblaw.com 
anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com 
cpintado@cbcblaw.com 
dmurphy@cbcblaw.com 

Counsel for Defendant and 
Counterclaim Plaintiff Amber Laura Heard 



f!I Extractiqn Report u Apple ,Phone Logical 

Participants 

~ 

UlJ 
~ 

him• (owner} 

MM' 

Chris Oembrowski~ (owner) 

Conversation - Instant Messages (45) 

•lM 

You good brother? 

I don't know what Is up. But I just Wanna check on you. Whenever you are good. I may 
have to head out In a bit. 
sta:tus: Read 
Read:.6123l2()163"47".59 PM(UTC-7) 

SourteExtrad.i:Jn: 
Logical (1) 

MM 

Hope you slept well 
status: Read 
Read: 61231'2016 3 47'.59 PM{UTC-7) 

Source Extraction: 
l.0!1ICll(f) 

6123/2016 12 08 04 AM(UTC•7) 

612312()16 9 06 50 AM(UTC.7) 

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0554_ 1 DEPP00021058 
1 



5oorte Exlradk:n: 
lDgical (1) 

MM 

I got an amber 2.0 
1-~ - -
.:,U:lt~l<t!ao 

React 6t23l2016 3:47 .fFJ PM{lJTC-.7) 

Sodt:e ExtractiOn: 
logic-I (1) 

MM 

Canada. The worsl 
stmJs:Rcacl 

Read.: 75'2016 2 .. 50;28 AM(UTC.7) 

&:Mee Extr.ctxn: 
LOC}ical (1) 

6'2312016 11 0t-04.AMJUTC•7J 

SOUJCe ExtractiOn: 
logical (1) 

71012010 II 52 21 PM(UTC.7) 

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0554 2 DEPP00021059 
2 



My new Ian meet and greet.girt Looks li~eyou need ll Trus\ me. I'll send a pie. 

1a. With you guys. Qepp show With me. 
statu<:: Read 
React.;71912016 2:5(1;'28 AM{UT C.7) 

7/8121)18 11:~·3QPM(UTC'7) 

Sou'ceEmadiOn: 
Logical (1) 

Mhi 

~~nll''.,..lf {ur'. ~.J:t.:-~ ,11i~~.:"'rl,'Ji1 nts:·. _ 1 ~ro--~~-TttY· ~,1.:nd ~!lte l'lat t? 1dt bt:!rti-,~m f}etty 
a..~~""/. r~r;_o~~ f~t"'~lJ':im F ~- 4,,~U 
Status:Rea<I 
De<lvete<l::7/9120IG,S;33.4-!AM(UTC-7) 
React:7/9f20i6 5•,3.:3;44 A\_'(UTC-.ll 

Sou'ce Extradion: 
Log!cal (1) 

MM 

Source ExtractlOn: 
logical (11 

719/20l6'li'26 07 AM(UTC-7) 

We are awesome; I'm.gonna play Tom Whally. Wallef. Tflree songs and get straight paid. 
You me and the dingus maKes three 
S1a11Js:Re.,j 

Rea::t, 7110/20 _t6· S.46:.15 ·AM(UTC.:7) 

Source &lradiorl: 
logical (t) 

"1M 

Flick. Is Joe ok? Le_t me knOW as soon·as you can? 
Status:-:Read 
Read: 7110l2016 10,47'47Pt,1(_UTC-7} 

7110/20 16 8 40'22 Phl(UTC-7) 

7/91201ll 5 49 o1 PM(UTC-7) 

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0554 3 DEPP00021060 
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hJm 

He's okay!!! H.e's slable .•• ltwas frightening. man," He Was GONEIII Like. really gone, .. So 
fµcklng scarylll F.ucked up.,, 
He'll be okay, I hope!II 
Love you. brothet •.. 
Me, 
status; Sent 
Dcllverect 7110/2016· 10 53:30 P_M(UTC-7) 

SOur«I &traction: 
Logical (1) 

MM 

If you Wanna talk. I'm on my bus. But fuck.-\"-:~:;" 'i (•".}"',_1:p~ 1aJt:'-!·-.,~~i·H t{;~ tD 
,: ··~ ~E:,•. r: J'\,tt• ..... : )'r"? t,,d: jtti,,-t:r,..f'..: r. $· .. 1; :i:.:~ d 1·: • This ls a fucked up year. But 'lets 
change It. Wonder·twins powers activate. · 
status:-Real 

Read:7111/20161112'31 M!{UTC-7) 

Source Eltr.ictm 
Log!cal 11) 

MM 

Hey. You up? I may need lo crash wilh you If I can. 
Status: Read 

Ocllverect.:11/20l'2016·3:37113 AM(UTC8) 

Rea:i:1l/2Cll20163:37'10 AM{UTC,8) 

7/10/2016 10:57'15 PM(UTC-7) 

11/1012016 4 59'21 AM(UTC-8) 

source Emadion: 
Logic.ii (f) 

MM 

I'm coming to lhe Fuck pad tonight. Tlghl panls 
status: Read 

DelM:rcd;. 11f2012CJ16 3.'37 -13 AM(UTC-8) 
Read:-' 11/20l2016 3:37'·13 AM(UTC-:ll) 

Source Extrattion: 
Logical {1) 

MM 

1 t/10/2016 8.05 44 AM(UTC-8) 

Heye. I'm gonna h_obo spank you. Had a 1)1asslve dramatic exodus of the it But I'm ok. 
Can't sleep. Just wanted to hear from my not gay boy. 
sta!us:Read 
DeilV'ete¢ I l/20fJO 16 6: 14"23 PM(UTC8} 

Read; 11120J20166:14'23PM(UTC-8) 

Source Extractm: 
Logical 11) 

11/20/2016743 26 AM(UTC-8) 

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0554_ 4 

7110/2016 10 53:26 PM(UTC-7) 
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MM 

You alive dammit? 
Status!:Read 
Read:11/2l/20l6 0·32:51 PM(.l.frca) 

SOUK8Extradm: 
log1C21(1) 

MM 

11/21/20101.51:IOAfJ(UTCll) 

, ,•:"'J• • ~ - 4,(·•. :,ta~ ,-.c .~;I _,r -o-~r1vra ~«.: -, .... ' !J !, \..'"St"·-.:1 ·1. ~7.1 !Jttt ;, ·".!;;~; ~.-'-·q., •. _ ;_er,r.·• 
i ... ~ ...• ~!.f :,• •-!!' i;.;: ;,.l'f{, .,.i_: ~, --~1~a'i1 :;..ti 11-.t!,"~~ Q ;x~ ... r..t ...... .xirrJ. "bi::' .. O~h1,Jhit::, 
f' ... · ·ay • J; L.ci:ti hic· .. ,1, :ry:;t1ac;;n ::r:k. 
Sla!us;Read 

Re~t l I125120169:2003 PM(UTC-8) 

Source Emaction: 
Logical 11) 

MM 

11/25/2016 8 43'50 P~i(VTC.8) 

hirn 

I send ·starling. RIGHT NOW??? 
stahis;Seol 
Delivered;, l)l2f>'20 _16 !J:20•a3 Pt,1(lITC-a) 

5ource Extraction: 
Lcqical (1) 

.... =.. -----------•-- ✓,. 

Are you back? I'm at bates. But llndsa}'pulled an amber and she filed a police report I 
because that zipper head James,lha and her poor fat mom want to steal my money. 

L - • --• r-ucl\em. 

I'm safe right now. But I may need to hide out If you got a spare room­
staius,Read 
React 1 ll'2&20169:22.'23 PM(UTC-8J 

SOurteExlradM: 
Logical (1) 

MM 

lwlll. 
status; Read 
Read: 1 l/2&2016 9:24 ·15 PM{lITC-8) 

-­l.ol'Jlcal (1) 

11/25/2016 0.24 14 PM(lJTC.6J 

ll/25/2016922:21 PM(VTC,8) 

Lemme know. brotherlll 
Slalus: Sen! 

~llverecl'.: 11J25J2ol69·22· 55 PM(VTC-8) 

Soom,­
Loglcal (1) 

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0554 5 

I 1/25/2016 g 20.43,PM(VTC-8) 

I 1125/20113 922.$$ PM(LITC,SJ 
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Thanks man 
status;Read 

MM 

Read: 11f25120l6 9'.24"19 Ph1(UTC-8] 

SoLam ExtradiOn: 
Logical (1) 

H/2512018 924:19 PM(UTC-8) 

him 

AJwayslJI Stay away from herlll Give her no chance to get at you!!JI 
Status!,5enl 

oeivered:.11J25n016,9:2.t;58 PPA(fJTC-8) 

source Extracoon: 
Loolcal (1) 

~IM 

I'm hoping that the po po ain't coming atter me. 

I'm at bates, Finishing the last track hopefully. But there is room for one more. When are 
you in la? El hombre negro 
starus:-Read 
~: 1 ll25i'2016'10'.38~16PM(UTC-8) 

1'1/2512016 10:3S 35 PM(UTC-8) 

SOurce Extraction: 
Logical (1) 

hun 

i 1/25@16 9 24;58 PM(UT0'8) 

Ko··· o.ky KIity.iii indeed. Let us dine and quench our thirst. my brother ... It ls my opinion that we 
will need a cave of some sortlll I'm thinking de Sade styleyll Miss you and I'm here 
When_everlll! 

MM 

Love you long Ume.,. 
jimmy drip 
stalus_:.Seril 
Oell'r'erecC U/'26l2016·2.:~-11 JW{UTc.8I 

Source Extradion: 
Logical (11 

I'll text you tomorr_ow_. Let's.have our own sale. But_no gay,stuff with us. Just get the guy Ip 
front of Chinese theatre and someone from any goth band_ and bu}"them as slaves and 
make them re create our fo_rmatlve years in an opera. A street opera. And we shall tussle 
the young lasses., Double dots girl gets here on Thursday. We can have clandestin~ man 
times. Cat wrestling. Then the Fanta shall send us Jnto out her face space. Boom. rv 
stihJ$: Read 
DeUVerect 11f26r20l66 I~ 11 M1{UTC;;S) 
Rear. 1 f/26/2016 6:15 11 M1(UTC,8) 

Scuce~ 
Logical (fl 

11/2612018 5'06·12 AM(UTC.Jl) 

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0554 6 

11/26/2016 2 3311 AM(lITC'3) 

DEPP00021063 
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M,_, 

I like emoticocks 
Slatus;Rml 
Oellvere<,;11/W2016 6:15;11 AM\1.ITC8) 
{tea:!: 11121;i12DJ6 s;1s~11 AM(lrrc:.a) 

""""'""""""" Logieal (1) 

MM 

I 1/26/2016 5·06'.25 AM/UTC-8) 

Z~-~: , ; .,: ~ ~tr.' : , .. !:tl1T~· .. ~:~ ... •~i~ _gJr·:~~ .6i:t_:,.,'\' ~f: ~;; ·Si.'"'-~ ·h-◄•.; a: ~~~r~toyJ, --· ... ", 
-, I\ :. h' r•":'.~t t,'f 

stirus:.Read 
~ 1V2&20l6 T.DG'i12 Af.A(UTC8) 
React 11=16 7 06'12M(1.ITC8) 

SourceExtrattm: 
Lor;ical (1) 

111:1B12il1&1·01,s2AMIUTC-8) 

t_ ___ him_ 

w]lere are you?? ls she •there, as WelJ?:17 Keep a distance and speak as little, as possible to 
herlll I gel's in carand !'()me to gets you??? 
s1a1us;s,,,1 

Source Extraction: 
Logical (1) 

MM 

I'm.at.home. She at sisters pouse. I should~ ecol here. But! goUhe cats,,Aljd they are 
ra;cals. 'Nhere are you? And where should I go? Because I don't have worl<todaycso I can 
hide out Wherever you gals ml' blather,. 
Sla:us:illml 
_React 1 la&'lllli;/•1'7'otAM(t]Tca) 

111.16/2016'7'14.20 AM{UTOsl) 

Source Extraction: 
Logical (1) 

1 hini 

j t(.2812016 f ® M AM(l/'f0,8) 

I'm af the al~ house •• , 1486,'I !,ave a.conference call In 40 mlnu!es, !'no sleeps, I no. takey 
the df1Jgs." let's make nolselll 
status:5efl! 
""""""1: t l/2&'20167 19:JS AM(IJTCS) 

source Extratllon: 
Logical (1) 

MM 

I talked to tony. EM thfs is fucked, She filed a rest(alnlng order. Said l:beather up, And 
gave the cops my address. And said that I have df1Jgs t,ere, So I am ready to,book•outta 
here 
stmJs; Read 

Rc.d;' 1_ tl2&i2ii't67 '19:40 M1(VTC-8) 

Source Extr.Kmn: 
logical lll 

I t/2lll2016 7 18,39 AM(UTC-8) 

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0554 7 

t 1f.!®ot6T10-35 AIA(I.JTC-1)) 

DEPP00021064 
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1 MM 

Do the call. I'll sneak over and make no noise and then hide. 
status: Read 
Read: 11126/20167'20'.2!lMXI.ITC-B) 

1112W'./01~ 7.20.29 AM[UTC-l!) 

ScuceExtr.!;dlon: 
LogtC.11 (1) 

MM 
I got my guy Judd can drbp me bY•atter your call. l'n, Justpacklng up a few underwears 
and Whatnot 
sta:L:s:·Reoo 
Read; t 1126'2016 1:21:20 AMCUTC-8) 

SCUte ExtradJon: 
t.o,lcal (1) 

MM 

11/2612016 7'21'19 AM(UTC-8) 

Don't worry about my calll!I 
status: sent 
Oel!Yefed~ 11/26!2016'7·2316.~(L!TC-0) 

So1Jte8dractm: 
Logic.al (1) 

I have a leg hands free crutch. Looks like a pirate leg. 

Attachments! 

Size! 13828166 
File name! IMG 0920mov 
IMG 0920.mo•r 

status:Read 
Reacl~-1 ll212017 '1.32.50 PM{LJTC-7) 

Sourt:e Extraction: 
logical(1) 

MM 

111212017 8 00150 AM(UTC-7) 

Did that lawyer approval get squared away so I can release the shit. 
status: Re;id 

Read: \ ll5J2017 6 13·11 AM{UTC-8) 

Source Exttac1i:ln: 
logical (1) 

1IM0171;1:5110PM(UTC7) 

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0554 8 

11/2612016 7.23161\M(UTG-8) 
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MM 

I wanna ;say thts to'the press oron twitter because lfls real. Am I love·my brotherlllll!III 

stattir Read 
Rea:t.,111512()17 61t:t11 AM(l.[fC-8) 

11/412017 9;52;35 AMCl/TC'7) 

Source Extraction: 
Logical (1) 

MM 

Johnny DepP, Is by far lhe most caring person a wretch like me could ever know, He Is 
selfless In his love of his close circle or true friends, He is a grea!, great fath·er. And If 
anyone has the Ignorance to compare his acting to paparazzi pictures, then you are tourists. 

He invented paparazzi. Being real, Real fucking amaz)ng. 

My best fr!end has never.been afraid to be himself. 
He has known and now I hope he Is certain that scabrous vultures are trying to eat at his. un­
klllable, corpse. However his artlstlc,heart and god'..glven .acting abllitles go beyond film. He 
allows dlm\\iltted doubters to assume hfs•,demlse. 
ThBl Is his greatestgift. 
Watching the rats jump ship. And ·being a champion. And looking handsome as fuclc doing 
it. 

MM 
status:React 
React 1115Q017lfl3:11 AM(l..fm.a) 

Source Emadm: 
l0Qkal(1) 

MM 

i114/20l7 1002;&7 AM(UTC-7) 

I want to add ·that an actrE!?S he was. Involved With referred 'to m,e as:.a h9mo.sexuai because­
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2 VIRGINIA: 

3 IN CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 

4 -----------------------x 

5 JOHN C. DEPP, II 

6 

7 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

8 AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

9 Defendant. 

10 -----------------------x 
11 

Civil Action No. 

CL 2019-0002911 

12 

13 

14 

15 

DEPOSITION OF ELLEN BARKIN 

16 
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New York, New York 
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18 MARY F. BOWMAN, RPR, CRR 
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20 

21 
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1 E. Barkin 

2 reporter please swear in the witness. 

3 ELLEN BARKIN, 

4 called as a witness by the parties, 

5 having been duly sworn, testified as 

6 follows: 

7 EXAMINATION BY 

8 MS. KAPLAN: 

11 

@JI 
g 
Q. 

@:0:0$jjm0/r.Jr!\M B1a!#jKfijr.i8 

(@0:0:(;.!■ffi0)Bljlfl!ljl'.E!,. 

I'm actually a little hoarse 

12 today, so this shouldn't be a problem, but 

13 I have a terrible tendency to speak 

14 incredibly quickly. I'm actually from 

15 Cleveland, Ohio, but everyone in the world 

16 who meets me thinks I'm from New York 

17 because I speak so fast. 

18 I will try very hard not do that 

19 today. But if for any reason I ask a 

20 question that's too quick or you don't 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

understand me, please don't hesitate to 

me know. 

A. Thank you. 

Q. And, two, this is not intended 

any way to be an endurance contest or a 
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m 
~ 
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fD 
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e 
m 
w 
fB 

m 
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ffl 

m 
m 
24 

25 

E. Barkin 

torture chamber. I actually don't think 

this will take very long at all. But if 

for any reason you want to take a break, 

please let me know and we will obviously 

accommodate that. 

A. Thank you. 

cm 

ts@mm%Wk10}WJiilm:i410ir«Wit-l'.elilii{e:Ns@!4#!e:@■w:0\ffe-;1_ffil'.(:Jf 

ra1i;r,0■,wufiv;0;ihjj(vrei1;r0:r,i\e■0\li!i-M¾©J#fr/lea\4e:efi 

,. f+isia\hiefe@a@tfJJr,i:cyj0#0ijeis1sfi!0:ffeaP1,jLffl 

(0:ejffee/iic.li#J#IV+0fil■e0mejffi:0jme:e\◄ai0!eijs:0J'ljm 

@efijmej0\ii!jr@lih\i\i#}jw.e~w 
fm ixie'sfi 
Q. 

A. 

Can you explain how you met him? 

No. I do not remember. 
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E. Barkin 

rwli-®IWW@Nr.r0m¥1ttti-%eiw,ffe,eHji0¥e:e/a,meJ 
W@fu:0rsf', 

a i£e¾M 
<@8 lcii/a\Jjl&i0:IBl0:e/sififiFi0,witfiwtt 

@#h¥ri'A#t?l 
tf.W @e#\(ih!sMii,e@@40.iie:eialw~e\r¢0ffl!ifl 

fiN@ ma,\'ljB:euejr,iii{e!afr,~),p, ·llfW=fflG 
ii-fa@ti 

@!j WEW0isca\')¥Mt\faWIMd-ime@l!ljaij 
ffiwefimej1!llalsjafa(s:0■alWat@0M,l,0£0fr¾fsjs}.1(01ilililS 

fa@M0}rfitd 

e i'Aejsfi 
®I lw:ed,;{0,-t,; f 1::ifutiv&\mia!e,Wifr,ijajB}y,j 

1arumS..4s@a'0Wi0N11vl\iii#0faih@~0$isiw¥\ffl~ 
L@.gw:em~ii 

8 i4e1sj,Wilw/a\si1!ml~•e@iaifr0iffe:0:a@oifil$1 

24 Q. Other than Fear and Loathing in 
25 Las Vegas, anything else? 
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2 

3 
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6 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A. 

Q. 

E. Barkin 

No. 

When you say at a certain point 

you became friends, how often 

approximately -- because it's a long time 

ago -- but tfil0.N0/$ife$1w;0.mi¼ii0:i,1■s:e:e1 

m.ui!J.e,:@.J_;Jli 

flmffu'.q•~Mc.J►iirMi\$e1,11iW"'0:afsM\s8 

@B IID1i.$filir@eie0mejajt.l~mejw,f.i\emj§0il!l•r) 
ffimfilhif-i@lwfi,44-A~-e.1r0fi%e/aimejm0ir¥fim@m) 

(II ffie1sl!I 
Q. When do you recall that 

happening? 

A. 

so 19 

43 53 

Q. 

do math. 

A. 

Q. 

I would say around I was 43, 44, 

what is that? What is it? 19 --

63 --

I became a lawyer because I can't 

I can't -- what did I say? 

When you were 43 or 44. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

6 

7 

12 

13 

16 

17 

18 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

@II 

A. 

Q. 

Q. 

E. Barkin 

Yeah. 

OK. 

Ask the question again. 

Sorry. 

to the best you can 

I will ask you two questions. 

One' ffir0i¾©\mfie:@a■J_;i1@lilfaN¼e/a\r◄¾0:i\ilm:0Mefilti01 

Pi/Mtw.0:0:ctl,?I 
g irie·sM t1@9!41. 
Q. And again, I'm not trying to ask 

for any kind of details of intimate things, 

but €Mif,0.m■s!aMsM@ft11e#ijQr-rej@ti;-$\0m!sfi 

te0.&,lwi§0$\fiji.Wmej§;r@al◄§0%■me%iml4~,i,i$d?I 

g @lil'.ei@#em'.Eirs)mt:i14w:elil1w,«0mfii£mf*e}Afl 
r®t@0·i\if1ffetii-!efa:sli~],)•ffei0iaii10ma\lil1-#:¥M0m\eM 

t@lfa@.i0:fu1s!WJ,lfi@lil:eM%0ma1wiiifi'-M--· 
f:11 @qjm#i0Ma\m@&lifl!M¥ffi0is:ex1ihlau5?1 
@JI t@ex,i!\fil-i). 
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1 E. Sarkin 

• @1o1'a@lifi¾0,mli 
3 Q. At that point in 1994 when the 

4 relationship turned sexual, to your 

5 knowledge, at that time, was Mr. Depp 

6 seeing anyone else? In any sexual way? 

7 A. Not that I was aware of. 

8 Q. And were you seeing anyone else 

9 in a sexual way? 

10 A. No. 

11 ®II 
m 
m 
l!ti) 

15 

(w:0kWil¾0,ih■s:e:ej;;;4 @@Wll;J:e\r+i@lw,lil'.e·mii-i!I 
(w/a\s■ie¥\\i!a~JJ?1 

@II 

t<fr#-f+eimejs:0me1 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

E. Barkin 

Q. And would either of you stay over 

each other's homes? 

A. No. I had two children. 

Q. Mr. Depp -- I know our society 

obsesses about these things --

A. Yes, I did stay over. 

Q. His house? 

A. Yes. 

Q. More than once or --

14 A. Maybe -- yeah. 

15 Q. And his house at that time, what 

16 was do you remember where it was? 

17 A. Yes, it was above a something 

18 

19 

20 

21 

w 
m 

called Sweetzer Avenue and rumor had it, it 

was like the Bela Lugosi's house or 

something. It was a big house. 

~ tsifif/@,IE\i;❖½ir.1§.®Q@.l~ie\ff@e&ei0\tlifil\eiifi:e:0:@A¥i!r\'I 

m ffiifui¥:0,ih@ejw,i¢0js/a1wii0;ihifiir.re}iffe,? 
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1 

2 

3 

6 

A. 

Q. 

E. Barkin 

Yes. 

And I bet you don't, because it 

7 is a long time ago, but 

@11 iM1ejw/ajsliife@ef@#§:iis0jBwjW,lil'.0mjajs1 

@iffl 

• tit\il%1r%WIWI 
14 Q. Was this assistant overweight? 

15 A. Honestly, I don't remember. 

16 Q. Do you have any understanding, 

17 sitting here today, as to why Mr. Depp 

18 referred to the assistant as Pig? 

19 A. I can't hypothesize on his 

20 motives. 

21 Q. And when Mr. Depp, from time to 

22 time, would come to your house, did anyone 

23 else see him there? 

24 

25 

MR. CHEW: Objection to form of 

the question. Calls for speculation. 
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5 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

21 

22 

23 

24 

E. Barkin 

Q. You can answer. 

A. No. 

Q. Did your children have any 

relationship with Mr. Depp either when you 

were friends or when you were --

A. Yes. 

Q. You have two children? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Were they both living at your 

home at that time? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Can you describe for me again 

I'm a huge prude, so I really don't want to 

know sexual details because I will turn a 

color that you don't want to see, but~ 

it0@i0:ejs@/#m:¥fi0njmejd0,w&lt-1Mame@0:0%(Wffl 
&¥ieP-Ll'aifil~0;r•irslm10i$ifu:aB:e:0is(e\x@auW1\ljlfaisle'iws:ev, 
@i.~ICA--~@Hi®ii0/Me:0mej01M4Y.Jfilmi?j IID1i!01 
N0/#0$e1s1si-t!0@ej:'I 

MR. CHEW: Objection, lack of 

relevance. 

You can answer. 
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1 E. Barkin 

m 
© 1£jlil@!ru == !i@ls is@@ ~ 0 

@ a 
® @&e\mi§0:l'l!Wifleu.M0 m@@IWi@is@x,l'l'wJ,#kais• 
I) 

~ 

@ • 

m a 
• 
w 
CID a lffi;eiwfajsfJ!0♦v►#mM fH'.eiW:a!sl 
a fiirem&@s\a#fa\ii1.Sv@ fo(eis(e:eme:···E I E·-Mis(e:eme:0fJi!lf1 
ml rsr0me:0B.:ejw)ifil0fi0:0fil1Mi!ii:e■~,f◄M@;efi:e;0.@jeja$01l'1•pr01 

m 1@mii 
17 Is there anything more to that 

18 question? Sorry. 

19 Q. No. 

20 During that period, did he have 

21 any interactions -- obviously not sexually 

22 in any way -- but any interactions with 

23 either of your children? 

24 A. Yes. 

25 Q. Was he kind to them? 
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1 

2 

3 

A. 

Q. 

E. Barkin 

Very kind. 

Could you put a little meat on 

4 those bones? 

5 A. He used to come over and my son 

6 at the time liked the movie Gilbert Grape 

7 and Johnny would play the part out for him 

a and make them laugh. He was lovely with my 

9 children. 

10 @II 

ffl 

m l!MM@ w.e\ffv.~ I &t\'i.ttiiif.011!1■lll@0rne1 

Iii) fa@/aj@Pi@.1riliiteitiihfialr@cjtli0ie•Ke:e/s/sijf.l 
14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. CHEW: Objection, lack of 

foundation, assumes facts not in 

evidence, calls for speculation. 

A. 

MR. BUCHDAHL: You can answer. 

Say it again. 

MR. CHEW: Leading, also. 

(Record read) 

MR. CHEW: I will restate the 

objection. Assumes facts not in 

evidence, lack of foundation and 

clearly leading. 

MS. KAPLAN: Ben, you are in New 
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6 
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8 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

E. Barkin 

York now and all of those objections 

are completely improper under New York 

law. 

All objections like that are 

preserved for the record. You are 

entitled to object on basis of 

privilege, of which there is none, or 

object to form. 

MR. CHEW: This is trial 

testimony and Chief Judge White 

MS. KAPLAN: Also improper under 

Virginia rules. 

MR. BUCHDAHL: Well, thank you 

Virginia Professor Kaplan. 

Q. I am sorry, Ellen, that's the 

17 last time I am going to do that, I promise. 

18 Do you still have the question in 

19 your head? 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

A. No. 

If you wouldn't mind. 

(Record read) 

MR. CHEW: Same objections. 
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1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

w 

E. Sarkin 

@ie@&ifli.e;e@mNs@X•l'l@_Lff 
e) i@e'a\mfi 
@II 

4§0im¢im@e:e@sffir/b1iqim\"'i,C,,il\faN#a@lti%l<i1l\:.l,l,@1¥01 
@0rnej@rJM1 

MR. CHEW: 

speculation. 

Objection, calls for 

You can answer. 

lirl fali\\fr•M#e\s/#fili.~0Wme:<i1ii!&ajt.W,0$1swfi 
19 

20 

m 
ffi 
23 

24 

25 

MR. CHEW: Objection, leading. 

n 

MR. CHEW: I think it is 

Ms. Sarkin and I will object on 

leading. 
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2 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

fB 
11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

25 

E. Barkin 

el tt@sri 
@II f:o'E£mej§tei:e\slii!~:@,4§r-i!aMJjL!e@afJ.; 

fs@lk£s!a!fd:effesifi 
MS. KAPLAN: I think I said 

Ms. Barkin. 

MR. CHEW: No, you said Mr. 

Barkin. 

1majj.~11&ia\m!ari That is all I can --

MR. CHEW: Move to strike, lack 

of relevance, more prejudicial than 

relevance. 

MR. CHEW: Same objections. 

Q. If you know. 

MR. CHEW: Lack of relevance, 

more prejudicial than probative. 

MR. CHEW: Objection, irrelevant. 
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2 

5 

® 

E. Barkin 

a 1W,@ejm!0W/tWhMii~i►i@r.l'.0!S■a\m;G!■~fuje\lilisre$,il1·af ·¥-1-• 
@ 

@ • 

cm 
m a\MM 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

24 

25 

MR. CHEW: Move to strike, 

irrelevant. 

Q. Would it be fair to say --

obviously no one remembers how many times 

they saw someone years later -- lfflt\lw,0:i@llg!l 

fut:0@?eiB!si0/rffmeffei 

('¾effer,\I 
@II tN:G;;,4,J1:®i§0JGGvteM00's:e}hvlefli 

lti~j.@J$j@.\ l IDefi@Wsfi:/@)@fil01r◄@Cjfualfu:§;ejwJ\i:e,ljl• 

•W¥@ita\r,ijx:jm0w.ei0/rflsre:0■m:0!#e■0•@a/si:,1 

MR. CHEW: Objection, leading. 
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1 

2 

4 

5 

E. Barkin 

MR. CHEW: Objection, leading. 

ij§wajs1 

@ tiiiiifi 
7 Q. Fair point. So all the time you 

B knew him he was high and his behavior 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

m, 

16 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

25 

was --

MR. CHEW: Objection, 

mischaracterizes, mischaracterizes the 

testimony. 

A. I can't answer that. 

-- and I've watched the movie 

so I have seen it -- 1e:0zj,1!illf0:eifi\@i@e:a~llpllf) 
@Wm@i®iafut<!t■enraf@sma\t~M ,w,tfiW~si§0@S 

A. I would agree --

MR. CHEW: That question is 

ridiculous. 

MS. KAPLAN: Ben, stop. Please. 

MR. CHEW: Move to strike the 
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1 E. Sarkin 

2 second part of her answer. Gratuitous 

3 and not responsive to anything. 

4 ®11 
ti> 1sjfilijfa@@~:e@~jQ0tfli¾0Nme/a\Wetijih(c:i■'a@@s:ejiiJsf 1 
@ • 

m teyli.l!l@s M 
@ a 
e 

ml 

11 MR. CHEW: Objection. Vague and 

12 leading. 

13 tm i~e'sri @-d-A~e\B\0Nt1m\Wwiaiwmm:e1 
m 1iwfflieia@0:s/sfiwei#0:01,./,Ai4eih\iMW40:0fuliQ 
fB @.efjrfils11@jm/ee#,lilj1Palsiv1e:qi/a)sjw1fifl!ejw.eiw1ef#e1 
~ rs\W0:0ii-i§■J:4ealrMa\r,re■lef:0:afifilc:iiMi@siv1e:c:i/a!s1. 

17 MR. SUCHDAHL: I want to note 

18 here that it is my understanding that 

19 there is not a protective order in this 

20 case. And Ms. Sarkin has agreed to 

21 appear in response to the subpoena. 

22 Therefore, there is not -- part of the 

23 discussions around a protective order, 

24 and I would ask counsel as a matter of 

25 professional courtesy, that if anyone 
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1 E. Bar kin 

2 seeks to make use of a portion of 

3 Ms. Barkin's testimony -- and I'm not 

4 sure why you would -- that you contact 

5 me beforehand so that at a minimum, we 

6 have notice and we can take any action 

7 that may be necessary in connection 

a with that testimony. 

9 Can I get counsel's agreement 

10 with that? 

11 MR. CHEW: You can react. 

12 MS. KAPLAN: Yes, on behalf of 

13 Ms. Heard, you have my representation 

14 that we will do that. 

15 MR. CHEW: Mr. Buchdahl, it is 

16 not entirely accurate that there is no 

17 protective order. There is a limited 

18 protective order involved in the case 

19 and I would have to get authority from 

20 my client as to any representations. 

21 But I suspect we will break before I 

22 examine your client and I'll endeavor 

23 to consult on that. 

24 MR. BUCHDAHL: And I appreciate 

25 that. Thank you. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

MR. CHEW: 

E. Barkin 

You're welcome. 

THE WITNESS: 

that better? 

MR. BUCHDAHL: 

it at a break. 

Can I understand 

We will talk about 

Q. So the last answer before the 

8 lawyers started talking, Ms. Barkin, that 

9 you gave me was that you said Mr. Depp 

10 threw a wine bottle across the room, the 

11 hotel room in one instance in Las Vegas 

12 while we were shooting Fear and Loathing in 

13 Las Vegas. So I'm going to ask you some 

14 questions about that. 

15 First of all, sitting here 

16 today -- and I appreciate there has been a 

17 significant passage of time -- M-Msi,i/;0:imr~ 
im) @e;e0~'1.~e}%\iii0B■0Jrjw,ffll!JM0mwfele;al.~,,.4.,,2&<l!lti01 

m fii:01illiiW½?1 
MR. CHEW: Objection, relevance. 20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Lack of relevance. 

Q. 

• @11 

You can answer . 

m Mffea\fo:)$:ej1jly~j Was something --
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2 
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10 

11 

e) 

®I) 

• @1j 

• 

E. Barkin 

1$',$Jte:eni¾0:i,ifir)rj!ll~;i~?1 

(&ii) 

@1i4™~i©!Ul$;'e\1@te:e:iifi1 
{itiji,e:ejwm@ljl\Llll]!)§"ir,i.lgii/4!111~ 

MR. CHEW: Move to strike for 

lack of -- it's speculation. 

~ 
~ ffl'.efue@fu;e,NsJiMw!c1l®wl1Ii\tcwW~Ei11<1.• 

Ii) l®.ffel@ilt~fuDSii4ii@..al'.§~$i~EB.&1!~~ 
D &.S~i?) 

g) fflJ#.aiji$e:a\t%WiruiWf eilili®-D:§~i,~t:~f!~i1j~~~mm 
til'l ti:ri,w,r.i ijffeiwisiaiie!d;sJ.lJ t~~w,l1\l~j. 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

E. Barkin 

MR. CHEW: Objection, calls for 

speculation. Move to strike. 

Q. Why, Ms. Barkin, do you believe 

that he was throwing the bottle at you? 

MR. CHEW: Mischaracterizes, 

objection, mischaracterizes her 

testimony. She didn't say he was 

throwing the bottle at her. She said 

the opposite. 

ffimhe@s1@1m:(;lf1!i\tful0#\@if¥t,i;elmltlh$df.l\ejl"7iajs1 
61@01w@r,ibl$r-rei@@i\eiaffil§0mht 

fm tIWr0!ljlj4illjl:0,:;iw,t,i(vlffeejiiiW#e,we@l 
lbW4eri 

@1f#@iifij0mjt.1 
fll i@sM 
®II ijefu,efifu:e@ei0$\m:e}#fi:e:0foii.mis@a\iin,m.1ljl:E11 

@#0:i@!j1fillf;0:ihiti 
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1 E. Bar kin 

• --
5 Q. After Mr. Depp threw the bottle, 

6 did you say anything? 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

No. 

Did 

No. 

Did 

No. 

Did 

No. 

How 

you do anything? 

anyone else say anything? 

anyone else do anything? 

long after Mr. Depp threw 

15 bottle did you leave the hotel room? 

16 

17 

A. I don't recall. 

lWila'.0:s:ej@ffi.LWn0:0miw@M15\l?I 
(fil1!s,,iJJ0lj11@011'i1jl!)egl"jsl!I 

@@-iIDem@itiir,i.¾0:w@mi@ieji@lt1if "'i1!r.iJ§.0lihfr) 
@Miie:e\t-f1!0,mi11 

the 

@em 
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1 E. Sarkin 

2 (v@fu@i4via@ihish.,v.efi r.@®■%.im'.0 1s:efiifui!m'<!11Say.0M■e?a!01 

ti} @e\eM 

4 MR. CHEW: Move to strike, 

s complete lack of personal knowledge, 

6 purporting to give medical opinion. 

7 (i!il tY(0.m■ihis:efiljt\we■Jill'l)r¾isief1ilili%0,ihlW.1§lsfrii 
@ 

@ (¾0iih!Mii/:#0/r¥ffe:ejs\M0$w1i§0$1$e}#e@erµ'.ee;0lfulilml 
fiEi} 

e t.LjsM\waii=-l§t%1Si0,e1fiai0fffer.i■m!i.@fim:e.li11 

W •¾~e1■w,e\Wl§\a£.Lfu,fi0ia)0:0;fil\t}•ii\:M&iv@ffl1t1ffl 

m @11◄\,lisfifuei01riwajsli5◄si0:m@ffi0ie!.t!st@i 

16 

17 

18 

24 

f6.Lf0fiil0\rA¾1¥•.L@#t:J8 
Q. Did Mr. Depp yell at you? 

A. Not that I can recall. 

®lJ f1P-\\mt■w,r.i·c-i•f:l!\fwiffe.ei¾W+.-Liii11@raNYi0,fil1 

&4Wlil:ejs\sre\<!lr:J 
• 1a/i!sjals1s6-@%\fl IBe;0:JiJ}.!(e■w,1lj0jw;0:mfil'el 

1§;0\¥fl0M®fileinfi@m■m'afa0:½#iMw,1!@i4m\e■w,0:i,1ll@1 

ffli.ie,wjrajsfaWJ@&-jf.\Ja@'a@@i{yjtlj!ji'alr-i■r.rel$wlm:£fii!0fa1s1 

B @f.ie\$e&isM1wis1tUW,0;r~lfu■0}j:Cv}ffe.L!e,r,rGej 

Q. Now, I think I know what it's 

25 about, but @fflNwiaisiWm0ffea~efiea,rifa\d® 
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1 E. Bar kin 

2 eu~mt+M1?a@iv,e'E1/aisfa\ii0it•1M r,? 

3 MR. CHEW: Completely irrelevant, 

4 objection, completely irrelevant. 

s MS. KAPLAN: Relevance is not a 

6 

7 

8 

9 

17 

18 

19 

21 

22 

23 

24 

proper objection. 

MR. CHEW: Well, I'm making it 

anyway. 

A. It was written --

@0:@fufii!rtjsiV£el1alsiw,@ilh!ei0:$1&e'aw;'11cut:iam@/sM 
@JI IIDji!$f-FS'il\elmi~01m■x;i/te;w■;J.4l'le,@ 

ffifij.i.!le@Mk•m\0.wj¢~i-A,,®m@e/r-i¼m!@rn!')]s:@i\iif 
fl!) ije!sfi 
Q. What was -- what were -- based on 

your knowledge, I don't want you to 

speculate, 1mw,#Ww/a1si¾0mf4i@\{<h:e)Es@a@:!Mim:§1 
@Awl@:l¢:4.4,J:efiJ:')jijjljl'.@)mpr1W0#iL~i--slil'.0ffiljl'.S:01r-iht 

MR. CHEW: Objection, calls for 

speculation. 

Q. Go ahead, you can answer. 

a tl.'.•sff(:J(0:0:0ltfflem'.(.;,4.;Jr,t-lc;;10:0:01 
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1 

2 Q. 

E. Barkin 

At that point, had Mr. Depp known 

3 Mr. Thompson for a long time? 

4 A. I don ' t know. 

5 Q. Did they, at that time, do you 

6 know whether they hung out together? 

7 A. Yes, they did. 

8 Q. Were you -- did you ever hang out 

9 with the two of them? 

10 

11 

A. 

Q. 

No, I did not. 

When you were in a sexual 

12 relationship or even in a friendship with 

13 Mr. Depp, did he have occasion to write you 

14 letters? 

15 A. Yes. 

16 Q. I assume you don't have those 

17 letters today? 

18 A. I do not. 

19 Q. 

20 them. 

21 

I would be surprised if you had 

MR. CHEW: Move to strike 

22 gratuitous comments. Ask her some 

23 questions. 

24 Q. Sitting here today, Ms. Barkin, 

25 do you recall what -- did you write letters 
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1 E. Bar kin 

2 back to him? 

3 

4 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, I did. 

Do you recall what you guys spoke 

5 about in those letters? 

6 A. Once I wrote him the lyrics of a 

7 Bob Dylan song. It was usually a love 

B thing, little 

9 Q. Did there come a time when you 

10 broke off your relationship with Mr. Depp? 

11 A. I did not break off the 

12 relationship. 

13 

15 

1~tr0■l:l\ia°01~N0ihlltlltrei#ik-i-M#$0/lil1s1n\filt® 

itiffa/i©f!I 
Can you tell us a little bit 

16 about how that happened? 

17 A. Yes, I was in Las Vegas doing 

18 Fear and Loathing and I was there for two 

19 weeks. I went to get -- to go home -- say 

20 the question again? 

21 

Ji: Wi@l!ii)l; ls@ ~ llr®iilsl a 

~ i@lleli0:0:/@iMJ,A@~A,w%!,Cai.1foiNl"'f*♦(e'aJl.!0.m1sialJ:;r@ 

m 
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1 

2 

15 

16 

E. Barkin 

ml 

t1isfulaw+e:i#fi0ir◄1~0:r'1'.('lie1jfi 

cm i40@.1ihfs14ffee\@el'l!0e:0 m1s:e mpffl 
@;0if~f•·ee:a'40;mlsMi l@0,wfi(i.!W/iiW@i00mei\iwjjj 

ml 

MR. CHEW: 

irrelevant. 

Move to strike as 

17 Q. You can keep answering. 

18 • frlra!a\0fils@r$r.ij0:m■mwJfu!ate)Kj0m:0:e) 

(1?} ®@ii¥4(0Nfil:tlmlVj@M,A•ie/lMfa!wifiliyjB:e\eajwsdifile) 
m h~mlsfaisW\e'.0i1S◄e#mejnjn0mjmejwatw1!w(;l■s:exiw4ffuja1 

t£ll @@s:0:fu1Wjr.r0jwa1s,fuj#filmij 
22 Q. And did you tell him -- what did 

23 you tell him in response to a accusation? 

24 A. We were not in a monogamous 

25 relationship. 

TSG Reporting- Worldwide - 877-702-9580 

Page 33 



1 

2 

3 

4 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

E. Barkin 

How did he respond to that? 

He did not. 

So in addition 

llw' D ~~/} llil®§ A~ ~ gl@g !lilfum Is@ . §GI)'? 

~:!!.!l'ilCg)@ 15@ ~ ~~ ~:!!.~ @.@@16E®l!.J1~/} ~ 

i!l.1§@ ~g ilil@~/} @g ~.l!,iliYgj jj@el.Il.@llll.§ @~ 0 'gl 

WlslGl!lilo. Wis!~ @®ii!R"@tlil 0 

Q. And again, appreciating the fact 

that it's a long time ago, can you remember 

anything specifically that he said? 

A. No. I can't. 

(®I PAffii■w,fue@ klm:ejs(eii½\s1t/4!if.e:e!shljl:e,J011 
c;;.4@.efuwh:eealmNif e:a1it@1si0ir4@:0)m\#ffi01jJ.ij£;; •. c~\f!I 
@¥rJ.!s:0iid£i,0meia\m1WMi1 

f2I •jeaufi t1'-fflil§.iernalm:0q~ljl'.~f-
MS. KAPLAN: Just give me one 

minute. Actually, why don't we take a 

very short break. I'll see if I have 

anything else. I'm not sure that I do. 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Going off the 

record at 11:39 a.m. 

(Recess) 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Back on the 
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Page 35 

1 E. Barkin 

2 record at 11:51 a.m. 

3 BY MS. KAPLAN: 

4 Q. Couple more questions and then, 

5 I'm done, Ms. Barkin. 

6 At the hotel room that you were 

7 staying in Vegas, ®Wwejr;i¥1if?¼N§01U1I 
@ 

@ ®)rejs@mei11,0:0mja\sfi@Wljl'BwMw@ei§0@■s@f@IB#1 

f!Q) 

m ffie[M~0:ljl!Sl!i@1vj$!3§:e:e1r.ij'½;0$ifr◄H(,):0msijl 

12 A. It was one of those big Las Vegas 

13 hotels and I don't even remember the name 

14 now. It was a famous one. We were all in 

15 the same hotel. ($,;,j$0:0fulwlals■0:mjtaj\r,ei0fiejr~ 

m fflff0jt¥F1:¥f01t\(e}A$#0mfi&'nfoajm\,;,jl!leQsfj PAWi 
m 
~ ffl0)L½lfuejii'4ffitWei&a\cu■m#J$0:0m■@ni¼\r.i@je:cuiafot0ifil0/#) 
f!@ 

~ 1sJ0i0ffisfi!eaflf1\vM1is\ffefo~0l$r-il$!si#0:0%) 
m i#l0/r#¼eifuw10iw1e:ejKls■0/0aNa0■m#i#0:0mU01 

~ fsimfaw/4\ri 
23 Q. And when is the last time you saw 

24 Mr. Depp -- withdrawn. 

25 lWmi\e'r-iiw,a1sfir.reii!a/s1Wt%1jmei§.0:m■s/a\W, 
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1 E. Barkin 

2 4.1!!!@6,j?) 
3 A. Sometime between -- after 2008 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

® 

fir@ 

m 
ffl} 

m 
m 
m 
ml 

m 
mm 
~ 

m 
flil 

~ 

~ 

~ 

m 

and before -- I can't remember. I know 

where it was. 

Q. Just if you could just describe 

for me? 

ll ~ llilfum s1~ tlli@ ~ llJU!,llil 

@atr-8 
C®I t4p11_~1¾0.Misb:e@#0■Mi 
tDI etifl~t@i!!I ffi(e■ea@il(e'.0■mefnfia0mja\@0h@1 

ureiffe¼0h~®it\lmeiaief.Lfafs/s■0lr1 

@filamfla\§jlil'Jti ,w,ejs!a1NcJ,mjliil'l'.eisr@#sifajFi'<!!■S1W,0)½eii 

1a@afI•t:@lQlfili.1m■lil'.01wia1wff;@1fiejmJa(e;1iW/ea@eGl■meJ 

raJm:eQeiwa@i#4e/a\#4Mma@i.!&◄s:0mei@i!r.re■0!r◄ 

1srefai\faiim<i+'1eiw,,El\W4iM1s1◄1l'm'.ANNfi!siviiii-•4a8 

a tA1\t0Effliasi@'e#1faisNtl~meii0.m1 
@@:0j@efi0■@iFm,?,1 

fm @$J◄w:a\siilfil:ef1fais1jjlt@melw,$}i?@Wr& 

(!fu0zj.jm#iM0■s/afrjw/ajsiifrfil.~B:ef#©llI©J!I 

(\t;'.(,,;iiiiM¥a 
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1 

2 

9 

E. Barkin 

MS. KAPLAN: I have no further 

10 questions. 

11 EXAMINATION BY 

12 MS. CHEW: 

13 Q. I appreciate you being here 

14 today. It wasn't Mr. Depp who called you 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

here today, I just wanted you to know that. 

I just have a few questions on 

behalf of Mr. Depp and if I am 

mischaracterizing what you said, please 

correct me. It's not intentional. 

A. Thank you. 

Q. You're welcome. 

I believe you testified and 

correct me if I am wrong -- that you 

thought it seemed like Johnny was someone 

who took care of people around him. Do you 
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1 E. Bar kin 

2 remember that? 

3 

4 

8 

A. 

Q. 

• 
Q. 

Yes. 

In light of that, fiisfit.jJ1J;0/s/s!\!ffl 

IP}i@j IN:08 
You don't know whether the person 

9 he called Pig was overweight or not, do 

10 you? 

11 

12 

A. 

Q. 

I think it was a little chubby. 

You also testified, Ms. Barkin, 

13 that Mr. Depp was very kind to your 

14 children, correct? 

15 

16 

A. 

Q. 

Kind. 

If you thought he was dangerous 

17 or were dangerous, you wouldn't have let 

18 him anywhere near your children, would you? 

19 

20 

A. 

Q. 

I was there. 

You testified, Ms. Barkin, that 

21 when you first engaged in a romantic 

22 physical relationship with Mr. Depp, that 

23 you protested a little. You're not saying 

24 that he sexually assaulted you, are you? 

25 A. He did not. He gave me a 
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1 E. Bar kin 

2 Quaalude and asked me if I wanted to fuck. 

3 Q. And for what period of time after 

4 that first time did you continue to have 

5 sex with Johnny Depp? 

6 A. Several months. Three, four, 

7 five. 

8 Q. Did Mr. Depp ever hit you? 

9 A. No, he did not. 

10 Q. Did he ever kick you? 

11 A. No. He did not. 

12 Q. Did he ever cause anything to 

13 physically touch you in an assaulted way, 

14 to actually touch you? 

15 

16 

A. 

Q. 

No, he did not. 

I just want to show you -- I had 

17 to do this because Ms. Kaplan said that she 

18 was sure I had no exhibits, so that being 

19 as an immature as I am --

20 

21 

A. 

Q. 

A man, go ahead. 

Exactly. 

23 (Exhibit 1, photograph marked for 

24 identification, as of this date.) 

25 Q. Who are the three women -- and I 
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1 

2 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

E. Barkin 

apologize, it's cropped off. lW1lil'.0jaflflej1i\riIB1 

fflmije:ejw;©ffiellillPi!lil :@ii0:/4/M\fikit, 
fll @s@;J.#4fi½:e\W@ela@0ia@:0faj§;0m1alr,i) 

@fiie:(l[IM@l#lt.#lfiffimM 
~ ,. 

MR. CHEW: If we could go off the 

record just for a minute. 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Going off the 

record 11:57 a.m. 

(Pause) 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are back on 

the record, 11:58 a.m. 

Q. Ms. Barkin, after the incident in 

17 which a bottle came in your direction, did 

18 you continue to see Mr. Depp? 

19 

20 

21 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Yes. 

For how long a period? 

Until I left Las Vegas and I 

22 don't know in the two-week time I was there 

23 at which point he threw the bottle. 

24 Q. But the question was how for 

25 how long a period after the bottle came in 
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1 E. Bar kin 

2 your direction did you continue to see him 

3 romantically? 

4 A. Until I left Las Vegas which 

5 could have been three days later or two 

6 days later. 

7 Q. Thank you very much. It's a 

B pleasure to have met you and that is all 

9 the questions I have. 

10 A. Thank you, thank you. 

11 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This concludes 

12 today's testimony of Ellen Barkin. Off 

13 after the record at 1 --

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. BUCHDAHL: Can I just say, so 

we understand, this deposition is now 

closed and we will follow up with 

counsel as we discussed earlier. 

MR. CHEW: I will have to -- yes, 

I will definitely do that, try to do 

that on the way to the airport. 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This concludes 

today's testimony of Ellen Barkin. 

Going off the record at 11:59 a.m. 

This concludes media 1. 
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1 E. Bar kin 

2 CERTIFICATE 

3 STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

) ss: 

COUNTY OF UNION 

I, MARY F. BOWMAN, a Registered 

Professional Reporter, Certified 

Realtime Reporter, and Notary Public 

within and for the State of New Jersey, 

do hereby certify: 

That ELLEN BARKIN, the witness 

whose deposition is hereinbefore set 

forth, was duly sworn by me and that 

such deposition is a true record of the 

testimony given by such witness. 

I further certify that I am not 

related to any of the parties to this 

action by blood or marriage and that I 

am in no way interested in the outcome 

of this matter. 

In witness whereof, I have 

hereunto set my hand this 22nd day of 

November, 2019. 

MARY F. BOWMAN, RPR, CRR 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CffiCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 

JOHN C. DEPP, II, 

Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant, 

v. Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff. 

COUNTERCLAIM PLAINTIFF AND DEFENDANT'S 
THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL AND REBUTTAL DISCLOSURE OF EXPERT WITNESSES 

Counterclaim Plaintiff and Defendant Amber Heard ("Ms. Heard") hereby identifies the 

following individuals who are expected to be called as expert witnesses at trial: 1 

Dawn M. Hnghes, Ph.D., ABPP 
Clinical and Forensic Psychologist 
274 Madison Avenne, Snite 604 
New York, New York 10016 
(212) 481-7044 Telephone 
(212) 481-7045 Facsimile 
hughes@drdawnhughes.com 

Introduction 

Dr. Dawn Hughes was retained by counsel for Amber Heard, in connection with John C. 

Depp II v Amber Heard (Civil Action No. CL-2019-0002911) which is pending in the Circuit 

Court of Fairfax County, Virginia. Ms. Heard is being sued for defamation by her ex-husband, 

John C. Depp II (known as "Johnny Depp"), in relation to her authoring an op-ed in the 

Washing/on Post on being a survivor of domestic violence. Although the op-ed never mentioned 

Mr. Depp by name, Mr. Depp stated in the complaint in this matter that he "never abused Ms. 

1 This Expert Designation addresses expert testimony and opinions relating to Ms. Heard 's 
Counterclaim and Ms. Heard's defenses. 
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tn@mmj$m1ftMDJ 
825 Fairfax Ave Ste. 710 
Norfolk VA 23507 
(757) 446-5888 
(757) 446-5918 
spiegedr@evms.edu 

Expertise and Qualifications 

Dr. Spiegel's C.V. is attached as Att 7. Dr. Spiegel is a Professor of Psychiatry and 

Behavioral Sciences at Eastern Virginia Medical School, which he joined in 2001 after almost a 

decade in private practice. Dr. Spiegel obtained his medical degree from SUNY-Health Science 

Center at Brooklyn, and then completed his psychiatry residency at Dartmouth-Hitchcock and 

Hershey-Penn State. Dr. Spiegel is a clinical supervisor for psychiatry residents and psychology 

interns and presents to community mental health professionals. Dr. Spiegel's inpatient and 

outpatient practices involve new and follow-up comprehensive evaluations, which include 

history, mental status examination, diagnoses, and treatment planning, and encompasses about 

85-90% of Dr. Spiegel's daily workload. Throughout his career, Dr. Spiegel has diagnosed, 

treated and provided therapy to patients suffering from varying degrees of alcohol and substance 

abuse, as well as to both victims and perpetrators of intimate partner violence ("IPV"). 

Dr. Spiegel has testified as an expert in the Commonwealth of Virginia, as well as 

Maryland and South Carolina on a range of topics in psychiatry and behavioral sciences. He has 

written and lectured extensively on the effects of alcohol and drugs (both legal and illegal) on the 

human brain and the person's interactions with others (both short-term and long-term), the 

causes and effects of intimate partner abuse, and other psychiatric issues. 

In conjunction with the rendering of his opinion in this litigation, Dr. Spiegel reviewed 

and relied upon the relevant pleadings, videos, audios, pictures, text messages, emails, medical 

records, and other documents produced in discovery, testimony from the UK, depositions, see 
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Att. 8 ("data reviewed" or the "record evidence"), and an interview with Ms. Heard. Dr. Spiegel 

twice requested an assessment of Mr. Depp, but Mr. Depp declined. 

Dr. Spiegel will testify as an expert in the fields of Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences. 

Dr. Spiegel bases his opinions, to within a reasonable degree of medical and professional 

probability and/or certainty in the fields of psychiatry and behavioral sciences, upon his 

background, experience, knowledge, a review of the materials provided to him, and other 

information available to him, including the sources cited in this Designation. 

Dr. Spiegel has been engaged to analyze and opine on the impact of alcohol and 

substance abuse, including the combination of drugs taken by Mr. Depp, and the potential impact 

of sustained use of these substances on memory, cognition, and how this may impact Mr. Depp. 

Dr. Spiegel has also been asked to analyze the risk factors associated with perpetrators of 

Intimate Partner Violence ("IPV"), and in his evaluation of the record evidence, whether Mr. 

Depp has exhibited conduct or behaviors indicative or consistent with any of these risk factors. 

Dr. Spiegel will also testify relating to specific drugs and alcohol and their medical and 

psychiatric effects and impacts, the diagnoses and treatment of patients with alcohol and 

drug/substance use disorder, evidence of medical and psychiatric consequences of prolonged 

substance abuse, characteristics and behaviors consistent with prolonged substance abuse and 

IPV, and medical and psychological characteristics and explanations of behaviors demonstrated 

by the record evidence, Dr. Spiegel will also testify as set forth below. 

I. The Impact of Alcohol and 
Drug Use/Abuse Over Limited and Prolonged Periods of Time. 

Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify about the medical and psychological impact on Mr. 

Depp based on the evidence of Mr. Depp's alcohol and drug use since the 1980s. Dr. Spiegel is 

expected to testify that the record evidence demonstrates that Mr. Depp has a history of using or 
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overusing alcohol and controlled drugs, including cocaine, ecstasy (MDMA), magic mushrooms 

and cannabis as well as certain prescribed drugs (notably Oxycodone, Roxicodone or Roxies, 

Xanax and Adderall). Dr. Spiegel is also expected to testify that regularly associating with 

others who extoll the virtues of drugs is an indicator of a drug problem, and in this case, Mr. 

Depp regularly associated with such people, including Hunter S. Thompson, Keith Richards, and 

Marilyn Manson, who extolled the virtues of drugs and alcohol. Friends and associates of Depp 

have remarked publicly that hanging out with Mr. Depp means surrounding one's self with drugs 

and alcohol. Dr. Spiegel will also testify about record evidence, including but not limited to, Dr. 

Kipper attempting to treat Mr. Depp for years for "polysubstance abuse" (the abuse or 

dependence to many substances), text messages where Mr. Depp is seeking cocaine and ecstasy, 

text messages where Mr. Depp requests more of his prescribed medications, purporting to lose or 

be confused by the location of the doses prescribed, text messages to his nurse that he was "high 

as a muthafucka" when he made the film, Black Mass, articles where Mr. Depp admits that he 

spends much more than $30,000 a month on wine, deposition and trial testimony of Mr. Depp's 

drug and alcohol abuse, and notes from Mr. Depp's own doctors and nurses, including Dr. 

Kipper's analysis that Mr. Depp "is uncomfortable, is pessimistic that he will ever be able to stop 

doing drugs, actually romanticizes the entire drug culture and has no accountability for his 

behaviors." Based on this evidence, Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that Mr. Depp's conduct is 

indicative of and consistent with displaying a long-term, alcohol and drug addiction and has 

abused drugs and alcohol, which is considered a significant risk factor and consistent with 

perpetrators of!PV, as further discussed below. 

Dr. Spiegel is also expected to testify that hundreds of studies show a significant link 

between substance abuse and memory loss, which, as a result, affects cognitive functions such as 
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learning, language and comprehension. The record evidence shows that Mr. Depp has 

experienced blackouts, periods of significant confusion, thinking people are present who are not, 

imagining entire conversations or fights with people not present, and the like. When a person 

experiences a blackout during alcohol or drug use, for example, it prevents the brain from 

completing the process of forming memories. Persistent drug use can cause not only issues with 

recalling recent events but also long-term memory loss. Drug and alcohol use affects the 

hippocampus which is essentially the brain's memory-storage system. Someone who becomes 

heavily dependent on drugs, including alcohol, will start to see long-lasting effects to their 

memory and brain function. They may begin to struggle with learning new things and have · 

trouble recalling details such as birthdays and other important dates. Dr. Spiegel is also expected 

to testify that there is a high correlation between domestic abuse, heavy alcohol abuse, and 

cognitive disorders. See Differential Cognitive Profiles oflntimate Partner Violence Perpetrators 

Based on Alcohol Consumption, Alcohol Volume 70, August 2018, Pages 61-71, Sara Vitoria­

Estruch; Angel Romero-Martinez; Marisol Lila; Luis Moya-Albiol. Dr. Spiegel is expected to 

testify that approximately 85% of individuals in rehab programs have a history of!PV. 

Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that based on his review of Mr. Depp during the video 

deposition taken of Mr. Depp on November IO, 11 and 12, 2020, and December 14, 2021, Dr. 

Spiegel was able to review and assess Mr. Depp's appearance, behavior and thought process, 

thought content, cognitive symptoms, insight and judgment. Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify 

that Mr. Depp demonstrated impaired attention, difficulty with word-finding retrieval, 

demonstrated impaired cognitive memory and processing speed, difficulty in his ability to focus 

on the topic at hand, disorganized thoughts, difficulty recalling details of events and difficulty 

with impulse control and demonstrated erratic behavior. Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that 
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based on Mr. Depp's age of 58, these impairments cannot be attributable to age, but are 

consistent with and a direct result of Mr. Depp's sustained use and abuse of alcohol and drugs. 

This is also consistent with the record evidence, which has demonstrated Mr. Depp having 

cognitive impairments not in line with his age, such as failing to recall his lines for his movies, 

and having them read to him while wearing an earpiece. Dr. Spiegel is further expected to testify 

that Mr. Depp's misrepresentations of sobriety and downplaying and failure to take 

responsibility for his drug and alcohol use are consistent with those individuals who have an 

alcohol and drug use disorder. Dr. Spiegel has also reviewed Mr. Depp's UK testimony and will 

testify that the inconsistencies in Mr. Depp's testimony regarding his drug and alcohol abuse is a 

clear example of patients with alcohol and drug use disorder. Dr. Spiegel is also expected to 

testify that a 2- to 5-day detoxification from drugs and alcohol is only the first step of 

rehabilitation treatment- this must be followed up with an extended plan or program, and a 

"cleansing" is not an effective mechanism to repair the cognition and memory effects of long­

term drug and alcohol use disorder. In addition, Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that drugs 

prescribed to Mr. Depp, including Seroquel, Neurontin, and Adderall are highly abusable, and 

prolonged abuse can have damaging effects on brain function, cognition, and memory. Dr. 

Spiegel is also expected to testify that while Mr. Depp was on these medications, he was not 

"sober" by any medical definition. Dr. Spiegel will further testify that the use ofMDMA can 

cause feelings of being enraged, auditory and visual hallucinations, and erratic and uncontrolled 

behavior including self-mutilation and self-harm and cutting off one's own finger is behavior of 

that can occur in users of MDMA. 
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II. Intimate Partner Violence 

A. Analysis ofIPV 

Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify as to the definition and medical and psychological 

characteristics ofIPV, both perpetrators and survivors. IPV is a pattern of assaultive and 

coercive behaviors that may include inflicted physical injury, psychological abuse, sexual 

assault, progressive social isolation, stalking, deprivation, intimidation and threats. 

IPV is common. It affects millions of people in the United States each year. Data from 

CDC's National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey indicate about one in four women 

have experienced contact sexual violence, physical violence, and/or stalking by an intimate 

partner during their lifetime and reported some form ofIPV-related impact. About 35% of 

female IPV survivors experience some form of physical injury related to IPV. There are also 

many other negative health outcomes associated with IPV. These include a range of conditions 

affecting the heart, digestive, reproduction, muscle and bones, and nervous systems, many of 

which are chronic. Survivors can experience mental health problems such as depression and 

posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) symptoms. 

Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that, based on his work with perpetrators and victims of 

IPV, as well as significant research in the field, there are identified risk factors, or characteristics 

of a person that increase risk of that person being an IPV perpetrator. Those risk factors include 

heavy alcohol and drug use, poor behavioral control/impulsiveness, a narcissistic personality, 

and attitudes accepting or justifying IPV. Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that, based on the 

evidence he reviewed, including text messages, photographs, video tapes, audio files, medical 
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documentation, therapy records, witnesses, depositions, trial testimony and other exhibits, Mr. 

Depp has engaged in conduct indicative of or consistent with these risk factors. 

Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that this case includes allegations of all forms of IPV, 

including physical violence, sexual abuse, and psychological aggression, and is further expected 

to testify as follows: 

i. Physical violence. Physical violence involves forceful physical contact that 

may vary from light pushes and slaps to severe beatings and lethal violence. A review of the 

evidence in this case shows a significant amount of physical abuse perpetrated against Ms. 

Heard throughout the course of their relationship, and that Ms. Heard was physically assaulted 

several times per week, sometimes daily. There are numerous witnesses who reported seeing 

cuts, bruises, and injuries for years, and it was reported that Mr. Depp grabbed, pushed, and 

shoved Ms. Heard; physically restrained her; pulled her by the hair; strangled her; punched her 

on her face, head, and body; slapped her with the front and back of his hand; kicked her; 

slammed her against the wall and floor; threw objects at her; suffocated her, flicked a cigarette 

at her; pulled her by the hair; and beat her up. In addition, Dr. Banks, M.D. testified that Mr. 

Depp acknowledged being physical with Ms. Heard and recalled hearing that he used a cigarette 

to bum himself. Banks Tr. 55:14-56:9. 

ii. Sexual abuse. Sexual abuse includes coercive and physical behaviors varying 

from trying to persuade someone to perform a sexual act against their will, ignoring "no" 

responses, to physically forced sex acts. There is record evidence of Mr. Depp sexually 

assaulting Ms. Heard on a number of occasions. 

iii. Psychological aggression. Psychological aggression ( or emotional abuse) 

refers to acting in an offensive or degrading manner toward another, usually verbally, and may 
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include threats, ridicule, withholding affection, and restrictions (e.g., social isolation, financial 

control). These behaviors are perpetuated by someone who is, was, or wishes to be involved in 

an intimate or dating relationship with an adult or adolescent, and one aimed at establishing 

control by one partner over the other. (Capaldi DM, Knoble NB, Shortt JW, Kim HK. A 

Systematic Review of Risk Factors for Intimate Partner Violence. Partner Abuse. 

2012;3(2):231-280.doi:l 0.1891/1946-6560.3.2.23 l .). 

Psychologically abusive behaviors by Mr. Depp that were reported in this case include 

but are not limited to: intimidation by throwing things, slamming things, writing on surfaces, 

such as countertops, lamp shades, mirrors and walls, erratic behavior; antagonistic behaviors 

about Ms. Heard's career; criticizing her ambition; obsessive jealousy about male co-stars; 

offensive and degrading comments (whore, cunt, bitch, ugly, fat); constant accusations of flirting 

and infidelity; controlling her clothing choices and movie parts; insisting on using his security 

detail and vehicles, not permitting her to have a password on her devices, showing up on set, 

insisting she spend his money and being upset when she resisted; criticizing her body; and 

emotional manipulation (threats of suicide; threats and actual infliction of self-harm). 

B. Substance Abnsc is a Risk Factor of IPV 

Substance abuse has been found to occur in 40-60% of IPV incidents across various 

studies. Several lines of evidence suggest that substance use/abuse plays a facilitative role in IPV 

by precipitating or exacerbating violence. This includes IPV perpetration in the contexts of 

intoxication, and withdrawal and addiction. Likewise, drug-induced paranoia and fears of 

infidelity were used by perpetrators to justify !PY in ways that extended men's more everyday 

invocations of sexual jealousy and distrust as reasons for checking up on partners. Dr. Spiegel is 

expected to testify that intoxication related to alcohol and stimulant drugs (methamphetamines 
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and cocaine) was linked to IPV perpetration in all studies. Several studies have also shown that 

both survivors of!PV and perpetrators talk about how partners under the influence of alcohol 

and/or drugs turn from a "good husband to a bad husband" (Boonzaier & Rey, 2003); from "Dr. 

Jekyll to Mr. Hyde" (Gilbert et al., 2001)]; from "a warrior to a beater" (Matamonasa-Bennett, 

2015)]; turn into "dictators," and "converts you into a monster" (Gilchrist et al., 2015) 

(Boonzaier & Rey, 2003). Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that the more disinhibited by drugs 

and alcohol a person is, the more likely the person is to exhibit physical violence towards another 

person, and particularly if the intoxicated person has baseline impulsivity and lacks behavioral 

control/response prevention. 

Studies have also shown an increased risk of!PV perpetration when dependent 

perpetrators were in withdrawal or craving alcohol, heroin and stimulant drugs due to irritability 

and frustration (Satyanarayana et al., 2015; Wilson et al., 2017) (Gilbert et al., 2001) (Abdul­

Khabir et al., 2014; Ludwig-Barron et al., 2015) (Watt, 2012). 

As discussed above, the record evidence reflects that Mr. Depp had a history of alcohol 

and drug abuse, including during the relationship with Ms. Heard. 

C. Lack of Behavioral Control and Impnlsiveness is a Risk Factor ofIPV 

Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that the lack of behavioral control and impulsiveness is 

also a strong risk factor for IPV. Research indicates a robust association between impulsivity, or 

the inability to regulate certain behaviors, and various forms of aggressive behavior (e.g., Abbey 

et al., 2002; Hynan & Grush, 1986; Netter et al., 1998), including IPV (e.g., Cohen et al., 2003; 

Shorey, Brasfield, Febres, & Stuart, 20 IO; Schafer et al., 2004). Cross-sectional research 

indicates that men who report IPV perpetration are higher in impulsivity compared to men who 

do not report IPV (Cohen et al., 2003). 
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Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that the record evidence reflects that Mr. Depp has a 

"frail temperament" that results in lack of behavioral control and impulsivity. This evidence 

includes, but is not limited to, notes from Mr. Depp's doctor (Dr. Kipper) referring to Mr. Depp: 

"[t]here is also an issue of patience. He's driven almost reflexively by his id- has no patience 

for not getting his needs met, has no understanding of delayed gratification and is quite childlike 

in his reactions when he does not get immediate satisfaction." This lack of behavioral control 

and impulsiveness are significant risk factors for IPV. Dr. Spiegel will testify that Mr. Depp's 

testimony in this case and the UK action demonstrate a lack of behavioral control and 

impulsiveness, including, but not limited to, the following testimony: 

2 o A. soity . .,I-,vas saying thafthe. ability or tne impetus or tiie 
21 synapse that fires does not :necessarily niean thatyou have to 

22 'be,di1mk}o s!llasii so_m~thlng or throw.som~tµing agalll,St tji~ 

23 wail or punch a wall or door. "it is a •human reflex to 
• <_ • • , -,. ', - ' • • •, 0.L ' , " 

2/1 :sonielliiiig thai:feeis·stronger thaifyciti. ]t is a mistratfon 

2 s ai:id that is wlfat happens. 

Depp UK Trial 125:20-25. 

i·4 .A, '\Veil, whatlll!]l trying \o exp)aintQ youis t)mtit ~oe~ not 

15 tclke aicohol for one to become upset about soniething. That 

16 reaction, the internai reactign, does il6t reqwre alcohol to_ 

17 siam yo1Jr hand dci\\11 on.a table or,be so frnstrated abou!\'vhltt 
18. you 1U:e.u11abie to·do, ,vhen it is_·out ofyo_ur.han~. andyo1~ 

19 have fallen prey to sotnetbin~ that is bigger than you, and it 
2 o is;, you kilo\\', that is pretty 1fitich it. 

21 Q. Did yoi1 sniashthirigs when.you Weteliving,vithMs. Paradis? 

22 A: Over 14 years, I imagine thatTJiuist luh•e, and o\'el: 14 yeiri:s 

2 3 I intagine .that she must have, 
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Depp UK Trial 126:14-23. Mr. Depp also testified that he was arrested in 1994 because, as he 

admitted, he "trashed" a hotel room in New York in 1994, and prior to that arrest, was arrested 

for assaulting a hotel lobby security guard. Depp UK Trial 55-56:3-3. While in Paris in 1999, 

he became angry with members of the press, and confronted and threatened them with a large 

piece of wood. In 2018, Mr. Depp was sued for assault of a location manager on the set of City 

of Lies. Depp UK Trial 90:70-15. In addition, Dr. Spiegel will testify that these instances show 

a pattern of violence and impulsiveness in lieu of self-control, which is consistent with the 

behavior of a perpetrator ofIPV. Depp's paranoia, jealousy, and uncontrollable anger and rage 

is supported by testimony from Mr. Depp's psychiatrist, Dr. Blaustein. Blaustein Tr. 48:22-

49: 19, 184.Jn fact, for Depp it was often "easier to play a character" than to live with his "devil." 

Blaustein Tr. 151:20-152:2, 140:21-141:7. 

D. Narcissism is a Risk Factor ofIPV 

A narcissist is a person who has an inflated sense of their own importance, a deep need 

for excessive attention and admiration, troubled relationships, and a lack of empathy for others. 

Dr. Spiegel will testify that according to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 

Disorders, 5th Edition, symptoms ofNarcissistic Personality Disorder include (I) requiring 

excessive admiration; (2) possessing a sense of entitlement, such as an unreasonable expectation 

of favorable treatment or compliance with his or her expectations; (3) is exploitative and takes 

advantage of others to achieve his or her own ends; (4) lacks empathy and is unwilling to 

identify with the needs of others; (5) is often envious of others or believes that others are envious 

of him or her; and shows arrogant, haughty behaviors and attitudes. Dr. Spiegel will testify that 

narcissists have a fragile self-esteem that is vulnerable to the slightest criticism. 
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Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that in his review of the record evidence, Mr. Depp has 

engaged in behavior and conduct indicative of and consistent with all these symptoms of 

Narcissistic Personality Disorder which is another risk factor for IPV. These behaviors and 

characteristics are documented by Mr. Depp's own treating physician, Dr. Kipper, as well as 

reflected by other record evidence. 

Studies have shown that narcissistic men are more likely to commit domestic violence. 

For example, the findings of Kent State University researchers (20 I 0) suggest that "the anger, 

hostility, and short fuse that accompany a man's narcissism tend to be directed toward ... 

women," and that "narcissistic men can become enraged when they are denied gratification ... 

including when people reject them." In fact, some of the more common traits that overlap both 

narcissists and abusers include lack of empathy, controlling behavior, self-absorption, displays of 

physical violence when told "no," and displays of anger when they perceive rejection from their 

partner. Dr. Spiegel is also expected to testify when there is an association of substance abuse 

disorder with Narcissistic Personality Disorder, there is a significantly increased likelihood of 

more hostility and aggression from the perpetrator. 

E. Attitudes Accepting or Justifying IPV is a Risk Factor ofIPV 

Attitudes toward IPV are known predictors of IPV victimization and perpetration. Dr. 

Spiegel is expected to testify that there is record evidence demonstrating that Mr. Depp would 

''.joke" about IPV, even in public articles. This includes, but is not limited to, a GQ article in 

which Mr. Depp admitted telling Hunter S. Thompson about Kate Moss, "she gets a severe 

beating." Mr. Depp was also involved in a particularly striking text exchange with actor Paul 

Bettany, with whom Mr. Depp has admitted to using "cocaine, alcohol, and pills." In a text to 

Mr. Bettany dated June 11, 2013, Mr. Depp wrote "Let's bum Amber!!!" and "Let's drown her 
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before we burn her!!! I will fuck her burnt corpse afterwards to make sure she's dead." Dr. 

Spiegel is expected to testify that such cavalier attitudes toward IPV are a significant risk factor 

of IPV actually occurring in intimate relationships. 

F. Being a Previous Victim of Physical 
or Psychological Abusive is a Risk Factor of IPV 

Studies have also demonstrated that previously being a victim of physical or 

psychological abuse and witnessing IPV between parents as a child can also be a risk factor that 

leads to a person being an IPV perpetrator in his intimate relationships. 29 Dr. Spiegel is expected 

to testify that his review of the evidence demonstrates that Mr. Depp was a previous victim of 

physical violence from his mother, and saw his parents engage in IPV. This includes Mr. Depp's 

testimony that his "[b]rains [were] beaten out by my mom" as far back as he could remember, 

through the age of 17. Mr. Depp also testified that his mother would punch his father, knocking 

teeth out of his father's mouth, and that his father, in response, punched holes in the wall. This 

witnessing of violence at a young age is a high-risk factor of!PV. 

G. Warning Signs oflPV 

29 See e.g., Storvestre GB, Jensen A, Bjerke E, Tesli N, Rosaeg C, Friestad C, Andreassen OA, 
Melle I, Haukvik UK. Childhood Trauma in Persons With Schizophrenia and a History of 
Interpersonal Violence, Front Psychiatry. 2020 May 5;11:383. doi: I0.3389/:fpsyt.2020.00383. 
PMID: 32431632; PMCID: PMC7214725; Ernst AA, Weiss SJ, Hall J, Clark R, Coffman B, 
Goldstein L, Robley K, Dettmer T, Lehrman C, Merhege M, Corum B, Rihani T, Valdez M, 
Adult intimate partner violence perpetrators are significantly more likely to have witnessed 
intimate partner violence as a child than nonperpetrators. Am J Emerg Med. 2009 Jul;27( 6):641 -
50; Flynn A, Graham K. "Why did it happen?" A review and conceptual framework for research 
on perpetrators' and victims' explanations for intimate partner violence. Aggress Violent Behav. 
2010;15(3):239-251. doi: I 0.1 OJ 6/j.avb.20 I 0.01 .002; 
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/intimatepartnerviolence/riskprotectivefactors.html...:. 
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In addition to risk factors of IPV, Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify based on studies and 

his work with perpetrators and victims of!PV, that there are certain warning signs to help 

recognize if someone is an IPV perpetrator. These warning signs include: 

□ Use of physical aggression. They often slap, hit, shove, or push their partner. Dr. 

Spiegel is expected to testify that based on the record evidence, including but not 

limited to, audio recordings, pictures of Ms. Heard's injuries, text messages, video 

recordings, and deposition and trial testimony, the record reflects that Mr. Depp 

has slapped, hit, shoved Ms. Heard on a regular basis, and has also head-butted 

her, grabbed her hair and punched her, dragged her across the room, kicked her, 

thrown objects at her, strangled her, and suffocated her. 

□ They are unpredictable. Their moods tend to change rapidly and radically. 

Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify to the record evidence, including but not limited 

to deposition and trial testimony, emails, texts, video, audio, and journal entries, 

that demonstrate Mr. Depp's change from a loving husband to what even Mr. 

Depp called "the Monster." 

□ They are often jealous, suspicious, and/or angry- even if they have no reason 

to be. Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify about the record evidence, which reflects 

Mr. Depp'sjealousy of virtually any man (and woman) who worked with Ms. 

Heard, and his fear that she was having affairs with multiple partners. 

□ They control their partner's time. They monitor and control their partner's 

activities, including whether they go to work or school, and how much they 

see their family and friends. Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that Mr. Depp 

reflected this conduct as well. Based on the record evidence, including deposition 
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and trial testimony, he would call directors and male costars to check on her, 

insist she use his vehicles and security detail, not have passwords on her devices 

so he could easily access them, interfere with filming and roles, and regulate and 

manipulate who she could see and spend time with. 

D They control their partner's money. They make important financial decisions 

with shared money by themselves, or they take their partner's money 

without permission. Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify to the record evidence that 

reflects that Mr. Depp exerted his financial control over Ms. Heard and attempted 

to exert even more control. 

D They nse verbal threats. They are not afraid to name-call, swear, and yell at 

their partner. Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify to the degrading comments Mr. 

Depp made toward Ms. Heard (whore, cunt, bitch, ugly, fat). Mr. Depp also told 

Ms. Heard that she was being his mother and psychotic sister. Blaustein Tr. 

157:2-13. 

D They isolate their partner. They may limit their partner's nse of the phone or 

other sources of communication, or may force their partner to stay at home. 

Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that the evidence of Mr. Depp controlling where 

Ms. Heard stayed, regulating who she can see and when, and requiring that she 

not have any passwords on devices so he had unfettered access to her devices and 

communications is a warning sign of IPV. 

D They blame. They often try to blame their partner or others for their 

problems. Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that the record evidence reflects Mr. 

Depp constantly blaming Ms. Heard for the problems in their relationship, and 
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that Mr. Depp largely does not accept responsibility for any of his conduct, and 

routinely blames others. 

□ They threaten to hurt themselves, their partner, or their partner's loved ones 

if their partner tries to leave. Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify as to the warning 

signs of!PV, where Mr. Depp regularly told Ms. Heard during or after an 

altercation that he was thinking of suicide or threats of (and actual) self-harm if 

she did not do as he pleased, and audio recordings relating to using a knife to cut 

himself and inflicting a cigarette burn on himself. 

□ They apologize and make promises. Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that 

perpetrators very commonly apologize after an instance ofIPV and make 

promises not to repeat their behavior. The apologies may be sincere, at the time, 

but also may be motivated by wanting to remain in the relationship, where they 

view themselves as being dominant. 

Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that in his review of the record materials and in 

speaking with Ms. Heard, Mr. Depp exhibited all these warning signs in his relationship with 

Ms. Heard. 

III. Rebuttal to Opinion of Dr. Shaw's regarding the Goldwater Ruic 

Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that the Goldwater Rule does not apply in the context of 

expert testimony. It has long been established that the Goldwater rule does not extend to the 

court context. Jo "Rigid application of the rule (according to its broadest interpretation) would 

appear to invalidate long-standing working practice in the courts and in insurance and 

JO See e.g., Aoibheann McLaughlin, The Goldwater Rule: a bastion of a bygone era? HISTORY 
OF PSYCHIATRY, December 20, 2021. 
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government agencies, where psychiatric opinion without diagnostic interview is 

commonplace." 31 Such a broad interpretation of the Rule is not supported by the APA and 

would prohibit expert testimony from psychiatric experts that is routinely admitted in court in a 

wide variety of contexts. 32 For example "[i]n psychiatric malpractice cases, psychiatrists proffer 

opinions as to the diagnoses, dynamics and best treatment protocols without directly examining 

the patients. This is most obvious in cases involving completed suicides, but also in boundary 

violation cases, improper pharmacological treatment for a given diagnosis, and other alleged 

malpractice situations. Chart reviews are accepted as the evidentiary bases for expert opinions." 

(Kroll and Pouncey, 2016). 

Furthermore, there is little empirical or theoretical evidence to support the claim that a 

diagnosis can only be achieved through in-person evaluation. Indeed, "written records and 

accounts, along with video footage, can provide robust diagnostic information on patients not 

personally interviewed" (McLoughlin, 2021 ). Dr. Spiegel has examined over three days of 

videotaped deposition of Mr. Depp, video footage of Mr. Depp during the relationship with Ms. 

Heard, audio recordings of Mr. Depp during the relationship with Ms. Heard, pictures, text 

messages, emails, medical records, psychiatric history, and other documents produced in 

discovery, testimony from the UK and depositions. With such an abundance of audiovisual and 

31 Id., see also, J. Kroll and C. Pouncy, The ethics of APA 's Goldwater Rule. 44(2)JOURNAL OF 
THE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PSYCHIATRY AND THE LAW 226 (20 I 6) ("Furthermore, the AP A's 
proscription on diagnosis without formal interview can be questioned, since third-party payers, 
expert witnesses in law cases, and historical psycho biographers make diagnoses without 
conducting formal interviews."). 
32 American Psychiatric Association, Ethics Committee Opinion, March 15, 2017 (" ... the 
rendering of expertise and/or an opinion in these contexts is permissible because there is a court 
authorization for ... opinion without examination ... and this work is conducted within an 
evaluative framework including parameters for how and where the information may be used or 
disseminated."). 
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documentary evidence, Dr. Spiegel's opinions, which are not diagnoses, but observed behaviors 

and statements from Mr. Depp that are consistent with IPV and narcissism, do not run afoul of 

the Goldwater Rule. All of Dr. Spiegel's opinions are within a reasonable degree of psychiatry 

and behavioral sciences and professional probability and/or certainty. Dr. Spiegel may also 

testify in response to the testimony and opinions of the Mr. Depp's expert witnesses, if any, and 

reserves the right to consider any further discovery and documentation or facts which become 

available to him. 

Julian Ackert 
Managing Director 
iDiscovery Solutions, Inc. 
3000 K St. NW, Suite 330 
Washington, D.C. 20007 
(202) 249-7865 
jackert@idsinc.com 
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a Managing Director at iDiscovery Solutions, Inc. ("iDS"), an expert services and consulting 

firm that provides independent digital forensics analysis, electronic discovery services, expert 

testimony, original authoritative studies, and strategic consulting services to the business and 

legal community. Mr. Ackert has a Bachelor of Science degree in Computer Science from the 

University of Virginia and has over 20 years of experience in consulting and litigation 

technologies that focus on electronic discovery and digital forensics. Specifically, Mr. Ackert 

has extensive experience creating and implementing preservation, collection, and production 

strategies and performing digital forensics and metadata analysis on electronically stored 
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Documents Reviewed by David R. Spiegel, MD 

Depositions 

John C. Depp- November 10, 11, and 12 2020 and December 14, 2021 
Amber Heard-August 13, 2016 
Raquel Pennington- June 16, 2016 
Josh Drew-November 19, 2019 
Isaac Baruch-November 20, 2019 
Ellen Barkin -November 22, 2019 
Liz Marz- November 26, 2019 
Lisa Beane-December 13, 2019 
Kristina Sexton- December 18, 2019 
Cornelius Harrell-January 13, 2021 
Laura Divenere -January 15, 2021 
Tracey Jacobs-January 28, 2021 
Melanie lnglessis - February 2, 2021 
David Kipper, M.D. -February 22, 2021 
Amber Heard-January 12-14, 2022 
Alan Blaustein -January 21, 2022 
Joel Mandel- January 26, 2022 
Laurel Anderson-February 21, 2022 
Tracey Jacobs (Depp. et al. v. The Mandel Company. et al.)-May 30, 2018 
Tracey Jacobs (Depp, et al. v. Bloom Hergott Diemer Rosenthal Laviolette 

Feldman Schenkman & Goodman. LLP. et al.)- May 13, 2019 

UK Trial Testimony 

All UK Trial Transcripts 
Amber Heard 
John C. Depp 
iO Tillet Wright 
Whitney Henriquez 
Melanie lnglessis 
Josh Drew 
Raquel Pennington 
Laura Divenere 

Medical Records 

Medical Records Johnny Depp 
Dr. David Kipper (including nurse's notes) 
Dr. Alan Blaustein 
Australia Medical Records 
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List of Medications-January 12, 2015 
List of Medications-October 26, 2016 
List of Drug Citations in Depp UK Testimony 
Lloyd Records Summary 
Insurance Records 

Medical Records Amber Heard 

Audio 

Dr. David Kipper (including nurse's notes) 
Dr. Connell Cowan 
Dr. Laurel Anderson - Treatment Summary 

Boston Plane Incident - May 24, 2014 
Knife-July 22, 2016-CTRL00058195 
Australia damage - March 2015 
Headbutting - 20160722 144803 

Video 

JD in Kitchen Slamming Cabinets - Feb 10 2016 
Columbia Building Surveillance Cameras 

Photos 

Contained in Exhibits to AH and JD Declarations 
Property Damage -May 21, 2016 
Various pictures of Amber Heard cuts and bruises 
Various pictures of John C. Depp drug use and behavior 
Various pictures of John C. Depp finger injury in DEPP0004563 l-45636 

Legal Documents 

Complaint - Depp v Heard - March I, 2019 
Answer and Grounds of Defense - Depp v Heard - August I 0, 2020 
Counterclaim (with exhibits) - Depp v Heard-August I 0, 2020 
Answer and Grounds of Defense to Counterclaim -Depp v Heard-January 22, 2021 
Declaration of Amber Laura Heard (with exhibits) - Depp v Heard - April I 0, 2019 
Declaration of John C. Depp (with exhibits)- May 2019 
Judgment and Decision - John Christopher Depp II Claimant v. News Group Newspapers Ltd. 
and Dan Wootton -November 11, 2020 
Complaint-Arreola, et al. v. Depp, et al. - May I, 2018 
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Complaint Brooks v. Depp, et al. July 6, 2018 
Plaintiff's Supplemental Designation of Expert Witnesses -January 18, 2022 
Defendant's Objections & Responses to Plaintiff's 4th Set of Interrogatories - February 9, 2022 

Text Messages 

Contained in Exhibits to AH and JD Declarations 
AH Texts with Paige Heard 3-22-13 
Paul Bettany - Texts with JD 
Australia Texts - JD asking for illicit substances 
Texts between Amber Heard and Debbie Lloyd 

Documents 

Diary entry-Amber Heard-July 27, 2015 
Draft Emails -Amber to Herself - May 25, 2014 
GQ - Johnny Depp Will Not Get Burned- November 2018 
Rolling Stone - Inside Trials of Johnny Depp 
Independent - 'It was an unpleasant feeling': Paul Bettany on having texts to Johnny Depp 

about Amber Heard made public 
Blumenthal Nordrehaug Bhowmik De Blouw LLP -Former Bodyguards Receive Settlement 
After Suing Depp For Employment Violations - February 8, 2019 

Variety -Johnny Depp Trial Over Location Manager's Assault Suit Delayed to May- October 
16,2019 
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Deposition of DAVID R. SPIEGEL, M.D., 

conducted virtually. 

Pursuant to notice, before Debra Ann Whitehead, 

Notary Public in and for the Commonwealth of 

Virginia. 
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Transcript of David R. Spiegel, M.D. 

Conducted on March 14, 2022 

A P P E A R A N C E S 

ON BEHALF OF PLAINTIFF AND 

COUNTERCLAIM DEFENDANT: 

STEPHANIE CALNAN, ESQUIRE 

CAt~ILLE M. VASQUEZ, ESQUIRE 

SA!.~UEL A. MONIZ, ESQUIRE 

BROWN RUDNICK, LLP 

One Financial Center 

Boston, Massachusetts 02111 

(617) 856-8200 

ON BEHALF OF DEFENDANTAND 

COUNTERCLAIM PLAINTIFF: 

ELAINE CHARLSON BREDEHOFT, ESQUIRE 

CHARLSON BREDEHOFT COHEN & BROWN, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive 

Suite 201 

Reston, Virginia 20190 

(703) 318-6800 
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Dr. Spiegel -- and please, Dr. Spiegel, 

if you ever want to have control of the document, 

the technician can give that to you. So just let 

us know. 

Dr. Spiegel, turning your attention to 

Page 77 of Exhibit 1. Again, this is Ms. Heard's 

third supplemental disclosure of expert witnesses. 

The last sentence of the first paragraph. Yes. 

Thank you. 

It reads, Dr. Spiegel is expected to 

testify that approximately 85 percent of the 

individuals in rehab programs have a history of 

IPV. 

Did I read that correctly? 

A Yes, you did. 

Q What do you mean here by "a history of 

IPV 11 ? 

A Meaning that they have been -- they have 

participated in some form of intimate partner 

violence, whether as the perpetrator or the 

victim. 

Q Okay. So this 85 percent represents both 

PIANET DEPOS 
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perpetrators and victims of IPV? 

A Yeah. I mean, most -- it's mostly 

mostly perpetrators; but there are some victims, 

too. 

Q 

€fn~~:~.Qy,;•'.i/:,~_n'q)·(~~:i:!~Meri§ ,.) 

(~~Y~• ± 're~~ ,;tl\_iij: c9jcre9t.ly?) 

(okay;_ And th~h the .next sehterice 1;E>aps,) 

'~';dNI~.P.~~-i~'(!-'.~~·~t;,~l{j:\ebt_e q It9: •t.e st i tY . t,!\'*.s::11~:)l:f ,tl)<c,pp 

~fm??1tpft;eg}i:n,ipaiteiJ.'". ati:ent;i.611, · •d}f ~f sMJl(Y · W\th 

PIANET DEPOS 
888.433.37671 WWW.PIANETDEPOS.COM 

54 

12:21:35 

12:21:39 

12:21:40 

12:21:44 

12:21:44 

12:21:50 

12:21:54 

12:21:59 

12:22:03 

12:22:07 

12:22:12 

12:22:16 

12:22:17 

12:22:19 

12:22:21 

12:22:21 

12:22:30 

12:22:34 

12:22:38 

12:22:41 

12:22:46 

12:22:47 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Q 

CONFIDENTIAL 
Transcript of David R Spiegel, M.D. 
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Thank you. 

MS. CALNAN: And I'm sorry, we can take 

this exhibit down, so you can 

Q Okay. Thank you, Dr. Spiegel. 
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MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of 

the question. 

A 

tlif~14epq~'.i!f!.i9pi'f}aAJh.ciilgh I .remember, 1~t vfrf.•"'.ei•,L, 

•thl.tcil:\,\;ii#"i i"(r,; :9epp ur;iforf.unate}y ··~~·~·,• :tsi,a:L>ly :C:-

h?ci' a, i..?t:>? f{pr,ob~,em~,, ¢orrununic4t ing i:iir~pt :ideas '-, .. ,,,', ' ' . ·,-,-.,. '·,_ ·. ,-· ,, 

and~ ct'i',c,e.ct tlid1.1ght.s. He rea>lly was reTat:i:vely 

diso,:gari::L:zed in t<=rms of trying to convey things 
' . 

( ir/ terms of what •he wanted to say.) 

r) 

Arid really what I'm comparing that: to is 

the geritlemah 'that I ·-- I have to admit;. I've seen 

aB. ~~. not a•Bl, hI's movies. I've ·seen a tot of the 

r,i.rat.e. movies·. ,And so I've seen him cprrunµQicate 

thoughts. 'Ti,ve ,s<=en h:i.m. commun.icate words .. · .. __ ,_._._ ·.-,, 

(And, tliE;\ ,ger,tleman I saw in the) 

depos:i,:,tion, ,the y:i.<le9/ was. not that .p)arson that I 
> ·,•,', ·- , ••• ' • • --. • ,. ' ' _ •• ,. '-, 
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©ml ~17 ®- lffimD(s OOX§l miii© ~a ,'ffim 
. - -

.!Im Gl ~ 

A 

~DOOJ ~ lllls) &fil Gl ~ ~a 

What I'm saying is, you should be able 

to convey a point without bringing in a lot of --

oh, are you there? 

Q What? We're still here. 

A Hold on. My computer just did something 

weird. Hold on one second. Don't go anywhere. 

Q We've 

A All right. 

Q Your video is still on. We still see 

you. 

A Oh, I couldn't see you, that was the 
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CONFIDENTIAL VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION OF JOHN C. 

DEPP, II, VOLUME 4, conducted virtually. 

Pursuant to docketing, before Victoria Lynn 

Wilson, Registered Merit Reporter, Certified 

Realtime Reporter, E-Notary Public in and for the 

State of Maryland. 
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(949) 752-7100 

JESSICA MEYERS, ESQUIRE 

BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
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to not get loaded and continue drinking. That was 

their little joke. 

MR. CHEW: Objection. Lack of foundation. 

Argumentative. Assumes facts not in evidence. 

Calls for expert conclusion. Calls for 

speculation. 

Q How long -- how long have you been using 

PLANET DEPOS 

888.433.3767 J WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 

953 

12:11:15 

12:11:20 

12:11:21 

12: 11: 27 

12:11:30 

12:11:34 

12:11:36 

12:11:40 

12:11:44 

12:11:48 

12:11:51 

12:11:54 

12:11:56 

12:11:59 

12:12:02 

12:12:06 

12:12:09 

12:12:15 

12:12:23 

12:12:32 

12:12:35 

12:12:35 



VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 

JOHN C. DEPP, II, 

Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant, 

V. Civil Action No.: CL-2019-000291 I 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff. 

COUNTERCLAIM PLAINTIFF AND DEFENDANT'S 
THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL AND REBUTTAL DISCLOSURE OF EXPERT WITNESSES 

Counterclaim Plaintiff and Defendant Amber Heard ("Ms. Heard") hereby identifies the 

following individuals who are expected to be called as expert witnesses at trial: 1 

Dawn M. Hughes, Ph.D., ABPP 
Clinical and Forensic Psychologist 
274 Madison Avenue, Suite 604 
New York, New York 10016 
(212) 481-7044 Telephone 
(212) 481-7045 Facsimile 
hnghes@drdawnhughes.com 

Introduction 

Dr. Dawn Hughes was retained by counsel for Amber Heard, in connection with John C. 

Depp llv Amber Heard (Civil Action No. CL-2019-0002911) which is pending in the Circuit 

Court of Fairfax County, Virginia. Ms. Heard is being sued for defamation by her ex-husband, 

John C. Depp II (known as "Johnny Depp"), in relation to her authoring an op-ed in the 

Washington Post on being a survivor of domestic violence. Although the op-ed never mentioned 

Mr. Depp by name, Mr. Depp stated in the complaint in this matter that he "never abused Ms. 

1 This Expert Designation addresses expert testimony and opinions relating to Ms. Heard's 
Counterclaim and Ms. Heard's defenses. 
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victimization-associated traumatic sequelae, such as shame, self-blame, humiliation, intimacy 

problems, interpersonal disconnection, and trust difficulties. Her psychological care will be 

palliative and function to remedy the psychological impact of the trauma arising during her life. 

Ronald S. Schnell 
Director 
Berkeley Research Group 
1111 Brickell Ave 
Suite 2050 
Miami, Florida 33131 
(305) 548-8546 
rschnell@thinkbrg.com 

Mr. Schnell's C.V. is attached as Att. 3. Mr. Schnell is an accomplished executive with a 

history of running large technology organizations, from early stage startups to large divisions of 

S&P 500 corporations. Mr. Schnell has also served as a testifying and consulting expert witness 

on high-profile cases in the areas of intellectual property, software licensing, cyber security, and 

other highly technical matters. He has knowledge of over forty computer languages, and is an 

adjunct professor at Nova Southeastern University, teaching computer security and operating 

systems in the computer science department. 

Mr. Schnell is expected to testify as an expert in the field of statistical and forensic analysis 

of social media. As an expert in this field, Mr. Schnell and his firm, Berkley Research Group, 

conducted an investigation relating to posts on social media, primarily Twitter, that contained and/or 

expressed negative comments and negativity ("negative posts" or "posts") about Amber Heard, 

from April 8, 2020 through the present. Mr. Schnell located and collected, and is expected to 

testify, that there are over a million negative posts relating to Amber Heard from April 8, 2020 

through the present. Specifically, from the beginning of April 2020, until the end of January 

2021, there were 1,243,705 negative posts relating to Amber Heard, including one or more of the 

tags #JusticeForJohnnyDepp, #AmberHeardlsAnAbuser, #AmberTurd, or 

26 
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#WeJustDontLikeYouAmber. Some of them are overlapping. The total number of distinct 

tweets that fall into that category is 1,019,433. Mr. Schnell has collected these on a hard drive, 

which has been provided to counsel for Mr. Depp. Mr. Schnell is expected to testify to these 

negative posts, including providing examples from the hard drive of collected data. 

Some examples of posts that Mr. Schnell has collected and provided to counsel for Mr. 

Depp, and is expected to testify to, include: 

I 

• 

angelagrace~~CJ @eilishgrace · Nov 27, 2020 
Replying to @StephenKing 
Big pass on that. I don't watch shows with abusers and liars in it. I'll read the 
book again instead. 
#Am!JerHeardlsAnAbuser 
#AmberHeardlsALiar 
#AmberHeardAbuseaJohhnyDepp 
#AmberHeardFalsleyAccusedbepp 

LI, bl V ;140 

Brian IC. Murphy -e @bmurphy63 · Nov 27, 2020 
It iJlso cjoesn't hurt that ALL of the evide[lce proves t_hat 
#,An;iberHeardlsAnAbuser & #JohnnyDepplslnnocent regardless of what 
#lnjustiteNicol ruled & was printed in the #MSMlsTheEnemyOfThePeople 

At the end of this there will be # Justice.ForJohnnyDepp 
So there's that. .. 

... 
-v ...., L< L.:..J 

Ane @AneHansen7 · Nov 29, 2020 
Thinking about when Johnny and Amber went into couples therapy and the 
therapist confirmed that Amber had severe personality disorders. Maybe the 
therapist should testify? Inform about manipulation, ruthlessness, lack of 
empathy, violence ... #AmberHeardlsAnAbu~er 

1"7 AA 
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Max_Gordatio @Max80094678 · Nov 27, 2020 
Replying to @StephenKing· 
I read the book and liked it I'd love to watch this show, but I won't support 
anything that liar and abuser Amber Heard is involved in. This woman mocks 
victims of domestic violence and uses them to make a career. So no thanks. 
#JusticeForJcihnnyDepp #AmberHeardls~user 

Q t.1. Q 19 

CheeryRosie Wald-mignon #JusticeForJohnnyDepp G · Jul 28, 2020 
Well its took 4 years but everyone knows the truth now, she can hold as 
mar:iy ·press conferences as she likes its out there #AmberHeardlsAnAbuser 
and the world knows it!!! 

M -,on 

•MelissaW @Quirky__Alone88 · Jul 28, 2020 
We don't want anything from you. ·You are a vile excuse of a human being, a 
money grabbing, fame hungry tramp, who stood on the backs of genuine 
survivors and trampled all over what it means to be feminine. #JohnnyDepp 
#JusticeForJohnnyDepp #AmberHeardlsAnAbuser #AmberTURD 

0 Beth O @Pirika84 · Jul 28, 2020 
Replying to @BBCNews 
@realamberheard is the abuser not johnny. Of course it was painful, to have 
to recount all the fvcked up stuff she did to him. She needs to just go away 
and rot! #AmberHeardlsAnAbuser #JusticeForJohnnyDepp 

Q t.1. Q 7 

•

. · ·wnterEmmaBombeah'@Aut~orW~ii:erEB :·.Jul 2$. 2020 ; •• 
' . . ' A,rtjb:ecH,e~r1 li~-d l!(ei/~1¥: pqiril\)t'~ ~·~~dYi)'i\ipJ3~fg4t H,erf tpdaY, HefJi~; 

· are,so bad 1t-1s embarrassing to read. And yes.as:stated she has·many. mental 
- .- :·-,. ' 

,i~!,i~s. . _ .. . _ . . _ , . 
ll'Jphriny[iepp Joh'n~y Depp.!! Justjcel;or-Johriny~pp '#Hig h<:ourt 
~AmperHeardisAn/l.buser IIAnib\!fHeard ' 
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Mr. Schnell is expected to testify about his statistical analysis of the Twitter posts, including 

the number of such posts per user, the number of users creating such posts, the commonality of the 

wording and formatting of such posts, the timing of such posts, and the frequency of such posts. 

This is all supported by the materials in the hard drive provided to counsel for Mr. Depp. 

To conduct his search, Mr. Schnell and his team utilized the official Twitter "API" and 

conducted the following searches, starting from April I, 2020: #JusticeforJohnnyDepp; 

#AmberheardlsAnAbuser; #AmberTurd; and #WeJustDontLikeYouAmber. The results of these 

searches were then pulled directly from Twitter usingtl1e API's functionality. Because of the 

nature of those searches, Mr. Schnell is expected to testify that it is possible to show that the vast 

majority of the results contain negative statements about Ms. Heard. Mr. Schnell will also testify 

that based on the number of negative posts about Ms. Heard during this time on Twitter, a similar 

magnitude of negative comments would also be published on Instagram and Reddit, and Mr. 

Schnell is expected to provide examples of such negative posts and the relationship among the three 

social media sources. 

Mr. Schnell is also expected to testify that there is no way to remove other people's posts 

from these social media platforms, and therefore the negative posts' impact will always remain and 

be accessible to the public. 

Mr. Schnell's opinions are to within a reasonable degree of scientific probability and/or 

certainty, and are based on his expertise, educational and technical background, his work 

experience, consultation with leading works and peer consultations, his knowledge based on all of 

the above, and his examination and review of data from the three social media platforms described. 

It is expected that Mr. Schnell will review additional materials as they become available, 

including in discovery, including in response to discovery served in California that is being objected 
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to and challenged in the California courts, and may supplement his opinions based on additional 

infonnation and materials he locates and are otherwise made available to him. 

Mr. Schnell has perfonned additional research regarding negative tweets towards Ms. Heard 

and Mr. Depp. Mr. Schnell is expected to testify regarding expanded dates for the hashtags 

mentioned supra, to include January I, 2018 through June 15, 2021. The number of uses of those 

hashtags between those dates was 2,790,876. 

Mr. Schnell is expected to testify regarding the use of the following negative hashtags that 

are largely negative against Mr. Depp particularly relating to Ms. Heard. TI1e hashtags analyzed 

were #JohnnyDepplsALiar, #JusticeForAmberHeard, #WeAreWithYouAmberHeard, 

#IStandWithAmberHeard, #JohnnyDeppisA WifeBeater, and #JohnnyDepplsAnAbuser. 

Specifically, tbe number of uses of those hashtags between the same dates were 140,288. 

There were very few negative tweets towards Ms. Heard and/or Mr. Depp between 

December 18,2018andMarch 1,2019. 

Mr. Schnell is expected to testify regarding the use of the particular hashtag, #AmberTurd, 

and the sudden increase in the use of this hashtag on or around August 16 and August 17, 2018. 

Mr. Schnell is expected to testify about his analysis of negative replies to a particular 

marketing tweet promoting Aquaman 2. The tweet he analyzed was by the Twitter user 

@CultureCrave, and was tweeted on October 16, 2021 at I :24pm shown below: 
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CUiture Crav_e•fim fJ -
@Cultur~gr~v.e 

Arriber Heard filrtiing#Aquaman2 4: · 

1:24 PM · ()ct 16, ?021 · Twitter Web A~p 

Mr. Schnell analyzed the replies and quote tweets to this particular tweet from I :24pm until 

midnight on that same night, finding mentions of#JusticeForJohnnyDepp, "abuser", 

#WeJustDontLikeYouAmber, and #AmberTurd, and mentions of"boycott." 

Mr. Schnell is expected to rely on data and a graph that shows the use of all of the hashtags 

referenced in this designation, a copy of which is attached herein as Att. 4. 4 Mr. Schnell is further 

expected to testify that the number of mentions of the hashtags and negative posts relating to Amber 

Heard, the number of such posts per user, the number of users creating such posts, the timing of 

such posts, and the frequency of such posts are consistent with manipulation and a coordinated 

effort. 5 

4 Due to an error in Microsoft Excel, page I of Attachment 4 to the Heard Second Supplemental Expert Witness 
Disclosure had an error that caused the data to be shifted one month to the left. This Disclosure has a corrected 
version of this graph. The data produced along with the graph remain unchanged. 

'Page 2 of Attachment 4 is an additional graph of the same data as graphed in page I of Attachment 4, but with the 
plot of the #JusticeForJohnnyDepp hashtag removed. This allows the other hashtags in the graph to be more easily 

31 
CONFIDENTIAL 



Mr. Schnell is also expected to rebut the testimony of Doug Bania, who was disclosed by 

Mr. Depp. 

Mr. Bania's "Key" search terms are inappropriate and artificially limiting. Mr. 

Bania's Designation section (d) discusses Mr. Bania's analysis of the Schnell AP! Data by 

searching for the terms "abuse hoax," "sexual violence hoax," and "fake sexual violence," which he 

calls the "Key Terms." Mr. Schnell will opine that someone skilled in the art of computer science 

and computer forensics would know that searching for these terms in quotes is not a scientific way 

to determine whether someone is tweeting about these topics. In order to match Mr. Bania's query, 

a Twitter user would need to type those words exactly as he searched them, with the same spacing, 

and in the same order. 

Mr. Schnell has performed a proper forensic analysis of the hashtags using what he 

understood were the important parts of key terms. Specifically, Mr. Schnell performed searches 

within the Heard Hashtags for "Hoax," "Fake" and "Fraud". These words were searched in the 

dataset with the #AmberTurd, #WeJustDontLikeYouAmber, #AmberHeardlsAnAbuser, and 

#JusticeForJohnnyDepp hashtags. The search found over 81,000 instances of these terms in tweets 

with the Heard Hashtags, as can be seen in Attachment 4, page 19. 

Mr. Bania's Designation, also in section (d), states, "If[his Key Terms were] found in the 

Schnell AP! Data, it could suggest the Tweets are related to the Daily Mail Articles or the Waldman 

Statements." It goes on to state that Mr. Bania concludes that the Tweets are " ... likely a result of 

media coverage other than the Daily Mail Articles", due to the "low ratio" (0.07%) of the Key 

Terms in the Schnell AP! Data. However, Mr. Schnell's data show that using appropriate, non-

visualized, since the scale created by the large number of#JusticeForJohnnyDepp tweets drown out the rest. This 
graph uses the same data previously produced 
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limiting key term searches, the relevant terms are used in 6.52% of the Schnell AP! Data. This is 

almost I 00 times as high a ratio as concluded by Mr. Bania. 

Mr. Bania's search for the word "Waldman" is also insufficient and artificially 

limiting. Mr. Bania's Designation contains an analysis of a search for the word "Waldman" within 

the Schnell AP! Data. Although this search is not referenced in the body of the Designation, it is in 

small print in footnote 16 pf section (d), and is also reflected in the Exhibits. Footnote 16 states, 

"Mr. Bania has performed this same analysis for the term 'Waldman.' My analysis indicates the 

term 'Waldman' is used 217,732, or 12.05% of the 1.81 [sic] Tweets between April 1, 2020 and 

June 15, 2021. .. " 

First, it appears that Mr. Bania erred in stating that he searched through June 15, 2021. It is 

apparent from the data in Mr. Bania's Exhibit and his Designation that the data he searched was the 

Schnell AP! Data, which only spans April 1, 2020 and January 31, 2021. 

Second, Mr. Schnell will opine that from his forensic analysis of the Schnell AP! Data, 

searching for the word "Waldman" is insufficient. Mr. Schnell found that many of the tweets with 

the Heard Hashtags refer to "Waldmignon" (as in, a portmanteau of Waldman and Filet Mignon, in 

what is likely a reference to Adam Waldman's minions). Adding this term to the term "Waldman" 

generates many more results, and raises Mr. Bania's percentage of total Heard Hashtag tweets that 

contain either "Waldman" or "Wald-Mignon" from 12.05% to 25.77% as can be seen in 

Attachment 4 page 19. 

Mr. Bania left out data for November 2020 in his calculations of Twitter hashtags. In 

totaling his numbers and percentages, Mr. Bania did not include data from November 2020 for the 

hashtag #JusticeForJohnnyDepp (the most frequently used among the hashtags collected by Mr. 

Schnell). This omission creates an insufficiency in the analysis by Mr. Bania of over 552,355 
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tweets, which is over 56% of the total tweets during the time period of the data. Mr. Bania's 

designation does not mention the fact that an entire month is missing from his calculations in the 

body, although it is shown in small print in the supporting data in the exhibits, where there is simply 

a line that says "File is corrupt." Mr. Schnell has reviewed the data that were sent to Mr. Bania, and 

has confinned that the file is not corrupt and Mr. Schnell was able to perform analysis on this 

hashtag for the entire time period. 

Mr. Bania incorrectly concludes that the Schnell API Data contains tweets from 2009 

through 2021. Mr. Bania's Designation section (b) incorrectly states that the Schnell API Data 

contains tweets as old as 2009, and states that Mr. Bania will uses this incorrect conclusion to 

challenge the appropriateness of (his own) denominator in determining percentages throughout his 

expected opinions. In fact, Mr. Schnell will confirm that the tweets the Schnell AP! Data are 

limited to the months in which they are labeled. For the Schnell AP! Data, Mr. Schnell only 

gathered tweets with the various hashtags from April 2020 through January 2021. 

The tweets examined are negative tweets about Ms. Heard. In Mr. Bania's Designation 

section ( e )(i), he is expected to opine that Mr. Schnell did not perform an adequate analysis as to 

why the tweets considered in his opinion are "negative". Mr. Schnell did perform an analysis of the 

nearly I million tweets with the negative hashtags. After using industry standard "sentiment 

analysis" libraries, Mr. Schnell decided that it would be more accurate to take a statistically 

significant sample of the tweets and look at them manually. Mr. Schnell found that, as one would 

expect, people who used the hashtags #AmberTurd, #WeJustDontLikeYouAmber, 

#AmberHeardlsAnAbuser, and #JusticeForJohnnyDepp were tweeting in a negative way towards 

Ms. Heard. The small number (single digits per 1,000 tweets) that were not negative were "quote 

tweets" of the negative ones, with a supportive message towards Ms. Heard. 
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Transcript of Ronald S. Schnell 
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7 (25 to 28) 

25 

1 data and found that there were a large number of 

2 screen names that produced the negative tweets. 
3 I thought it would be best to then request 

4 that counsel subpoena Twitter to get more 
5 information about these many screen names so that 

6 I could get things like IP addresses to further 

7 inform my opinion about whether I could say 

8 with - you know, with certainty that these were 
9 bots. I have not received any results from 

10 Twitter at this time, so I thought it prudent to 

11 not - to not opine about hots at this time 

12 because I just wanted to close that one last loop. 

13 MR. CRAWFORD: Ms. Gonzalez, can we 
14 quickly pull up Exhibit 3, please. 

15 AV TECHNICIAN: Please stand by. 
16 (Schnell 3, Counterclaim Plaintiff and 

17 Defendant's Third Supplemental and Rebuttal 

18 Disclosure of Expert Witnesses, was marked for 

19 identification and is attached to the transcript.) 

20 AV TECHNICIAN: Exhibit 3. 
21 Q Mr. Schnell, do you recognize this 
22 document? 

1 A Yes. I actually have a copy of pages 26 
2 to 34 next to me, otherwise unmarked 
3 Q Okay. 

26 

4 MR. CRAWFORD: Ms. Gonzalez, could we go 

5 to page 35, please. 

6 Q Mr. Schnell, do you know who Kathryn 

7 Arnold is? 

8 
9 
10 

A From reading this document, I do, yes. 
Q And have you communicated with Ms. Arnold? 

A I don't - I don't recall ifl did or not. 
11 I may have - I may have had one call with counsel 
12 present with her, but I'm not even certain of 
13 that. 
14 MR. CRAWFORD: Ms. Gonzalez, can we go 
15 down to page 38, please - or, excuse me, page 37. 
16 And the bottom, please. 
17 Q Mr. Schnell, directing your attention to 

18 that last paragraph there, Ms. Arnold has also 

19 consulted with Ron Schnell. 
20 Does that refresh your recollection as to 

21 whether you consulted with her? 

22 A Yes. That must be the one call I 

27 

1 suspected I had with her. 
2 Q Okay. 

3 MR. CRAWFORD: And, Ms. Gonzalez, can we 

4 go down to page 38, please. 

5 Q And, Mr. Schnell, directing your attention 

6 about kind of near the top there, about a third of 

7 the way down, Mr. Schnell has identified these 
8 tweet patterns as an orchestrated "bot" campaign 

9 by Depp and his representatives that is triggered 
10 by statements in the press by or about Ms. Heard. 

11 I believe you just told me you did not 

12 feel it was appropriate to opine that bots were 
13 involved in this. So could you please explain to 

14 me that statement in Ms. Arnold's report. 

15 A I can only speak to what my opinions at 
16 trial will be. I'm not sure I said - I'm not 
17 sure exactly what I said in terms of appropriate 
18 or not appropriate. I did fmd many screen names 
19 that had an extraordinarily high hot score. I 
20 don't intend to testify at trial about any opinion 
21 relating to bots. 
22 MR. CRAWFORD: Okay. Ms. Gonzalez, let's 

28 

I take this down for one sec. 
2 BY MR. CRAWFORD: 

3 Q Mr. Schnell, I'd like to unpack that a 

4 little bit and -- just kind of going back to your 

5 conversation. I think you said you used a 

6 well-known algorithm to see if there's potential 

7 bot activity; is that correct? 

8 A That's correct. 
9 Q Is there a name of the algorithm? 

10 A There is. I'd - I'll have to look it up 
11 to remember. It's from - it's from a major 
12 university somewhere in the Midwest. I'll have to 
13 look up the name of it. But I'll definitely do 
14 that. 
15 Q Okay. And can you descnbe generally how 
16 the algorithm works. 

17 A Yes. It - given a screen name it looks 
18 at a complete history of the Twitter activity of 
19 that screen name. It also looks at things like 
20 numbers of followers, numbers of people followed, 
21 you know, certain keywords ,vithin tweets. It's an 
22 artificial intelligence/machine learning 
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73 75 

I I'm just curious, is there a way to search 1 A Yes. My opinion is largely all of them 
2 for hashtags on Twitter without using one of the 2 Q And when you say "largely all of them," 

3 Twitter AP!s? 3 that means not all of them, correct? 

4 A Not reliably, no. 4 A No. It means I couldn't look at all 
5 Q Yeah. Okay. 5 1 million-plus tweets with my eyes. So with the 
6 All right. So continuing on about halfway 6 sampling I took, I wasn't able to find any. So, 
7 down that paragraph, it says, Because of the 7 you know, as a scientist I don't - it's not 
8 nature of those searches, Mr. Schnell is expected 8 appropriate for me to say all of them, but it's 
9 to testify that it is possible to show that the 9 quite likely it is all of them I can say that 
10 vast majority of the results contain negative 10 with the 2,000 I looked at with my eyes, it was 
11 statements about Ms. Heard. 11 all of them 
12 We talked about this a little bit earlier. 12 Q Okay. And so moving down that next line, 

13 I think you testified that you reviewed several 13 Mr. Schnell will also testify that based on the 

14 thousand tweets manually; is that correct? 14 number ofnegative posts about Ms. Heard during 

15 A That's correct. 15 this time on Twitter, a similar magnitude of 

16 Q Do you recall more precisely how many? 16 negative comments would also be published on 

17 A 2,000. 17 Instagram and Reddit 

18 Q 2,000. Did you originally use a sentiment 18 So how do you determine what is posted on 

19 analysis tool in- 19 Instagram and Reddit based on the number of 

20 A I did. 20 negative posts on Twitter? 

21 Q - this assessment? 21 A I did look at those other platforms and 
22 A I did. 22 saw, you know, similar patterns. And, again, 

74 76 

1 Q And you decided ultimately not to use that 1 those hashtags - it's quite apparent that those 
2 tool; is that correct? 2 hashtags are being used in a negative context 
3 A That is correct. 3 toward Ms. Heard. So considering that I couldn't 
4 Q And v.ny was that the case? 4 find any that were not, it's safe to say that on 
5 A I found it to not be reliable. The 5 those other platforms, when people are using those 
6 problem with sentiment analysis tools, with which 6 hashtags, it will be the same thing. 
7 I'm quite familiar, is that they'll only tell you 7 I should mention that, you know, in the 

8 whether something is negative, positive, or 8 2,000 I looked at on - from Twitter, the second 
9 neutral. That's a simplification. It's a little 9 thousand I looked at more recently in the last 
10 more detailed than that. 10 couple of weeks, and 16 percent of the users in 
II But, for example, if you have a tweet with 11 the sample that I took were either suspended or 
12 a, you know, "#AmberHeardlsAnAbuser, 11 and then it 12 deleted, so I couldn't actually view those tweets. 
13 says, you know, "JohnnyDeppSucks,11 or something 13 Q Okay. Did you collect any data from 

14 like that, it's going to count it as a negative 14 Instagram? 

15 tweet towards Johnny Depp -- I'm sorry, a negative 15 A I didn't collect any data via API, if 
16 tweet towards Amber Heard, potentially. So I 16 that's what you're asking, from Instagram 
17 didn't find that it was a valuable tool in this 17 Q Sorry about that. Did you collect -- did 

18 analysis. 18 you collect data by some other means beyond an 

19 Q Okay. And so based on your analysis of 19 AP!? 
20 the sort of-- the approximately 1 million 20 A I looked at them I looked at a sampling 
21 distinct tweets, did you form an opinion as to how 21 of posts, Instagram posts and Reddit posts. 
22 many of those were negative about Ms. Heard? 22 Q How big of a sampling did you look at? 
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I MR. NADELHAFT: Go ahead. 

2 THE WITNESS: Sorry. 

3 I didn't collect any specific data from 

4 the profile in total on - but the data that I did 

5 collect and supplied to Mr. Depp contains 

6 infonnation about each user that created a tweet. 

7 BY MR. CRAWFORD: 

8 Q And so maybe that was a poorly phrased 

9 question. So I'm talking maybe a little bit more 

10 broadly about the types of people that use Twitter 

11 versus the types of people that use Instagram 

12 versus types of people that use Reddit, I mean, 

13 are there different types of people? Are there 

14 different profiles of people? 

81 

15 A I see what you mean. Because the reason I 
16 was confused is because the concept of a profile 
17 on each of those platforms means something else. 
18 Q My apologies. It was a poorly phrased 

19 question. 

20 A So I'm certain that there is some 
21 behavioral difference between the users of the 
22 three platforms, but that's not my area of 

82 

1 expertise. I didn't research that. 
2 Q Okay. 

3 MR. CRAWFORD: Moving down, Ms. Gonzalez, 

4 if we can scroll down just a little bit to the 

5 paragraph in the middle there. 

6 Q Mr. Schnell is expected to testify that 

7 there is no way to remove other people's posts 

8 from these social media platforms, and therefore 

9 the negative posts' impact will always remain and 

IO be accessible to the public. 

11 Can you just describe briefly what impacts 

12 you're referring to. 

13 A So I don't mean to be testifying about 
14 ,vliat the impact is at all, so that may be a 
15 misplaced phrase. 
16 Q Okay. All right. And jumping down to the 

17 next paragraph, it says that your opinion is based 

18 on consultation with leading works and peer 

19 consultations. 

20 At the outset we discussed some of the 

21 documents that you reviewed. I think you 

22 mentioned you reviewed a few online articles, but 

83 

I can you descnbe for me the leading works and peer 

2 consultations that you reviewed in connection with 

3 this assignment? 

4 A So I guess a leading work that I didn't 
5 mention at the beginning of this deposition is the 
6 article that I couldn't remember the name of, but 
7 I gave after this break. That's a scholarly 
8 article, as I mentioned 
9 I did consult with peers at BRG about 
10 social media in general, but I don't know that 
11 I - I don't - I will not rely on those in my -
12 I didn't rely on those for any of my opinions in 
13 reality. 
14 And the leading works was meant to be 
15 relied on if I was going to testify about bot 
16 scores, which I'm not 
17 Q Understood. Thank you. 

18 MR. CRAWFORD: Excuse me one sec. 

Sorry about that. 

THE WITNESS: No worries. 
19 

20 

21 MR. CRAWFORD: I'm dealing with a scratchy 

22 throat. 

I All right. Ms. Gonzalez, ifwe can go 

2 down to page 30, please. 

3 Q So, Mr. Schnell, looking at that first 

4 full paragraph, it says you performed some 

5 additional research regarding negative tweets 

6 towards Ms. Heard and Mr. Depp. 

7 Could you just explain to me sort of what 

8 additional research you performed and what this 

9 paragraph means. 

84 

10 A This paragraph is talking about my use of 
11 the second API, which was the counts API I 
12 mentioned earlier. It allowed me to broaden my 
13 search starting from January 1, 2018 until 
14 June 15, 2021 as opposed to before, which was a 
15 more narrow date range. That only allowed me to 
16 get the counts as opposed to the actual tweets 
17 themselves. 
18 Q And is there a reason you selected 

19 January I, 2018 through June 15, 2021? 

20 A I think the idea was just to go back far 
21 enough that it was prior to anything having to do 
22 with this case, and I think June 15, 2021 was 
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85 87 

1 related to when I performed the search. 1 there was a jump from zero for the last many weeks 

2 Q Okay. And you said the number of uses of 2 to - I want to say 15 on one day and these - I 

3 those hashtags with those dates was 2,790,876. Is 3 think it was a total of 40 or 41 in the five-day 

4 that number the number of - wbat does that number 4 period around August 16th. 

5 mean? ls that the number ofhashtags -- the 5 Q That doesn't seem like a particularly 

6 number of times the four negative Heard hashtags 6 significant increase. Would you agree witi1 that 

7 are used in that date range? 7 assessment or. .. 

8 A Yes. 8 A It's a sudden increase when it's been zero 

9 Q So that's not a distinct number of tweets, 9 for eight months with a couple of notable 
10 that's the number of times the hashtag was used? 10 exceptions of one over a couple of disparate days. 

11 A Within tweets, yes. 11 So whether or not you consider it 

12 Q And that refers -- you said you did 12 statistically significant is a little bit 
13 research regarding tweets towards Ms. Heard and 13 subjective, but it was sudden for certain. 
14 Mr. Depp. That 2 million number is just hashtags 14 Q Okay. Fair enough. 
15 relating to Ms. Heard? 15 MR. CRAWFORD: All right. Could we go 

16 A I believe that's correct, yes. 16 down to the last paragraph on page 30. 

17 Q Okay. Now, the next paragraph you look at 17 Q It says you're going to testify about your 
18 six bashtags that reflect negatively on Mr. Depp, 18 analysis of negative replies to a particular 
19 correct? 19 marketing tweet promoting Aquaman 2 from 

20 A Correct 20 October 16, 2021. 
21 Q Did you form any opinion as to why there 21 MR. CRAWFORD: And maybe, Ms. Gonzalez, if 
22 are purportedly more negative tweets about 22 we can jump down to page 31 and take a look at 
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I Ms. Heard than there are about Mr. Depp in that I that tweet. 

2 period? 2 Q Mr. Schnell, could you descnbe your 

3 A No, I was - I wouldn't be able to form 3 analysis of these - of the replies to this tweet? 

4 such an opinion, not based on science anyway. 4 A I looked at replies and quote tweets to 

5 Q Okay. Jumping down, Mr. Schnell is 5 this tweet and - in a 24-hour period after it was 

6 expected to testify regarding the use of the 6 posted, and found that there were over a hundred 

7 particular hashtag #AmberTurd and the sudden 7 of those using the negative hashtags we've been 

8 increase in the use of this hashtag on or around 8 discussing, and these other words I mentioned 

9 August 16 and August 17, 2018. 9 here, "abuser" and "boycott." 

IO Did you fonn any opinion as to why there 10 Q And you wouldn't form any opinion as to 

11 was a sudden increase of that hashtag on or around 11 why there was that sudden increase, right? 

12 August 16 or 17, 2018? 12 A Yes. 

13 A I did not. I wouldn't be able to do that 13 Q "Sudden increase" is not the right words. 

14 based on science. 14 You didn't form any opinion as to why 

15 Q And can you descnbe what you mean by a 15 there were that many negative replies to this 

I 6 "sudden increase11? 16 tweet, correct? 

17 A Well, just that it had been between 17 A Correct. That would be outside of the 
18 January 1, 2018 and August 16th - or, really - 18 scope of what I do. 
19 yeah, 16, 2018 that there were - I can't say none 19 Q Okay. Looking at the second paragraph 

20 because every now and then a handful of times they 20 here, it says again that you will -- you're 

21 were used once in a day between January 1, 2018 21 expected to testify about, you know, the use of 

22 and August 16, 2018. But starting on August 16th, 22 the hashtags and the negative posts relating to 
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I Ms. Heard, the number of posts per user, the 

2 number of users creating such posts, et cetera. 

3 Is that referring to the same analysis 

4 that we discussed earlier? 

5 A That's correct. 
6 Q And is this referring to an expanded date 

7 range or the same date range of April 2020 through 

8 January 31, 2021? 

9 A No, this is an expanded - this does talk 
1 O about the entirety. I don't know that I wasn't 
11 talking about that previously, but certainly this 
12is talking about January 1, 2018 to June 15, 2021. 
13 Q Okay. It says at the very end of that 

14 paragraph that the freque~cy of such posts are 

15 consistent with manipulation and a coordinated 

16 effort. 

17 Is that a reference to the bot campaign? 

18 A I wonld say the coordinated effort or 
19 coordination in general is not related to the bot 
20 campaiglL So coordination with this - this is 
21 talking about - what I intend to testify about is 
22 the mathematical coordination or correlation. So 

90 
1 you can see that all of the hashtags are trending 
2 in the same way at the same time, so that's the 
3 coordination that I'm talking about That's a 
4 mathematical coordination. 
5 Manipnlation wonld be talking about the 
6 bot scores. But since I'm not going to be 
7 testifying about that, I won't be speaking about 
8 manipnlation - testifying about manipulation at 
9 trial at all. 
10 Q Okay. And as to the coordinated effort, 

11 you wouldn't form any opinion as to the underlying 

12 impetus of that coordinated effort, correct? 

13 A I conldn't talk about what's in people's 
14 minds, no. 
15 Q Okay. Well, let's take a look at - let's 

16 take a look at your data chart. 

17 MR. CRAWFORD: Ms. Gonzalez, can we pull 

18 up Exlubit 5, please. 

19 (Schnell 5, Hashtag Comparison, was marked 

20 for identification and is attached to the 

21 transcript.) 

22 AV TECHNICIAN: Exhibit 5. 
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I Q Mr. Schnell, do you recognize this 
2 document? 

3 Aldo. 
4 Q Can you explain what we're looking at 

5 here. 

6 A So this is a graph that shows by month the 
7 nnmber of tweets containing each of these ten 
8 hashtags. 
9 Q And there are boxes and arrows with 

10 certain dates and events listed as well, right? 

11 A Correct; they are callouts to certain 
12 events and dates. 
13 Q Why did you include those? 

14 A Why I included these relates to 
15 conversation with counsel. Ifl'm given the okay 
16 to answer it, I can. That's what it relates to. 
17 MR. NADELHAFT: I mean, you shouldn't -

18 you shouldn't testify as to connnunications with 

19 counsel. To the extent you can answer this 
20 without referring to connnunications with counse~ 

21 you can do that. 

22 THE WITNESS: I can't answer this without 

I referring to communications with counsel. 

2 BYMR. CRAWFORD: 

3 Q So I don't want to know about your 

4 communications with counse~ but I - it is 

5 important that I understand what you're going to 

6 testify to. So to the extent that your 

7 communications with counsel are somehow - if 
8 they're going to be reflected in your testimony, I 

9 would say that that needs to be disclosed. So 

10 what - I'll try to ask it this way: What, if 
11 anything, are you going to testify about with 

12 respect to these callouts, or are they just there 

13 and people are just going to look at them? 

14 A It's possible that I'm not the only person 
15 who uses this exhibit, so - I don't know if 
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16 people are just going to look at them They may 
17 be told something by someone else. I'm not going 
18 to testify about what the meaning of the things in 
19 the callouts are in any way. But if I'm asked if, 
20 for example, there was a spike on a particnlar 
21 date that's pointed to by au arrow here, I will 

22 answer yes or no, depending on the day, things 
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1 going to be - I don't have an opinion I'm going 
2 to be testifying about related to the bot 
3 campaign. 
4 Q Did you fonn any opinion that any of these 
5 spikes were caused by the three Waldman statements 
6 from the articles that we discussed earlier? 

7 A Well, if we look at the section of the 
8 disclosure that talks about - that is my rebuttal 
9 to Mr. Bania 's disclosure, I do show - I believe 
l O I show spikes relating to certain words that 
11 Mr. Bania said were Mr. Waldman's statements. 
12 Q Can you explain what you mean by that, 
13 there were spikes -
14 Were any of these spikes relating to 
15 Mr. Waldman's statements? 

16 A I can answer that if you look at the 
17 additional charts I provided relating to my- to 
18 the rebuttal of Mr. Bania 's disclosure. 
19 Q And which charts were those? 

20 A Well, I don't have them in front of me, 
21 but .. 
22 Q Are they included in this attachment? 
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1 A I don't remember if - I don't remember. 
2 I know I looked at the data. I don't know - I 
3 don't remember ifl made a chart or not to be 
4 included in the disclosure, but - and when I say 
5 "chart," I mean distinct from graphs. So I don't 
6 know if there is an attachment that has a list of 
7 the numbers or ifit's just in the paragraph where 
8 the rebuttal is. 
9 Q Okay. I believe you testified earlier 
IO that you - or you stated earlier that you would 

11 be testifying to certain trends. Is that correct? 

12 A That's correct 
13 Q Are any of those trends reflected in this 
14 chart? 

15 A Yes. 
16 Q And what trends are those? 

17 A Well, this chart shows trends. That's 
18 what this graph shows. 
19 Q And so what trends will you testify about? 
20 A Well, the sort of spikes we just talked 
21 about, for example, on this chart, and the one on 
22 the - sorry, this graph, and the one on the 
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1 following page is what I expect to testify about 
2 Q In looking at this chart and the data it's 
3 representative of, what opinions did you fonn? 

4 A That there were spikes on the dates or the 
5 months that show spikes. That's the - those are 
6 the opinions I formed based on these graphs. 
7 Q Okay. But no opinion as to the underlying 
8 cause of those spikes, just that they exist, 
9 correct? 

10 A Correct 
II Q Okay. 
12 MR. CRAWFORD: Ms. Gonzalez, can we go to 
13 page 2 quickly. 

14 Q And, Mr. Schnell, you - I mean, we looked 
15 at this veiy briefly. This is the same chart as 
16 page I with the basbtag "JusticeForJohnnyDepp" 
17 removed, correct? 

18 A That's correct 
19 Q So this is -- there's no additional 
20 information here, it's just to give a better idea 
21 of the scale of the other tweets - of the other 
22 hashtags that were used? 

1 A That's one way to put it There is 
2 certainly additional information for the eyes, 
3 right, so you can see things you couldn't 
4 otherwise see on page 1. 
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5 Q So "AmberHeardlsAnAbuser" appears to be 
6 the next most notable hashtag; is that correct? 

7 A It's the next most - I don't know if 
8 "notable" is the right word, but certainly 
9 viciously notable. 
10 Q Yeah. Poorly phrased. Fair enough. 

11 Do you have -- did you fonn any opinion as 
12 to why the volume of tweets for the bashtag 
13 "JusticeForJohnnyDepp" is so much higher than 
I 4 these other ones? 

15 A Ididnot 
16 MR. CRAWFORD: Okay. Ms. Gonzalez, can we 
17 go to page 3, please. 
18 Q And, Mr. Schnell, what are we looking at 

19 here? 

20 A So this is a consolidated report that 
21 shows by month the use of the ten hashtags. 
22 Q And what opinions did you fonn in looking 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

JOHN C. DEPP, II 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant. 

Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

PLAINTIFF'S DESIGNATION/IDENTIFICATION OF OPPOSING EXPERT 
WITNESSES 

Plaintiff John C. Depp, II, by and through his undersigned counsel, pursuant to Rule 

4:l(b)(4)(A)(i) of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia, and the Court's Scheduling Order 

dated April 22, 2021, and in response to Interrogatory No. 15 in Ms. Heard's First Set of 

Interrogatories dated October 7, 2019, hereby designates and identifies his opposing expert 

witnesses. 

Given the ongoing state of discovery-in particular, the continuing document 

productions from the parties and non-parties and the fact that depositions of certain key parties 

and witnesses have yet to occur-Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement this Opposing Expert 

Witness Designation, to include (I) identifying additional or different areas of expected 

testimony for the designated witnesses, (2) identifying additional or different bases for the 

expected testimony of the designated witnesses, and/or (3) designating additional or different 

expert witnesses. 
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3. Doug Bania, Analyst, Nevium Intellectual Property Consultants, 415 Laurel 

Street, Suite 341, San Diego, California 92101. Mr. Bania is a Certified Licensing Professional 

("CLP") and intellectual property ("IP") expert with more than fifteen years of experience in IP 

valuation, IP management, brand strategy, and internet and social media evaluation. As a 

founding principal of Nevium Intellectual Property Consultants, Mr. Bania has extensive 

experience analyzing the reach of website content and social media posts and providing 

valuation and damages calculations for intellectual property and defamation cases related to 

celebrities and other public figures. He has been named an expert for over ninety-five cases and 

has provided expert analysis, consulting, and testimony concerning social media analysis, 

defamation damages, internet impressions and visits, Google search results analysis, website 

traffic, and social media damages. Mr. Bania received his Bachelor of Arts in Cinema from San 

Francisco State University and a Master of Arts in Television, Film, and New Media Production 

from San Diego State University. Mr. Bania is a Google Analytics Certified Individual 

("GAIQ") and is a current member of the International Trademark Association ("INT A'') Right 

of Publicity Committee and the American Bar Association ("ABA") Copyright & Social Media 

Committee. 

Subject Matter of Mr. Rania's Opinion: Mr. Bania will testify concerning the opinions 

and analysis provided by Kathryn Arnold and Ronald Schnell as disclosed in Ms. Beard's 

Supplemental Disclosure of Expert Witnesses dated January 11, 2022 (the "Supplemental 

Disclosures"). 

Substance of Mr. Rania's Opinion: Specifically, Mr. Bania will testify as to the 

following opinions: (I) Ms. Arnold and Mr. Schnell both base their opinions on a review and 

analysis of select hashtags from Twitter, but failed to conduct any analysis or evaluation to 
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key terms or themes which were common between the three Waldman Statements. 

These key terms were used to investigate how many times they appeared in the 

Waldman Statements and in Google Trends results. Doing so provides an indication 

of the potential use on Tweets and readers' interest in the topics. The key terms are: 

"abuse hoax," "sexual violence hoax," and "fake sexual violence" (collectively, the 

"Key Terms"). Mr. Bania used the Key Terms to investigate if they are mentioned in 

Schnell API Data. If found in the Schnell API Data, it could suggest the Tweets are 

related to the Daily Mail Articles or the Waldman Statements. My analysis of the Key 

Tenns in the Schnell AP! Data indicates: abuse hoax was used 749 times; sexual 

violence hoax was used 0 times; and fake sexual violence was used 434 times. 14 In 

total, the Key Terms were used I, I 83 times on Tweets, but Ms. Arnold and Mr. 

Schnell do not connect these Tweets to Mr. Waldman's statements .. The 1,183 uses 

of the Key Tenns are only 0.07% of the 1.81 million tweets related to the Heard 

Hashtags identified by Mr. Schnell between April I, 2020 and June 15, 2021.'5 This 

low ratio implies use of the Heard Hashtags are likely a result of media coverage 

other than the Daily Mail Articles. 16 Mr. Bania also researched the Key Terms in 

Google Trends 17 to determine if Google search users searched the internet for terms 

from the Waldman Statements. Use of the Key Terms in Google Search could 

14 See Schedule 6 
15 Mr. Bania understands the Schnell AP! Data is made up of tweets between 2009 and 2021. As this data range in 
the Schnell AP! Data is larger than the Hashtag Data, the 0.07% may be inflated. The Supplemental Disclosure has 
not provided an indication of how many Tweets the Schnell AP! Data contains. Therefore, Mr. Bania has relied on 
the Hashtag Data for this comparison. 
16 Mr. Bania has performed this same analysis for the term "Waldman." My analysis indicates the teim "Waldman" 
is used 217,732, or 12.05% of the 1.81 Tweets between April I, 2020 and June 15, 2021, which needs further 
investigation as the data may be inflated as the term Waldman is counted multiple times per Tweet. As presented at 
Document 2c, one Tweet is counting Waldman 6 separate times. 
17 See Exhibit F for explanation of Google Trends, definition of interest, and an example of the steps used to 
generate the Google Trends data. 
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indicate readers of the Daily Mail Articles are seeking additional information based 

on the Waldman Statements. Additionally, Mr. Bania added the terms Heard, Depp, 

and Waldman to the Key Terms to see if a combination of the terms generated any 

search traffic or interest. As presented at Documents 11 a - 111, Google Trends 

indicates "your search doesn't have enough data to show here" for any combination 

of the Key Terms individually or with the names Heard, Depp, and Waldman 

included. This analysis indicates very few people used the Key Terms in Google 

Search, implying readers of the Daily Mail Articles did not seek additional 

information based on the Waldman Statements. Mr. Bania performed a similar 

Google Trends investigation to understand if the Daily Mail received higher than 

normal Google search volume on the days the Waldman Statements were published. 

Higher than normal Google search volumes to the Daily Mail during the periods in 

which the Waldman Statements were published could indicate potential interest in the 

Daily Mail Articles compared to other news articles. For this analysis, Mr. Bania 

followed the same Google Trends steps outlined in Exhibit F and used the term 

"Daily Mail - Newspaper." As presented at Exhibit G, Schedule Sa, Daily Mail has 

an interest score of 82 in April 2020 and 71 in June 2020, the periods in which the 

Waldman Statements were published. The April 2020 score of 82 matches the 

average score for the Daily Mail over the period in which Mr. Bania investigated. The 

June 2020 score of 71 is lower than the average score for the Daily Mail over the 

period in which Mr. Bania investigated. This indicates Google Search use of "Daily 

Mail- Newspaper" did not increase when the Waldman Statements were published. 

Finally, Mr. Bania investigated Depp, Heard, and the Daily Mail to determine what 
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1 conversations about how that is utilized, but I 1 bave done, there were other experts that were 
2 did rely upon that, yes. 2 calling it a bot campaign. 
3 Q How did -- how has Mr. Schnell 3 I am aware that Mr. Schnell in his 

4 refonnulated his opinion? 4 deposition oflate changed that wording. Yes. 
5 A I think he's taken - 5 Q And are you also aware that Mr. Schnell 

6 MS. BREDEHOFT: I'm sorry. Objection to 6 testified that he did not fonn any opinion as to 

7 the fonn of the question. Go ahead. 7 whether the tweets he relied on in his opinion 

8 A I think he's - he - because he wasn't 8 were connected to Mr. Depp or to Mr. Waldman? 

9 able to get certain data from Twitter, I read in 9 MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the fonn of 

10 Mr. Schnell's deposition that he is no longer IO the question. Assumes facts not in evidence. Go 

11 calling it a bot campaign, rather a - something 11 ahead. 

12 to the effect of a coordinated Twitter campaign, a 12 A I don't recall exactly what Mr. Schnell 
13 coordinated social media campaign. 13 said in his deposition. I'm just aware of the 
14 Q Are you aware that Ms. Heard's count about 14 fact that the word "bot campaign" has been taken 
15 the bot campaign got thrown out? 15 out. 
16 MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection. 16 Q Does this impact your opinion at all? 

17 Mischaracterizes. Mischaracterizes the legal 17 A No. 
18 proceedings. Calls for a legal question and has 18 Q Going further down, your disclosure reads, 

19 nothing to do with what she's testifying to. Go 19 quote, "The defamatory statements widely 

20 ahead. 20 disseminated by the bot campaign have made it 

21 A I'm not aware of all the - whatever 21 nearly impossible for Ms. Heard to promote herself 

22 happens in court. I am aware of what Mr. Schnell 22 for personal appearances, speaking engagements, 

106 

1 said, which was that because he couldn't get 
2 specific data from Twitter, that he took the word 
3 "bot campaign" out and was using words to the 
4 effect of" coordinated campaign," "social media 
5 campaign." 
6 Q Okay. Turning over to page 38, your 

7 disclosure reads, quote, "Mr. Schnell has 

8 identified these tweet patterns as an orchestrated 

9 bot campaign by Depp and his representatives that 

IO is triggered by statements in the press by or 

ll about Ms. Heard.", unquote. 

12 Did I read that correctly? 

13 A Yes. 
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I and industry events as normal circumstances would 

2 permit." 
3 Did I read that correctly? 

4 A Yes. 
5 

6 

Q Is this your opinion? 

A Again, ifwe take out the word "bot 
7 campaign" and we look at the tremendous amount of 
8 negative social media that has been directed 
9 towards Ms. Heard, I still believe that that had 
10 affected her career. 
11 Q What are you relying on to fonn your 

12 opinion? 

13 A The deposition testimony of Ms. Jessica 
14 Q Ms. Arnold, are you aware that Mr. Schnell 14 K., the deposition testimony of Ms. Heard, e-mails 

15 during his dep_osition taken last week testified 15 that I have read from the William Manis Endeavor 

16 tliat he did not fonn any opinion about tl1e bot 16 production that talked about too much drama 

17 campaign? 17 surrounding Amber and everything to do with 

18 MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the fonn of 18 Mr. Depp, came from directors, producers, casting 

19 the question. Go ahead. 19 directors. 

20 A As I stated earlier in my initial 20 So it was an amalgam of the material that 

21 conversation with Mr. Schnell, that the word "bot 21 I read that referenced drama and negative social 

22 campaign" had been used. And in some research I 22 media attention that was directed towards 
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Elaine Bredehoft: 
\Jasauez camme M 
Chew Beniamin G,: Adam Nadelhaft: brottenborn@woodsmaers com: itreece@woorlsrooers.com: 
mdailev@orsm com; Mlchelle Bredehoft: David Mumhv: steohen Cochran: Moniz Samuel A : Calmm. Steohanie: 
Mevers Jessica N ; Crawford, Andrew c.: Mena Varelvn: Presiado Leo l 
RE: Electronlcs Issues and Court Order - Request again for dates for Experts to communicate and schedule, 
request to enter into Consent Order re Depp"s electronics, have the experts work on both, or dates for hearing if 
do not agree 
Thursday, De~mber 02, 20216:22:05 PM 

Camille: Our expert will make Monday work (he is anxious to get this moving) 

at 1:00 p.m. ET /11 a.m. MT. Can you please send (and you can send just to me) 

the contact information for me to forward to Julian Ackert so they can connect 

on their own to set this up? 

M Kequesting again for your consent to file our Motion to Compel in light 

of having already met and conferred, conciliated and had motions practice on 

this, we are coming back at the Court's direction, and time is very much of the 

essence. Thank you! Elaine 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 

Charlson Bredehoft Cohen & Brown, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive 

Suite 201 

Reston, VA 20190 

(703) 318-6800 

(703) 919-2735 (mobile) 

(703) 318-6808 (fax) 

www.cbcblaw.com 

From: Vasquez, Camille M.<CVasquez@brownrudnick.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, December 01, 2021 9:42 PM 

To: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft.com> 

Cc: Chew, Benjamin G.<BChew@brownrudnick.com>; Adam Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com>; 

brottenborn@woodsrogers.com; jtreece@woodsrogers.com; mdailey@grsm.com; Michelle 

Bredehoft <mbredehoft@charlsonbredehoft.com>; David Murphy <DMurphy@cbcblaw.com>; 

Stephen Cochran <scochran@rcplaw.net>; Moniz, Samuel A. <SMoniz@brownrudnick.com>; Calnan, 

Stephanie <SCalnan@brownrudnick.com>; Meyers, Jessica N.<JMeyers@brownrudnick.com>; 

Crawford, Andrew C. <ACrawford@brownrudnick.com>; Mena, Yarelyn 

<YMena@brownrudnick.com>; Presiado, Leo J.<LPresiado@brownrudnick.com> 

Subject: RE: Electronics issues and Court Order - Request again for dates for Experts to communicate 

and schedule, request to enter into Consent Order re Depp's electronics, have the experts work on 



both, or dates for hearing if do not agree 

Elaine, 

Our experts, Bryan and Matt are available Monday and Tuesday next week between 9 a.m. and 1 

p.m. (Mountain Standard Time - 2 hours behind the East Coast) for a call with Mr. Ackert. 

Admittingly, I was surprised by your email this morning attaching a Consent Order for the imaging of 

Mr. Depp's devices. We disagree with your conclusion the Court invited Ms. Heard to seek the 

forensic imaging of Mr. Depp's devices. In fact, the Court stated the following on the record in 

denying Ms. Heard's motion: 

In this matter as far as mutuality goes, because it's ordered in one case for one side, 

I'm -- I'm going to deny that request at this time. There still has to be a nexus shown 

when -- when you're asking for those types of items in discovery. And - and, again, 1 

do find that the ask is overbroad and there is no specificity to that. (Emphasis 

added). 

As you are well aware, there is a procedure outlined in the Consent Order for Appointment of a 

Conciliator which the parties must follow. The burden is on Ms. Heard first to meet and confer with 

counsel, and then to seek Steve's guidance and permission to file a motion. From our perspective, 

any potential motion to compel by Ms. Heard as to her 14th, 15th, 16th or 17th RFPs is not entitled to 

priority just because it relates to an Order granting Mr. Depp's motion for forensic imaging. 

However, in the spirit of cooperation, we are amenable to folding this discussion into the meet and 

confer Mr. Depp has been repeatedly requesting relating to his 9th, 10th and 11th RFPs. 

I suggest we get something on our calendars for this Friday or Monday. Please let us know when you 

are available and we'll circulate a dial-in. 

Thanks, 

Camille 

From: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@chaclsonbredehoft com> 

Sent: Wednesday, December 1, 202110:55 AM 

To: Vasquez, Camille M. <CYasqqez@brownrudnick com> 

Cc: Chew, Benjamin G.<BChew@brownrudnick.com>; Adam Nadel haft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>; 

brottenborn@woodsrogers com: itreece@woodsrogers com; mdaHey@grsm com: Michelle 

Bredehoft <mbredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>; David Murphy <dmurphy@cbcblaw com>; 

Stephen Cochran <scochran@rcplaw net> 

Subject: Electronics issues and Court Order - Request again for dates for Experts to communicate 

and schedule, request to enter into Consent Order re Depp's electronics, have the experts work on 

both, or dates for hearing if do not agree 



ltAUTION: Extermil:E:-mai_l. 'i.Jse Cau·ti0:n accessirlg11ill_ks or att:achinents. 

Camille and Ben: 

I am once again following up on my earlier emails attempting to obtain dates 
and times for your experts to speak with ours to carry out the terms of the 
November 8, 2021 Order. We would appreciate your providing us some dates 
and times so we can connect our expert with yours to talk and schedule 
everything. 
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Given that your forensics experts appear to have a busy schedule and have been 
unable to find time to schedule time to talk and work with our expert for weeks 
now, and since these are the same experts both sides will be using for Mr. 
Depp's devices, I suggest we combine forces, and have them work on both in 
tandem, so we can complete this process as quickly as possible. 

With this in mind, we have drafted a Consent Order that tracks the Order you 
prepared and Chief Judge Azcarate entered on November 8, 2021. I am 
attaching for your review. I urge you to work with us to avoid having to file 
more motions, and also move this process along so the experts can work 
together and complete this process for both sides. 

As a reminder, at the October 29 hearing the Court denied Ms. Heard's Motion 
to Compel forensic imaging of Mr. Depp's Devices "at this time" due to a lack 
of specificity. Also during a meet and confer with Mr. Young, Mr. Young 
stated that once Mr. Depp's preferred forensic imaging protocol was in place, 
Mr. Young would not accept Mr. Depp complaining about a mirror-image of 
his protocol once Ms. Heard narrowed her forensic discovery RFPs to the level 
of specificity required by the Court. 

As reflected in the 14th- 15th RFPs and the attached Consent Order, Ms. Heard 
has done exactly that, and these Requests cannot be any more specific: 

1. In RFPs 4-12 of Ms. Heard's 14th Requests for Production of Documents, 
Ms. Heard requested an Inventory (as defined in those Requests) of only 
Mr. Depp's Devices that Mr. Depp identified in Int. No. 3 are in his 
possession, custody, and control and contain ESI relevant to the claims 



and defenses in this case. 

While Mr. Depp has asserted the same boilerplate objections as in the past, 
given the Court's ruling with respect to Mr. Depp's Motion to Compel Ms. 
Heard's devices, these objections have already been overruled by the Court. 

2. In the 15th Requests, Ms. Heard seeks: 1) all photographs, video 
recordings, and audio recordings (and deleted) of Ms. Heard, Mr. Depp, 
and any damage to property during the Depp Abuse of Heard Dates, along 
with forensic imaging of Mr. Depp's Devices for extraction of this 
material in a manner identical to Mr. Depp's protocol for imaging of Ms. 
Heard's devices; 2) all photographs, video recordings, and audio 
recordings (and deleted) of both Ms. Heard, Mr. Depp, and any damage to 
property during the Depp Alleged Abuse by Heard Dates, along with 
forensic imaging of Mr. Depp's Devices for extraction of this material in a 
manner identical to Mr. Depp's protocol for imaging of Ms. Heard's 
devices; and 3) all photographs, video recordings, and audio recordings 
(and deleted) of specifically identified properties during specific relevant 
date ranges, along with forensic imaging of Mr. Depp's Devices for 
extraction of this material in a manner identical to Mr. Depp's protocol for 
imaging of Ms. Heard's devices. 

Once again, Ms. Heard adopted the guidance of the Court at the October 
29 hearing respecting the required level of specificity, and these Requests 
could not be more specific in what they seek. These again mirror what 
Mr. Depp sought from Ms. Heard, and the Court ruled in Mr. Depp's 
favor. 

And, despite Mr. Depp's objections, Ben Chew argued to the Court that "if 
these are real photographs, she should want to be able to prove them." 
Therefore, Ben agrees that if Mr. Depp contends his photographs, video 
recordings, and audio recordings are authentic, he "should want to be able to 
prove them." That is all Ms. Heard is seeking here, exactly as Mr. Depp. 

For all these reasons, Ms. Heard requests that the parties work together with 
their experts to accomplish these forensic discovery tasks, including Mr. 



Depp's agreement to the attached Consent Order. We are happy to discuss any 
aspect of the draft Consent Order; however, you will note this is essentially 
your chosen language from the November 8, 2021 Order, so it would be 
difficult for you to claim something is unfair. 

IfMr. Depp will not agree to this Consent Order, Ms. Heard will need to file a 
Motion ASAP to obtain this forensic discovery, since your experts have a busy 
schedule and we need to get these devices captured in a forensically sound 
manner. 

Given the Court's invitation to re-bring the Motion with the required 
specificity, the ripeness for this motion earlier, and Mr. Young's comments 
regarding mutuality, Ms. Heard is requesting permission from Steve Cochran to 
notice a hearing on this Motion on the first Friday in January that counsel for 
Mr. Depp is available. The Court has the following Fridays available: January 
7, January 14, or January 28. Anticipating that you may require us to re-file 
our Motion to Compel, rather than agreeing on a Consent Order, please let us 
know if you will be available on January 7. If you are not available on January 
7, please let us know if you are available on January 14. Finally, if you are not 
available on January 7 or 14, please let us know if you are available on January 
28. We really need to move this along as quickly as possible to obtain this 
information. 

I look forward to hearing from you on your experts' available dates and times, 
on your willingness to enter into a Consent Order and work on scheduling of 
the experts for both sets of devices, and if not, your availability on January 7, if 
not, January 14, if not, January 28. 

Thank you for your consideration and anticipated cooperation. 

Elaine 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 

Charlson Bredehoft Cohen & Brown, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive 

Suite 201 

Reston, VA 20190 

(703) 318-6800 



(703) 919-2735 (mobile) 

(703) 318-6808 (fax) 

www.cbcblaw.com 

From: Elaine Bredehoft 
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 11:11 AM 
To: Vasquez, Camille M.<CVasquez@brownmdnick.com> 
Cc: bchew@brownrndnjck com; Adam Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcbJaw com>; 
brottenborn@woodsrogers com:jtreece@woodsmgers com; mdai1ey@grsm.com; Michelle 
Bredehoft <mbredehoft@charJsonbredehoft.com> 
Subject: RE: Electronics issues and Court Order - logistics and schedule 

Good morning Camille! I am following up on my earlier emails respecting 
obtaining dates and times for your experts to speak with ours. As you may 
recall, the Court Order requires a number of the exercises to be undertaken with 
both sets of experts, so it is important to connect them so they can work out 
their schedules. The Court Order says by November 30, 2021, but I am 
thinking since you have not been able to obtain dates thus far from your experts 
for them to connect and schedule with our expert, we will be pushing beyond 
that because of the experts' schedules. Please let me know when you have a 
chance a few dates and times your experts can be available to connect with Mr. 
Ackert. 

Also, to try to save more time and give your experts an opportunity to consider 
before the call, Mr. Ackert is proposing for the collection of Amber Heard's 
iCloud data, including any device backups stored in iCloud, using the 
collection tool Elcomsoft Phone Breaker (version 9.71). 

Since your responses to the RFPs are due today, and the Court indicated she 
will be requiring the same for Mr. Depp as for Ms. Heard once we targeted 
more specifically with these RFPs, it may also make sense for your experts to 
create an inventory like the one prepared by Mr. Ackert- Ms. Heard's expert -
and they can discuss the collection and imaging of Mr. Depp's devices as well. 
It will save us all time and expense to try to move these forward 
simultaneously. We will be happy to prepare a Consent Order to move that 
along. 

Thank you for your cooperation. Elaine 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 



Charlson Bredehoft Cohen & Brown, P.C. 
11260 Roger Bacon Drive 
Suite 201 
Reston, VA 20190 
(703) 318-6800 
(703) 919-2735 (mobile) 
(703) 318-6808 (fax) 
www.cbcb)aw.com 

From: Elaine Bredehoft 
Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 1 :39 PM 
To: Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasqµez@brownrudnjck com> 
Cc: bchew@brownrudnick com; Adam Nadelhaft <anadeJhaft@cbcbJaw com>; 
brottenbom@woodsrogers.com: jtreece@woodsrogers.com; mdai)ey@grsm com; Michelle 
Bredehoft <mbredehoft@char)sonbredehoft com> 
Subject: RE: Electronics issues and Court Order - logistics and schedule 

Camille: This follows our telephone call last week and my subsequent email 
last Friday. I am assuming since you have not responded to the below email 
your experts were not available for a call with Julian Ackert this week. I would 
appreciate your reaching out to them again to obtain some dates and times for 
them to speak with Julian to schedule the work set forth in the Court Order. 

As promised, we are attaching the Inventory to be provided to your experts, per 
the Court Order. 

If we do not connect further today on the scheduling of the expert 
connection/dates, have a great Thanksgiving! Elaine 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 
Charlson Bredehoft Cohen & Brown, P.C. 
11260 Roger Bacon Drive 
Suite 201 
Reston, VA 20190 
(703) 318-6800 
(703) 919-2735 (mobile) 
(703) 318-6808 (fax) 
www.cbcbJaw.com 

----------- ---- --·-----
From: Elaine Bredehoft 
Sent: Friday, November 19, 2021 2:42 PM 



To: Vasquez, Camille M.<CYasquez@brownrudnick.com> 
Cc: Ben G. Chew <bchew@brownrudnjck.com>; Adam Nadelhaft 
<anadeJhaft@cbcbJaw.com>; brottenborn@woodsrogers.com: jtreece@woodsrogers.com; 
mdaiJey@grsm.com; Michelle Bredehoft <mbredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com> 
Subject: Electronics issues and Court Order - logistics and schedule 

Camille: This follows our discussion earlier today in connection with the 
electronic issues and the Court's Order: 

We expect to be able to provide an inventory list early next week. Our expert, 
Julian Ackert, suggests that he and your experts schedule a call and discuss the 
best way to schedule the next procedures under the Court Order. Since 
Thanksgiving is next week, we recognize it may be more difficult to schedule 
that call, so you are going to check with your experts to try to determine their 
availability next week and the following week for a call. The experts can then 
agree on a schedule for their review. 

With respect to Paragraph I of the Court's Order, you were going to check with 
your experts on whether they would be involved in your providing all native 
files with metadata of photographs reflecting injuries and audio and video 
recordings of Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard that are in Mr. Depp's possession and 
have previously been produced in discovery without meta data. 

Thank you for your cooperation. Elaine 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 
Charlson Bredehoft Cohen & Brown, P.C. 
11260 Roger Bacon Drive 
Suite 201 
Reston, VA 20190 
(703) 318-6800 
(703) 919-2735 (mobile) 
(703) 318-6808 (fax) 
www.cbcb)aw.com 

The information contained in this electronic message may be legally privileged and confidential under applicable law, and is 
intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the recipient of this message is not the above.named 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this communication is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify Brown Rudnick LLP, (617) 856-8200 (if dialing 
from outside the US, 001-(617)-856-8200) and purge the communication immediately without making any copy or 



distribution. 

To the extent Brown Rudnick is a "controller" of the "personal data" (as each term is defined in the European General Data 
Protection Regulation (EU/2016/679) or in the UK's Data Protection Act 2018) you have provided to us in this and other 
communications between us, please see our privacy statement and summary Mm which sets out details of the controller, 
the personal data we have collected, the purposes for which we use it (including any legitimate interests on which we rely), 
the persons to whom we may transfer the data and when and how we intend to transfer it outside the European Economic 
Area. 



From: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 

Elaine Bredehoft: 
Calnan. Steohanle; JuHan Ackert: Arnold Garda; mdaUev@arsm com: Adam Nadelhaft: 
brottenborn®woodsroaers.com: David Murnhv 
Presiado t eo l ; Vasguez. eamme M : Moniz, Samuel A; Brvan Neumeister: Matt Erickson: Susan Som= 
Cratg.Young@KutakRod< com 
RE: Forensic Imaging 
Monday, January 24, 2022 7:13:52 AM 

Stephanie: In follow up to my email responding to you yesterday, I have 

checked with Julian Ackert, our IT expert. He is still awaiting a response from 

your IT experts to an email he sent last Wednesday with substantive and 

procedural issues for the next steps. Perhaps you can check in with them and 

see if they have time to respond? Thanks. Elaine 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 

Charlson Bredehoft Cohen Brown & Nadelhaft, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive 

Suite 201 

Reston, VA 20190 

(703) 318-6800 

(703) 919-2735 (mobile) 

(703) 318-6808 (fax) 

www.cbcblaw.com 

From: Elaine Bredehoft 

Sent: Sunday, January 23, 2022 4:24 PM 

To: Calnan, Stephanie <SCalnan@brownrudnick.com>; Julian Ackert <jackert@idsinc.com>; Arnold 

Garcia <AGarcia@idsinc.com>; mdailey@grsm.com; Adam Nadel haft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com>; 

brottenborn@woodsrogers.com; David Murphy <DMurphy@cbcblaw.com> 

Cc: Presiado, Leo J.<LPresiado@brownrudnick.com>; Vasquez, Camille M. 

<CVasquez@brownrudnick.com>; Moniz, Samuel A. <SMoniz@brownrudnick.com>; Bryan 

Neumeister <bryan@usaforensic.com>; Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic.com>; Susan Sorg 

<susan@usaforensic.com>; Craig.Young@KutakRock.com 

Subject: RE: Forensic Imaging 

Stephanie: I understand our IT expert Julian Ackert has been working 

proactively with your IT experts to try to work through this process, and your IT 

experts have had a number of scheduling problems, including a heavy workload 

on other matters and COVID, but we have continued to cooperate and try to 

move this along. 



Julian was waiting to hear back from your experts as of the end of this past 

week. I will reach out to him on Monday to see where they are in th_e process. 

I also reached out to Craig Young to let him know we anticipate we are close to 

being able to turn over data for his review. We will continue to cooperate in 

moving this process along for the benefit of all the parties. Elaine 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 

Charlson Bredehoft Cohen Brown & Nadelhaft, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive 

Suite 201 

Reston, VA 20190 

{703) 318-6800 

(703) 919-2735 (mobile) 

{703) 318-6808 (fax) 

www.cbcblaw.com 

From: Calnan, Stephanie <SCa!nan@brownrudnick com> 

Sent: Sunday, January 23, 2022 3:07 PM 

To: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@cbaclsonbredehoft com>; Julian Ackert <iackert@idsinc.com>; 

Arnold Garcia <AGarcia@idsinc.com> 

Cc: Presiado, Leo J. <I Presjado@brownrudnjck.com>; Vasquez, Camille M. 

<r:vasmrez@brownrudnjck com>; Moniz, Samuel A. <SMonjz@brownrudnick com>; Bryan 

Neumeister <bryan@usaforensic com>; Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensjc com>; Susan Sorg 

<susan@11saforensjc.com>; Craig Young@KutakRock com 

Subject: Forensic Imaging 

All, 

It is our understanding that Arnold and Matt extracted all photographs that hit on the date ranges as 

identified in the Order as well as any undated photographs from two of Ms. Heard's devices (the 

iPhone 11 and the iPhone 11 Pro). For next steps, we propose that your team coordinate with Craig 

Young, the Court-appointed limited discovery issues conciliator (copied here), and send him all 

photographs that fall within the relevant date ranges by encrypted drive. At this point, we do not 

think it makes sense to include the undated photographs. To the extent that Ms. Heard will be 

relying on an undated photograph, we propose that Ms. Heard identify such photograph and then 

the parties' experts can coordinate on authenticating that particular photograph. 



As for the other devices, it is our understanding that the extraction of images within the date range 

for the iCloud backups still needs to be done. We request that this be done via Zoom between Matt 

and someone from your team as soon as possible. It is also our understanding that extractions still 

need to be done for all prior collected devices. We again request that this happens as soon as 

possible with Matt observing via Zoom. We also request that all data that Ms. Heard intends to rely 

on is sent to Craig by February 4, 2022 at the latest so that way we can ensure there is enough time 

for our experts to review and analyze. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Best, 

Stephanie 

browhrudnick - ' , , .- ., 

Stephanie Calnan 
Counselor at law 

Brown Rudnick LLP 
One Financial Center 

Boston, MA 02111 

T: 617-856-8149 

F: 617-289-0685 

sc;dp;:ip@hrnwnrurlnjck com 

WWW brownrudnick com 
She/her/hers 

The information contained in this electronic message may be legally privileged and confidential under applicable law, and is 
intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the recipient of this message is not the above-named 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this communication is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify Brown Rudnick LLP, (617) 856-8200 (if dialing 
from outside the US, 001-{617)-856-8200) and purge the communication immediately without making any copy or 
distribution. 

To the extent Brown Rudnick is a "controller'' of the "personal data" (as each term is defined in the European General Data 
Protection Regulation (EU/2016/679) or in the UK's Data Protection Act 2018) you have provided to us in this and other 
communications between us, please see our privacy statement and summary hem: which sets out details of the controller, 
the personal data we have collected, the purposes for which we use it (including any legitimate interests on which we rely), 
the persons to whom we may transfer the data and when and how we intend to transfer it outside the European Economic 
Area . 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCIDT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 

John C. Depp, II, ) 
) 

Plaintiff and ) 
Counterclaim Defendant, ) 

v. ) 
) 

Amber Laura Heard, ) 
) 

Defendant and ) 
Counterclaim Plaintiff. ) 

Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

DECLARATION OF JULIAN ACKERT 

I. I am a Managing Director at iDiscovery Solutions, Inc. ("iDS"), an expert 

services and consulting firm that provides independent digital forensics analysis, electronic 

discovery services, expert testimony, original authoritative studies, and strategic consulting 

services to the business and legal community. 

2. I have over 20 years of experience in consulting and litigation technologies that 

focus on electronic discovery and digital forensics. I have a Bachelor of Science degree in 

Computer Science from the University of Virginia. 

3. I am in charge of the extraction process for Ms. Heard of images from Ms. 

Heard's devices that was ordered by this Court on November 8, 2021. 

4. The extractions per the November 8, 2021 Order are complete, and virtually all 

the images have been delivered to Craig B. Young ("Mr. Young"), the Court-appointed limited 

discovery issue Conciliator. My team is working on the final deliveries to Mr. Young. 

5. Forensic imaging of Ms. Heard's current devices (per Paragraph 4 of the 

November 8, 2021 Order) was completed late in the evening of December 17, 2021. This was 

the date that worked best for everyone, and was agreed to by everyone from Ms. Heard's team 



and Mr. Depp's team. 

6. The extraction of images from Ms. Heard' s current devices was scheduled for the 

first week of January, and then delayed to January IO, 2022 due to Matt Erickson's (a member of 

Mr. Depp's team) schedule delay. 

7. The extraction of images from Ms. Heard's current devices took about two weeks 

to complete, and the extraction of images from Ms. Heard's previously imaged devices identified 

on the Inventory took about four weeks, as the process of image identification and extraction 

takes time, given the amount of devices in scope. Not all of the devices have images that fall 

into the dates of alleged abuse, but each of them had to be examined, using screen share with Mr. 

Depp's team watching, as part of the protocol. 

8. Mr. Depp's team has been entirely aware of each step of the process. 

9. Coordination with all counsel and Mr. Young to arrange delivery to Mr. Young 

started on January 23, 2021. 

10. The next two weeks were spent coordinating the delivery format and how Mr. 

Young was going to review the materials. I cooperated with Mr. Depp's team and Mr. Young 

throughout this entire process. The first delivery to Mr. Young was made on Friday, February 4, 

2022. 

I I. When Mr. Young completed his review of the first batch of images, my team 

provided them to Mr. Depp's team. That will continue to be the process. 

12. Mr. Depp's team should now be reviewing images, which should continue as Mr. 

Young reviews the tens of thousands of images that have been provided to him. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on this 25th day of February, 2022. 

Julian Ackert 

3 



VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 

JOHN C. DEPP, II, 

Plaintiff, 

v. Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant. 

ORDER 

Upon consideration of Plaintiff and Counterclaim-Defendant John C. Depp, II's ("Mr. 

Depp") -Motion to Compel Defendant and Counterclaim-Plaintiff Amber Laura Heard's ("Ms. 

Heard") Production of Original Devices and Operating System Drives and Cloud Backups of 

These Original Devices as Requested in Plaintiff's Seventh Set of Requests for Production 

("Plaintiffs Motion") and Ms. Heard's Cross-Motion to Compel Mr. Depp's Production of 

Forensic Evidence and for Sanctions (''Defendant's Motion"), the opposiiions thereto, arguments 

of counsel, and being fully advised, it is, this~ day of November 2021, hereby ORDERED as 

follows: 

I. Defendant's Motion is DENIED, except Mr. Depp shall produce any native files 

with metadata of photographs.reflecting injuries and audio and video recordings of Mr. Depp and 

Ms. Heard that are in Mr. Depp's possession, and that have been previously produced in discovery 

without metadata. 

2. Plaintiff's Motion is GRANTED in part and DENIED in part. 

3. Defendant Amber Laura Heard ("Ms. Heard") shall produce her original devices, 

including mobile devices and computers (including laptops and iPads), as well as operating system 



drives and cloud backups of these original devices (the "Requested Material"), for purposes of 

performing a physical imaging of all data from the original devices, as requested in Plaintiff's 

Seventh Set of Requests for Production. For purposes of clarification, Ms. Heard's original devices 

shall include all devices on which the .data was "taken or originated. or have been maintained" as 

requested in• Plaintiffs Seventh Set of Requests for Production, including but not limited to, Ms. 

Heard'S current devices and all cloud backups. 

4. The Imaging of Devices: Under the supervision of Mr. Depp's retained forensic 

expert, Bryan Neumeister and/or Mr. Neumeister's colleague, Matt Erickson, either in person or 

over Zoom (or an equivalent audio/visual platform), Ms. Heard's designated forensic expert shall 

perform forensic imaging of the Requested Material on a date agreeable to the parties but no later 

than November 30, 2021, in the following manner: 

a. For computers (laptops and desktops), a write-blocked "Raw (DD) non°segmented 

forensic image" shall be taken for each original computer drive; 

b. For mobile devices (cell phones and tablets), Ms. Heard shall provide the password(s) 

for the devices she used during the relevant time period so that the data can be accessed 

and a "CheckMS/checkra!n extraction" shall be performed, where possible, for each cell 

phone; 

c. For the cloud account(s) (iCloud, Gmail, etc.), Ms. Heard shall provide her username(s) 

and password(s) and extraction using Oxygen or Cellebrite software shall be performed; 

5. If Ms. Heard's designated forensic experts do not have access to the hardware or 

software required to conduct the imaging described above, Mr. Neumeister will make 

arrangements with Ms. Heard's expert. In the event that a dispute arises between Ms. Heard's 

2 



expert and Mr. Neumeister or Mr. Erickson related to the manner in which the imagings are 

perfonned, Stephen Cochran, the Court-appointed conciliator, shall resolve the dispute. 

~ ffi@E\xtractiiiii)(oflRilev.antWiti:F~fterJthe Requested Material is imaged, Ms. 

Heard's designated expert, also under the supetvision of Mr. Neumeister and/or Mr, Erickson, 

shall extract the following categories of relevant data for review and analysis (the "Extracted 

Data"): 

a. lll@tograpbsIO(jNt(\!Hearil:f&lllptiotogrnplisfoftms!IASi'!jjralienrctii"'cinii\me'J 

(followinfiltimejperiodS,which all correspond to dates in which Ms. Heard alleges that 

Mr. Depp abused her: 

Date of Alleged Abuse Time Period To Be Sear~hed 

Late 2012/EarJy 2013 December 15, 2012 - January 15, 2013 

March 8 and 22, 2013 March 6, 2013 -April 5, 2013 

June 2013 June I - June 30, 2013 

May 24, 2014 May 22, 2014 --'June 7, 2014 

August 17, 2014 August 15, 2014 - August 31, 2014 

December 17, 2014 December 15, 2014- December 31, 2014 

January 25, 2015 January 23, 2015- February 8, 2015 

March 3-5, 2015 March I, 2015 - March 19, 2015 

March 22-23, 2015 March 20, 2015 - April 6, 2015 

August 2015 August I, 2015 -August 31, 2015 

November 26, 2015 November 24, 2015 - December 10, 2015 

December 15, 2015 December 13, 2015-December 29, 2015 

December 29, 2015 December 29, 2015-January 12, 2016 

3 



April 21, 2016 April 19; 2016-May 5, 2016 

May 21, 2016 May I 9, 2016-June 4, 2016 

July 22, 2016 July 15, 2016-July 29, 2016 

b. Deleted Photographs: All deleted photographs of Ms. Heard taken during the time 

periods outlined in the second column ofihe table in paragraph 6(a). 

7. Only the Extracted Data (as opposed to the forensic image) can be and will be 

reviewed by anyone at this time. 

8. (©ncettlleiextraction11sjcompletej@Rli&IBEoung1(jfy!r::ltY.oungliJ!IUiel@ounb 

@p@1ntec!llili'!ii'e"d@isco:v.ei\vJ1ssu$iconciliator,Madjasjmejneutralli1iifafaar\tv/attorneyjand~ 

ffiicw)m]1Ellw'cte11!IDatajto'jiiltrit1B\lanalira1atejani11m1e-:an1jorJpri1tilegeaUliformatJoji\tnat(willl 

nl:,"E)sIBi~tl.'@fvli]li/eumeiste,islforensiCJanalvsislAt the same time, Ms. Heard shall also have 

the right to receive and review the Extracted Data for the purpose of reviewing Extracted Data for 

privilege or work product only. Any privileged Extracted Data identified by Mr. Young or Ms. 

Heard will be isolated and will not disclosed to or reviewed by anyone else, including Mr. 

Neumeister until the Court makes a determination on the privilege or work product objections 

pursuant to a privilege protocol. 

9. illllejrelevantfdata)tiom1the1extmctioi:il will, in the first instance, be treated as 

attorneys' and expert's eyes only. Mr. Neumeister will conduct his analysis of the relevant data 

from the extraction and the parties' attorneys (and Ms. Heard's expert(s)) will be pennitted to 

review this set of data. Once both parties' attorneys have had an opportunity to review the data 

that Mr. Neumeister has/will be analyzing, the data shall be re-desighated or de-designated 

consistent with the operative Protective Order in this action. 

4 



I 0. Ms. Heard's attorneys shall disclose lo Mr. Depp's attorneys an inventory of all 

previously imaged photographs, text messages, emails, and video and audio recordings (the 

"'Inventory") by Bates stamp if produced, and in list form if not yet produced, For each of Ms. 

Heard's previously imaged Inventory, Ms. Heard's attorneys shall disclose lo Mr. Depp's attorneys 

and to Mr. Neumeister the following information relating to the Inventory; 

For Computers (Laptops a11d Desktops) 

a. What type of forensic image was created; 

b. What software and version of the software was used to create the forensic image; 

c. What make/type of write-blocker was used lo create the forensic image; 

d. Was an uncompressed write-blocked forensic image extracted; and 

e. Whether a hash verification was completed for each file, and for the forensic image 

as a whole. 

For Mobile Devices (Cell Pho11es a11d Tablets) 

a. What type of extraction(s) were performed: a logical, advanced logical, 

CheckM8/checkra!n, or physical extraction if jail-broken- by the other forensic 

company; 

b. Whether a jailbreak method was used in the extraction process; 

c. What iOS was on the phone; and 

d What software make.and version were used for the exlraction(s). 

Cloud Accou11ts (iC/oud, Gmail) 

a. Whether a forensic analysis was conducted and, if so, what software was used. 

11. Upon review of the Inventory by Mr. Depp's attorneys and Mr. Neumeister, Mr. 

Neumeister together with Mr. Depp's attorneys may decide to have Mr. Neumeister conduct an 
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independent forensic imaging of any previously imaged Inventory in the same manner as described 

above for the Requested Material. 

November ~ , 2021 

6 

p 
The Honorable Penney . Azcarate 
Chief Judge, Fairfax County Circuit 
Court 



Complia11ce wilt, Rule I :13 requiring tlte e11dorse111e11t of co1111se/ of record Is modified by the 
Court, ill its discretio11, to permit the submissio11 of the fo/lowi11g e(ectro11/c signatures of 

counsel /11 lieu of an orlg/11al endorseme11tor dispensing wit!, e11dorsemenl. 

WE ASK FOR THIS: 

Benjamin G. Chew (VSB 29113) 
AndrewC. Crawford (VSB 89093) 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
60 I Thirteenth Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C, 20005 
Telephone: (202) 536-1700 
Facsimile: (202) 536-170 I 
bchew@brownrudnick.com 
acrawford@brownnidnick.com 

Camille M. Vasquez (admitted p~o hac vice) 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
2211 Michelson Drive 
Irvine, CA 92612 
Telephone: (949) 752-7100 
Facsimile: (949) 252-1514 
cvasguez@brownrud nick .com 

Counsel for Plaintiff Jo/111 C Depp, II 
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SEEN AND OBJECTED TO: 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft (VSB No. 23766) 
.Adam S. Nadelhaft. (VSB No. 91717) 
Clarissa K. Pintado (VSB No. 86882) 
David E. Murphy (VSB No. 90938) 
Charlson Bredehoft Cohen & Brown, P .C. 
11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201 
Reston, Virginfa 20190 
Telephone: (703) 3 I 8,6800 
ebredehoft@chcblaw.com 
anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com 
cpintado@cbcblaw.com 
drriurphy@clicblaw.com 

J. Benjamin Rottenborn (YSB No. 84796) 
Joshua R. Treece (VSn No. 79149) 
WOODS ROOERS PLC 
10 S. Jefferson Street, Suite 1400 
P.O. Box i4125 
Roanoke, Virginia 2~0 U 
Telephone: (540) 983-7540 
brotten1iorn@woods1·,)l!ers.com 
jtreece@woodsrogers.com 

Counsel to Defe11da111 A 1nber Laura Heard 
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£1\roma 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

fy-ouna@G@l@B9 
Calnan Steohanle; Booin Neumeister: JuJlan Ackert 
Matt Erickson: Elaine Bredehoft: Arnold Garda; mdailev@arsm.com: Adam Nadelhaft: 
brottenbom@woorlsrooers com: David Mumhv: Pf:eSiado Leo J : vasauez, CamHle M : Moniz Samuel A : ~ 
£2rg 
RE: Forensic Imaging 
1Weo[esaim!@ottiaM09f2o22)1:2s:12 PM 
lmaae002 on□ 

Understood. All photos of Ms. Heard will be included as relevant. I have sixteen dated folders with, 

by my rough count, more than 5,000 photographs. I can devote several hours to this over the next 

few days, but I don't think I can promise a date by which this will be done. I will push ahead as fast 

as I can. I'll give you a progress report at COB Friday. 

craig 

Craig B. Young 

KUTAKROCK 
1625 Eye Street, NW, Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20006-4061 
and 
901 East Byrd Street, Suite 1000 
Richmond, VA 23219-4071 
(202) 828-2328 My Direct 

(703) 994-0873 My Mobile 

(202) 828-2488 Office Facsimile 

craig young@kutakrock com 
www kutakrock com 
2014 - 2019 Super Lawyers 
Martindale Hubbell AV Preeminent Rating 

F.rom: @an n """'"""·brownrudnick.com> 
Sent: a ., ebfi~ar. ~~ :10 PM 

To: Young, Craig B.<Craig.Young@KutakRock.com>; Bryan Neumeister <bryan@usaforensic.com>; 

Julian Ackert <jackert@idsinc.com> 

Cc: Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic.com>; Elaine Bredehoft 

<ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft.com>; Arnold Garcia <AGarcia@idsinc.com>; mdailey@grsm.com; 

Adam Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com>; brottenborn@woodsrogers.com; David Murphy 

<dmurphy@cbcblaw.com>; Presiado, Leo J.<LPresiado@brownrudnick.com>; Vasquez, Camille M. 

<CVasquez@brownrudnick.com>; Moniz, Samuel A. <SMoniz@brownrudnick.com>; Susan Sorg 

<susan@usaforensic.com> 

Subject: RE: Forensic Imaging 

[CAUTION· EXTERNAL SENDER] 

53 



Than ks Craig.ti'.v)Pffi otosf 0ri&\sl\ea£8fiine)ne1e§a r!@1®®1/0@t{sn'@iitsoffiew@t@Bs~biied@j1®) 

@iotdsf1,1GGOjjd®M!ii1easel\lliea11tnes/§p@t0gna@6si@r.Wevanj\w:ffi1sol'ooj00iiseeia)&eedlt0/iM) 
¢0f&i\ii&dii1@te$11r/!tfot0g[a$nflr}jsjjmeai/d$$mfate10r1rn,tQi#elr.ele§ant1 l)o you have an 
estimate of when you anticipate sending the photos to the experts? 

orownrt.iankk 
Stephanie Calnan 
T: 617-856-8149 

- -•• - -- - --- --- -·--------
IF.riom:ij.oifn#i&taM<craig Youog@KutakRock com> 
Sent:lW.®hilesdfflb£hfu$}jif202;2E}t4!4j8t{11 
To: Bryan Neumeister <bryan@11saforensic.com>; Julian Ackert <iackert@idsinc com> 
Cc: Calnan, Stephanie <SCaJnan@brownwdnick com>; Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic com>; 
Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charJsonhredehoft.com>; Arnold Garcia <AGarcia@idsjnc com>; 
mdai!ey@grsm com; Adam Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcbJaw com>; brottenborn@woodsrogers com; 
David Murphy <dmurphy@cbcbJaw com>; Presiado, Leo J. <LPresjado@brownrudnjck com>; 
Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasquez@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMoniz@brownwdnjck com>; Susan Sorg <s11san@r,saforensjc com> 
Subject: RE: Forensic Imaging 

CAUTION_: External E~l_tlait Lise caution accessing-links or attachme·ntS~ ,,:, :? 

All: 

I am set up with the Cellebrite Reader and will begin reviewing the Heard Photos this afternoon. 
While there are some photos of written documents, it appears there will be no photos with 
identification of people. Accordingly, there should be no privilege issues for me to review.~ 

(Mje@js\f01¢l®:i\f11)tigtbjj1ni\iJar.ejr,elevaITTN&0$ifursj@$oseff1ritnejp@@0eMtjlotfiti§lfule}an1 
ll!Ilagefodfhsiffiearcdijt@111i®aes1gna1'e\im\ot/r.e{e6agtt1\\jg8pn0t0Mo®tne$p:eopte)oij1Z\i\'iisfl(4tt® 
IDl]Otoj\sjo@jsijjeaham'MWaee),@GsG&fieal(eigiii@omplffllyjig]s@lo@orJGomp(e,teU~wi® 
(i®@jjj0ijs9mef0\BerJ00f®\\Jmlwillr®t\:@1gpaiedrfu$\ti@da0811fue1ieJilfield!t/i!icr-atesfanajl@j11jtjm 
Gi%iR@iifu0se\ia11@!fi)1foafes\w11ij®a@ig!jl~te'.ci/!1e?a0t4 

Let me know if either of you disagree with the above or want to modify my approach. When I finish 
my review, I will connect again with Mr. Swasy and Mr. Erickson to coordinate delivery. 

craig 

Craig B. Young 

KUTAKROCK 
1625 Eye Street, NW, Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20006-4061 
and 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Elaine, 

Calnan, Stephanie 
Youn□ Craig B : Brvan Neumeister: Jlllian Ackerti Elaine Bredehoft: 
vasauez Camille M ; Matt Erickson: mdallev@m:sm.com; Adam Nadelhaft: brottenbom@woortsrooers.com; ~ 
Muwtl¥; PresJado I en l : Moniz Samuel A,: IYler Swasv 
RE: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 
Wednesday, February 23, 2022 6:28:35 PM 
lmaQe002 PDQ 
JroaQe003 PDQ 
lmaaeoos onQ 
lmaae006 PDO 
lmaaeooz PDQ 
lmaaeoos P□a 
lmaaeoog PDQ 

Considering our team drafted the Order, our "reading" is the one we're going to go with. 

Nevertheless, we will agree to your blanket Confidential designation of the images. Please confirm 

you will promptly de-designate the images upon the completion of your privilege review. 

Craig, please arrange to send the images directly to Bryan. 

Thanks. 

Best, 

Stephanie 

broWnrudnick 
Stephanie Calnan 
T: 617~856-8149 

To: Bryan Neumeister <bryan@usaforensic.com>; Julian Ackert <jackert@idsinc.com>; Elaine 

Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft.com> 

Cc: Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasquez@brownrudnick.com>; Calnan, Stephanie 

<SCalnan@brownrudnick.com>; Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic.com>; mdailey@grsm.com; Adam 

Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com>; brottenborn@woodsrogers.com; David Murphy 

<dmurphy@cbcblaw.com>; Presiado, Leo J.<LPresiado@brownrudnick.com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 
<SMoniz@brownrudnick.com>; Tyler Swasy <tswasy@idsinc.com> 

Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

1§0:ri¼@j,r:Jw;w)0:iw,01jhtfirn:e1ieifoi:erasm!a 1i~0kli~m1rjljl eis0:rj1j1:eM®\m (j] iL:es, 
@ijtMifu'aw.ffii@im1:ea'mmbh0:e01iLi0JliliWJae/412iwA I have delivered the first 



' 
round (almost 9,000 images) to Julian and have received two thumb 

drives with parts of the second round (estimated at 40,000 total). I will 

have these first two thumb drives (3,0007) back to Julian probably 

tomorrow. The prospect of adding 50,000 to the second round of 

40,000 is daunting. I'm working faster now, but getting through 90,000 

images -this is not an overnight project. I will continue to work on this 

as much as I can and as fast as I can. That's the best I can do. 

craig 

P.S.: The only people who refer to me as "Mr. Young" are my students 

at the law school; and that's only because the School requires them to 

do so. In other words, you may but you don't have to keep referring to 

me as "Mr. Young". 

Craig B. Young 

KUTAKROCK 
1625 Eye Street, NW, Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20006-4061 
and 
901 East Byrd Street, Suite 1000 
Richmond, VA 23219-4071 
(202) 828-2328 My Direct 
(703) 994-0873 My Mobile 

(202) 828-2488 Office Facsimile 

craig young@kutakrock com 
www kutakrock com 
2014 - 2019 Super Lawyers 
Martindale Hubbell AV Preeminent Rating 

To: Julian Ackert <jackert@idsinc com>; Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@chadsonbredehoft com>; 
Young, Craig B. <Craig Voung@KutakRock com> 
Cc: Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasquez@brownrudnick com>; Calnan, Stephanie 
<SCalnan@brownrudnick com>; Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic.com>; mdailey@grsm.com; Adam 
Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com>; brottenborn@woodsrogers com; David Murphy 
<PMurphy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, Leo J. <LPresiado@brownr11dnick com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 
<SMoniz@brownrudnick com>; Tyler Swasy <tswasy@idsjnc com> 



Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

Importance: High 

[ CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER] 

Julian, 

l[tillljl5'liil'4~·11ilf!ltor$iiti/,§e,dvti'at\weido'mjijg,110Mwnaij,sflr\iiBW/em\!l~ll'iJfp@fosj1ifuM),;pgi\!0¥iiav) 

lli@W4e4s1il@aiid®inf@eTd1W@s@MM€%®11@®iaMr>M@®U®1@10b@0ilHroei¾~ttil 
iikn8@eff0&fuiil@oses1ajd@ro/iliaiti\1iS,sf~ase8 

Again, we're techs, we cant make that call as were not council. It is also a time and client's money call. 

If the attorneys want to step in here, that would be greatly appreciated. 

Best, 

Bry 

From: Julian Ackert <jackert@jdsjnc com> 

Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 2022 5:06 PM 

To: Bryan Neumeister <bryan@usaforensjc com>; Elaine Bredehoft 

<ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>; Young, Craig B. <Crajg Young@KutakRock com> 

Cc: Vasquez, Camille M.<CVasquez@brownrudnjck.com>; Calnan, Stephanie 

<SCalnan@brownrudoick com>; Matt Erickson <matt@usaforeosic com>; mdailey@grsm com; Adam 

Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>; brottenborn@woodsrogers.com; David Murphy 

<PM11rphy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, Leo J. <LPresiado@brownrudnjck com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMonjz@brownrudnjck.com>; Tyler Swasy <tswasy@idsjnc com> 

Subject: Re: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

I will prepare a full inventory of the images that we deliver to Mr. Young as a follow up. and we are ready to 
release the first round of images that Mr. Young has reviewed to you as soon as counsel has agreed that 
we are clear to do so. As more get reviewed by Mr. Young. we will release them to you expeditiously. 

With respect to the "Date added" values. I"m unclear what you want us to do. Do you want us to send the 
photos coming from laptops with "Date Added" values to Mr. Young for review? Based on communications 
between Tyler and Matt. this will add another -50k photos to the -40k photos already going to Mr. Young 
this week. 

Rliotos mat fall witlii ao~se (Ret Iii rotocol rs comRlet II 
Qing UR ael'ver liliiliii~ smg no mar an Ifie - 000 c u 
ng, ou we neea ea ~uest,on to aeterm e ifwe are 
000 11oto• from I is er tena 



Julian 

Julian Ackert, GCFE 
Managing Director 
Direct: +1.703.624.3832 I jackert@idsinc com 
US: +1.800.813.48321 UK/EEA: +44 (0)20 8242 4130 

iDSinccom 

F.rom 

l:late: e , 02-'2 

To: Julian Ackert <iackert@jdsinc com>, Elaine Bredehoft 
<ebredehoft@chaclsonbredehoft com>, Young, Craig B.<Craig.Young@KutakRock.com> 
Cc: Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasquez@brownrudnick com>, Calnan, Stephanie 
<SCaloao@brownrudnick com>, Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic com>, mdailey@grsm.com 
<mdailey@grsm.com>, Adam Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>, 
brottenborn@woodsrogers.com <brottenborn@woodsrogers com>, David Murphy 
<DMurphy@cbcblaw.com>, Presiado, Leo J.<LPresiado@brownrudnjck.com>, Moniz, Samuel 
A. <SMoniz@brownrudnick com>, Tyler Swasy <tswasy@idsinc com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

[EXTERNAL SENDER] 

Hi Julian & Tyler, 

I really have no idea of how many photos there are at this point -nor their formats. 
ltihe@aiii)task1was1tojrecover)all(tliejpnotos)from1tn'elhjii;dfdnive'(s1@notljustlinjspe(ificjareasManij 
@iit)tliemjon1to')C:i;aigltorjreviewj 
The dates are to fall within a previously stated range. I believe all the phones and cloud images are 
completed correct? 

As to the Date Added photos, they are a wild card -in that we don't know what the dates of 
origination are without reviewing. 

W@,TE:}Tiiey)sho'iilrJ/liave1comdftomjanj1mageiohthe/entife1hpplaNve,jnot/iust@I&tft11areas1sucij 
jisl:,11iotos1or4viaeos# 

As you know, we're techs. There are some decisions we can't make that fall into the attorneys' 

purview,lliutlthe!atiove1seemsJreasonallli!j(tlioughWmejconsumingJ 

I Ii ave a numtie~ ot cases taking me on die roail, anil overseas, liefore tliis tiial - so time i a 
commoilitv, tliat is in ve!iY. slior:t SUJ=!i:11~. 

Please send the Encrypted USB by Fed-X or UPS to: 

30 Lee Gate Lane 
Grosse Pointe Farms 
Michigan 



602-740-6128 

Thanks! 
Bryan 

From: Julian Ackert <jackert@jdsinc com> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 2022 4:17 PM 

To: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@cbarlsonbredehoft com>; Young, Craig B. 
<Craig Young@KutakRock.com>; Bryan Neumeister <bryan@usaforensic com> 
Cc: Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasquez@bmwnr11dnick com>; Calnan, Stephanie 
<SCaloan@brownrudnick com>; Matt Erickson <matt@11saforensic.com>; mdai!ey@grsm com; Adam 
Nadelhaft <anade!haft@cbcb!aw com>; brottenborn@woodsrogers com; David Murphy 
<DMurphy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, Leo J. <I Presiado@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMoniz@brownrudnick.com>; Tyler Swasy <tswasv@idsinc com> 
Subject: Re: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

Bryan, 

In preparation for sending the first round of images to you, can you please provide a shipping address? 
Our plan is to send via encrypted USB using FedEx, but if you prefer a different method please let us 
know. 

Also, I do believe Tyler has an outstanding question with your team related to the "Date Added" values of 
the pictures identified on Macbook sources. Can you please confirm how you want to handle those so that 
we can wrap up deliveries to Mr. Young? 

Julian 

Julian Ackert, GCFE 
Managing Director 
Direct: +1.703.624.3832 I iackert@idsinc.com 
US: +1.800.813.4832 I UK/EEA: +44 (0)20 8242 4130 

iDSinccom 

From: Julian Ackert <jackert@idsinc com> 

Date: Tuesday, February 22, 2022 at 2:54 PM 

To: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft,com>, Young, Craig B. 

<Craig Young@K11takRock com>, Bryan Neumeister <bryan@usaforensjc com> 

Cc: Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasquez@brownrudnick com>, Calnan, Stephanie 

<SCalnan@brownrudnick com>, Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic,com>, mdai!ey@grsm com 

<mdailey@grsm,com>, Adam Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com>, 

brottenborn@woodsrogers,com <brottenborn@woodsrogers com>, David Murphy 

<DMurpby@cbcblaw com>, Presiado, Leo J. <LPresiado@brownrudnick com>, Moniz, Samuel 

A. <SMoniz@brownrudnick com>, Tyler Swasy <tswasy@idsinc.com> 



VIRG INlA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

JOHN C. DEPP, II 

V. 

Plaintiff and Counterclaim 
Defendanl, 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

Defendant and 
Counlerc/aim Plaintiff. 

DECLARATION OF BRYAN NEUMEISTER 

I. My name is Bryan Neumeister. 

2. I am a court certified video, audio, and digital photographic forensics and technical 

expert and the CEO of USA Forensic LLC. 

3. I have extensive experience collecting, analyzing, and producing electronically 

stored information ("ESI") in law enforcement and legal proceedings, including approximately 

600 cases in the last four years alone. I have over 41 years of audio/video professional experience, 

and twenty years of experience testifying and consulting for federal and state governments, 

agencies, the Department of Defense, prosecutors, defense attorneys, Fortune 500 companies, and 

individuals in a variety of aspects concerning analysis of photographs, audio and visual recordings, 

phone and text messages, and other digital data. My CV is attached hereto. 

4. This declaration is based on my personal knowledge, years of experience, training, 

and education. 



5. As set forth in the Protective Order, "Ms. 1-Jeard's designated forensic expert shall 

perform forensic imaging of the Requested Material on a date· agreeable to the parties but nb later 

than November 30, 2021." November 8, 2021 Order, ,i 4. The forensic imaging of Ms. 

Heard's devices did not begin until December 13, 2021 and resumed again on January 10, 2022. 

6. After the imaging of the devices, Ms. Heard's forensic experts were supposed to 

extract the relevant data for review and analysis, which included various photographs of Ms. Heard 

for certain periods of time outlined in Paragraph 6 of the Court's November 8, 2021 Order. 

7. Ori.l 1dj11otire.ce1v:e)ani4oarajthat(was[extracteajf romjm"lirdl@:icesjunti tt&il\ffihl'l'2@@ 

~ t,Ns1om1ieTdateTottiliis'faeclara~io11!UVlai\cnlml202£j11a1111sf1i11receLv,1@joataJ!ton11 

uhi\textracilon1oijtfiesijdi;%lices$ 

9. (@neiencr.:,m1ealoiii)/eiofjptjotosiwas1senijfulmeiw1 tlfGutlttietG01i£CGtipassNord) 

(o\idesdir.§liojhccess1t11eiconte:iirs!sojmJt'.d5i:vejneede'iljtoj6ejresent!@nl4116t11ertocGas16n8m,ecei¥tdl 

lUi'afues(@{)loutlme)ra@phoios8andjnotliiilthejagreeojupon1romnat!J 

I 0. Further, Mr. Ackert and Mr. Swasy - Ms. Heard's retained experts - used 

unlicensed and outdated software to image the devices-including Cellebrite and Microsoft Excel. 

More specifically, they are using an unlicensed 20 IO version of Microsotl Office I Excel. Their 

key software in this case, Cellebrite, is also unlicensed, which means it is outdated and obviously 

not supported for updates by the manufacturer. 

11. We did not discover that they were using unlicensed Ccllebrite until February 24, 

2022, at which time I declined to approve their work as requested in an email from them. 

12. To date, there are approximately 58,623 photographs that I have received. 

13. e,'i1fai1i@ercentage1ort1liesejpfioto!\rapnsjarei§b]imi'§Mnotrnf1~15'1Hleuruiiiii'\iliTdingl 

@@iograpnsioiip111;ported■prope1;tyj'damai,te!11v1i30eppiand11ex1■1nessa@sii1JejJt1fc'IC!!6ul\tisl 
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ffiio:\!om bjlif8!1202lll@nlei\llrvtij\)jo,in iiiwas1suppose1J1t§1111ar/iias11wele:.,a n11fin5jp@togra uli'.mli'!ll 

@r/ilno®filii!s!ffiea rel !$\®cl 6§:cm b°m8!1'l02!11 @Rl e11, 8 . 

14. Further, the imaging of these devices as I have received them is something that I 

have never seen before in my professional experience in performing forensic imaging without 

direct access to the devices or their forensic images. For example, there are 12 images which 

visually look the same and indicate that they are "a directly photographed image," though the sizes 

and orientations are different. These "original" photos should all hash with one another (the hash 

is a digital fingerprint of the photo) but they do not. The answer to these questions may be in their 

extraction, but their software was unlicensed and outdated so it would have to be re-run on current 

software to be forensically valid. 

15. Also, some of the EXIF data has dates of when the photographs were taken which 

do not make sense. For example, the EXIF data for some photos indicate they were taken in the 

1970s or 1980s, even though EXIF data was not invented until 1995. The anomalies in the EXIF 

data cannot be attributed to unallocated space or default to the normal EPOCH date when there is 

an EXIF error. 

16. (Bas&ljonjtti'elllalllJJjJiaJ,ejreceiS:a)ffmncl§jonjun I icenseofiiiictf o,) toat'rd!sgfhvarei'm 

(M\jnotjab1e@fop1n$iasnojthejau\hentib1ti;iom1iem11oto'sl 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on this 22 nd day of March, 2022. 

Bryan Neumeister 
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F.rom: 6la1 
!!late: l'v'l0 

To: Young, Craig B. <Craig Young@KutakRock com>, Vasquez, Camille M. 

<CVasquez@brownrudnick com>, Bryan Neumeister <bryan@usaforensic.com> 
Cc: Julian Ackert <iackert@idsinc com>, Calnan, Stephanie 

<SCalnan@brownrudnick com>, Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic com>, 
mdailey@grsm com <mdai!ey@grsm com>, Adam Nadelhaft 
<anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com>, brottenborn@woodsrogers com 
<brottenborn@woodsrogers com>, David Murphy <DMurphy@cbcblaw com>, 
Presiado, Leo J. <LPresiado@brownrudnick com>, Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMoniz@brownrudnick,com>, Tyler Swasy <tswasy@idsjnc com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

[EXTERNAL SENDER] 

(@t-$1£j&xc,elr@tuJ0intMswtj,r,v,0l'J[0~i'f.Je1v.0Jijiaee0(@11il&01~e101it;ier• 

fatt0riraehj1ra1~0lllr•tir.liljl\iw.eln1jlllstli0l'l1arao1a~pn0)i;e' This is quite an 

undertaking and we appreciate your willingness to jump in. Have a 

great evening. Elaine 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 

Charlson Bredehoft Cohen Brown & Nadelhaft, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive 

Suite 201 

Reston, VA 20190 

(703) 318-6800 

(703) 919-2735 (mobile) 

(703) 318-6808 (fax) 

www.cbcblaw.com 

From: Young, Craig B. <Craig Young@KutakRock com> 
Sent: Monday, February 21, 2022 7:48 PM 
To: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>; Vasquez, Camille M. 
<CVasquez@brownrudnick com>; Bryan Neumeister <bryan@qsaforeosic.com> 
Cc: Julian Ackert <iackert@idsioc com>; Calnan, Stephanie 
<SCalnan@brownrudnick com>; Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic com>; 
mdailey@grsm com; Adam Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>; 
brottenborn@woodsrogers com; David Murphy <PMurphy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, 
Leo J. <LPresiado@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 
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<SMoniz@brownrudnick.com>; Tyler Swasy <tswasy@idsinc.com> 
Subject: Re: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

Before we embark on this concept, let's see exactly how big the next round is. My aim is 
to get the images reviewed in a timely manner. If I have to involve another attorney to 
do that, it won't be at an additional cost to Mr. Depp; it will still take the same amount 
of time. I'll confer with everyone when I am able to review the next round. 

To: Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasquez@brownrudnick com>; Bryan Neumeister 
<bryan@usaforensic com>; Young, Craig B. <Craig Young@KutakRock com> 
Cc: Julian Ackert <jackert@jdsjnc com>; Calnan, Stephanie 

<SCalnan@brownrndnick com>; Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic com>; 
mdailev@grsm com <mdailev@grsm com>; Adam Nadelhaft 

<anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>; brottenborn@woodsrogers com 
<brottenborn@woodsrogers com>; David Murphy <DMurphy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, 
Leo J. <I Presiado@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMoniz@brownrudnick com>; Tyler Swasy <tswasv@idsinc com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

[ CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER] 

(@a ljljl i 11 e/111a ljljll a11 nIBI e1l'l ljl GI ea r20 m(i0 &rJs nec;i se1Sillggest10 m§@rtiirJi0 uija neJ 
@ggesti mg11'%ll110 iL rn @t:> e1111e mail i ttffimffirnFert!m eian,0 r.m e)vs,, i\li$i$fo r.lilil11m1 
e$ifir.e,~1ewiuim0@tt:ie1sa1j1j1elG0(jlfilslffit@iu:}Jambrruir.eet:14esf0rijt@i@0Jir.t, 
1am01Jim0®Jrtl,lt0illmijfisJir2er,,:\iti0mfg1,~em1nt@tjr;}ijID;e$s11s1~illiiglt® 
1$lv.0Jim@am011st0r.esill1j1j13~lli,)iigr.eeim4l,01i:iavlr10ritme1a:0~iti0mall 
fatt0filjle&si,r.01j1j1IIUJfffiir.ljljll1W,el1jiaMelm010ITT#sm0m1,Mti$ifisn0hl0sec:JI 
lw1Wti0mj 1::laine 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 
Charlson Bredehoft Cohen Brown & Nadelhaft, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive 
Suite 201 

Reston, VA 20190 

{703) 318-6800 

{703) 919-2735 (mobile) 
(703) 318-6808 (fax) 

www.cbcblaw.com 



To: Bryan Neumeister <bryan@11saforensic com>; Young, Craig B. 

<Craig Young@kutakrock com> 
Cc: Julian Ackert <iackert@idsinc com>; Calnan, Stephanie 
<5Ca1nan@brownrudnjck com>; Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensjc com>; Elaine 
Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>; mdai1ey@grsm.com; Adam Nadel haft 
<aoadelbaft@cbcblaw com>; brottenborn@woodsrogers com: David Murphy 
<PM11rphy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, Leo J. <I Presjado@brownrudnick com>: Moniz, 
Samuel A. <SMoniz@brownr11dnick com>; Tyler Swasy <tswasy@idsjnc com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

~ 

u.r-a.Gf'Lla9Mueveia nfasS081Wreio&tea mI0Ttass0Gi~nesjJJpdeJv.0ffi rJstfroeJM;t0@Gofill a@ojth,"j 
Ceii\i@jJJnless Ms. Heard's counsel disagrees and can articulate a valid reason against it, 
I suggest an associate or team of associates review these images. 

Thanks, Craig. 

Camille 

-------- - ----
From: Bryan Neumeister <bryan@11saforensjc.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 21, 2022 2:10 PM 
To: Young, Craig B. <Crajg Voung@kutakrock com> 
Cc: Julian Ackert <jackert@idsinc.com>; Calnan, Stephanie 
<SCaJnan@brownrudnjck com>; Matt Erickson <matt@1isaforensic com>; Elaine 
Bredehoft <ebredehoft@chadsonbredehoft com>; mdai1ey@grsm com; Adam Nadel haft 
<anadeJhaft@cbcblaw com>; brottenborn@woodsrogers com; David Murphy 
<dmumhy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, Leo J. <I Presjado@brownrndnjck com>; Vasquez, 
Camille M. <CVasquez@brownrudnjck com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMoniz@brownrudnick com>; Tyler Swasy <tswasy@idsjnc com> 
Subject: Re: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

Received: thank you Craig. 

Analysis of the photos will be very tight on time. 

Best, 
Bryan 



Bryan Neumeister - USAForensic, lie. 

US Federal, US District, State, Aviation & US Military court certified forensic experts. 

Audio, Video, Photo, Cell Phone & Computer Forensics 

IEEE-DUNs-AES-SAMs-lPVM-ABRE-CAGE-PANEL 

41 years professional experience 

USAForensic Labs in Phoenix & Detroit 
(602} 740-6128 

www.USAForeosic,com 

@1@@¥02,2fa@-s\t&MS$$5@@@Craig Youog@kutakrock com> wrote: 

@l\:$teve£{ow)t!an@?fflj11Jbera90,je@afe'lJjljtjgQrse.jifai\®v@ilini@Boffitijt;J 
m$$gesroerjm1gfileiQtiowffioofuosjcerfanage\(40fili&iijmages@i(j) 
®ieiifuo@JfQa6ibilifiMr0Jket11:$c01&@illt1av@o0Qtlt~µe@W0@ 
MtiJ8i&/ifuema1®ili§ltmase:sJ440fui,Ai@tii@&1j!di®$jti,1@111ijfm1Slllto61\iWifi 
1d6tmJ@;1ijr$tjijlffimi!ifleJlfilto1get1t$l®(l!)i\8@ti1wilil\taevofoji$e/M 
&4k1&@606$$rs@¼e\4foilt$noitdffiijiffldisi1SfffitVrBJojfa@1gn@¥M 
(e@\baraaffift1t018%iassootafeiP,!3aseikeePfallr$RtfilmiDlroi®ftNtlmeJ 
(o@fllesiesse~'flall 

craig 

Craig 8. Young 

KUTA~ROCK 
1625 Eye Street, NW, Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20006-4061 
and 
901 East Byrd Street, Suite 1000 
Richmond, VA 23219-4071 
(202) 828-2328 My Direct 

(703) 994-0873 My Mobile 

(202) 828-2488 Office Facsimile 

craig young@kutakrock com 
www kutakrock com 
2014- 2019 Super Lawyers 
Martindale Hubbell AV Preeminent Rating 

To: Young, Craig B. <Craig Young@KutakRock com>; Bryan Neumeister 
<brvan@usafnrensic com> 
Cc: Calnan, Stephanie <SCaJnan@brownrudnick,com>; Matt Erickson 
<matt@usaforensic com>; Elaine Bredehoft 
<ebredehoft@charJsonbredehoft com>; mdaiJey@grsm com; Adam 



Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>; brottenborn@woodsrogers com; 
David Murphy <dmurphy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, Leo J. 

<LPresjado@brownrudnjck com>; Vasquez, Camille M. 
<CVasauez@brownwdnick com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 
<SMoniz@brownrndnick com>; Tyler Swasy <tswasv@idsioc com> 
Subject: Re: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

[ CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER] 

We will be delivering that set of images in multiple deliveries this week as we 
wanted to break them up into no more than 1,000 image groups. 

B~an - oio ~au et a sense from !lie le team re: my al5out 
aaa,tional filterin s eea Ufl M oun s r vi 

Julian 

Julian Ackert, GCFE 
Managing Director 
Direct: +1. 703.624.3832 I iackert@idsjnc com 
US: +1.800.813.48321 UK/EEA: +44 (0)20 8242 4130 
iDSioc com 

From: Young, Craig B. <Craig Voung@KutakRock com> 
Date: Monday, February 21, 2022 at 4:39 PM 

To: Bryan Neumeister <bryan@usaforensic com>, Julian Ackert 

<jackert@idsinc com> 
Cc: Calnan, Stephanie <SCalnan@brownrudnick.com>, Matt Erickson 

<matt@usaforensic,com>, Elaine Bredehoft 

<ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft.com>, mdailey@grsm,com 

<mdailey@grsm.com>, Adam Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>, 

brottenborn@woodsrogers,com <brottenborn@woodsrogers com>, 
David Murphy <dm11rphy@cbcblaw com>, Presiado, Leo J. 

<LPresiado@brownrudnick.com>, Vasquez, Camille M. 

<CVasquez@brownrndnick com>, Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMoniz@brown[lldnick com>. Tyler Swasy <tswasy@idsinc com> 

Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

[EXTERNAL SENDER) 

Are there really going to be 40,000 images in this round? 

Craig B. Young 

KUTAKROCK 
1625 Eye Street, NW, Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20006-4061 
and 



901 East Byrd Street, Suite 1000 
Richmond, VA 23219-4071 
(202) 828-2328 My Direct 

(703) 994-0873 My Mobile 

(202) 828-2488 Office Facsimile 

craig young@kutakrock com 
www kutakrock com 
2014 - 2019 Super Lawyers 
Martindale Hubbell AV Preeminent Rating 

From: Bryan Neumeister <bryan@11saforensjc com> 
Sent: Monday, February 21, 2022 4:33 PM 
To: Julian Ackert <jackert@idsinc com> 
Cc: Young, Craig B. <Craig Young@KutakRock com>; Calnan, Stephanie 
<SCalnan@brownrudnick com>; Matt Erickson <matt@usaforeosic com>; 
Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@chadsonbredehoft com>; 
mdailey@grsm.com; Adam Nadel haft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com>; 
brottenborn@woodsrogers com: David Murphy 
<dmqrphy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, Leo J. 
<LPresiado@brownr11dnjck com>; Vasquez, Camille M. 
<CVasquez@brownrudnjck com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMoniz@brownrudnjck com>; Tyler Swasy <tswasy@idsioc com> 
Subject: Re: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. Young 

[ CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER) 

Received: 

Thank you for the update Julian. 

Best, 
Bry 

Bryan Neumeister - USAForensic, lie. 

US Federal, US District, State, Aviation & US Military court certified forensic experts. 
Audio, Video, Photo, Cell Phone & Computer Forensics 

IEEE-DUNs-AES-SAMs-lPYM-ABRE-CAGE-PANEL 
41 years professional experience 

USAForensic Labs In Phoenix & Detroit 
(602) 740-6128 

www.USAForensic.com 

On Feb 21, 2022, at 4:00 PM, Julian Ackert <iackert@idsinc com> 
wrote: 



Mr. Young, 

An encrypted USB with additional images will be sent via FedEx 
today for tomorrow AM delivery. We are sending to your home 
address again - please let me know if it needs to go to another 
address instead. 

Julian 

Julian Ackert, GCFE 
Managing Director 
Direct: +1.703.624.3832 I jackert@idsinc com 
US: +1.800.813.48321 UK/EEA: +44 (0)20 8242 4130 

iDSinccoro 

From: Young. Craig B. <Craig.Voung@KutakRock,com> 
Date: Friday, February 18, 2022 at 3:29 PM 

To: Julian Ackert <iackert@idsjnc com>, Bryan Neumeister 

<bryan@usaforensic com> 
Cc: Calnan. Stephanie <5Ca1nan@brownrudnick.com>, 
Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic com>, Elaine Bredehoft 

<ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>. 
mdailey@grsm com <mdailey@grsm com>. Adam 
Nadelhaft <aoadelbaft@cbcblaw.com>. 
brottenborn@woodsrogers,com 
<brottenborn@woodsrogers.com>, David Murphy 
<dmurphy@cbcblaw com>, Presiado. Leo J. 
<I Presiado@brownrudnjck.com>, Vasquez, Camille M. 
<CVasquez@brownrudnick com>, Moniz. Samuel A. 
<SMoniz@brownrudnick com>. Tyler Swasy 
<tswasy@jdsinc com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. 
Young 

!EXTERNAL SENDER] 

Great. That and my constant saving of the session will 
hopefully resolve the problem. 

Craig B. Young 

KUTAKROCK 
1625 Eye Street, NW, Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20006-4061 
and 
901 East Byrd Street. Suite 1000 
Richmond, VA 23219-4071 
(202) 828-2328 My Direct 

(703) 994-0873 My Mobile 



(202) 828-2488 Office Facsimile 

craig young@kutakrock com 
www kutakrock ccm 
2014- 2019 Super Lawyers 
Martindale Hubbell AV Preeminent Rating 

From: Julian Ackert <iackert@jdsjnc com> 
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2022 3:27 PM 
To: Young, Craig B. <Crajg Young@KutakRock com>; Bryan 
Neumeister <brvan@usaforensic com> 
Cc: Calnan, Stephanie <SCalnan@brownrudnjck.com>; Matt 
Erickson <matt@usaforensjc com>; Elaine Bredehoft 

<ebredehoft@cbarlsonbredehoft com>; mdaHey@grsm.com: 
Adam Nadel haft <anadelbaft@cbcblaw.com>; 
brottenborn@woodsrogers com; David Murphy 
<PMurphy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, Leo J. 
<I Presjado@brownrudoick com>; Vasquez, Camille M. 
<CVasauez@brow□nJd □ick com>; Moniz, Samuel A 
<SMonjz@brownrudnick.com>; Tyler Swasy 
<tswasy@idsioc com> 
Subject: Re: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. 
Young 

[ CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER ] 

Craig - we will make sure our deliveries of the next round has 
the data sets broken down into no more than 1.000 images in 
each group. 

Julian 

Julian Ackert, GCFE 
Managing Director 
Direct: +1. 703.624.3832 I jackert@jdsjnc com 
US: +1.800.813.4832 I UK/EEA: +44 (0)20 8242 4130 
iPSinccoro 

From: Young, Craig B. <Craig Young@KutakRock com> 

Date: Friday, February 18, 2022 at 3:21 PM 

To: Julian Ackert <iackert@idsinc com>, Bryan Neumeister 

<bryan@usaforensic.com> 

Cc: Calnan, Stephanie <SCalnan@brownrudnick.com>, 

Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic com>, Elaine Bredehoft 

<ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>, 



mdaHey@grsm com <mdaHey@grsm com>, Adam 

Nadel haft <anadelhaft@cbcb!aw com>, 

brottenborn@woodsrogers com 

<brottenborn@woodsrogers com>, David Murphy 

<DMurphy@cbcblaw com>, Presiado, Leo J. 

<LPresjado@brownrudnick com>, Vasquez, Camille M. 

<cYasquez@brownrudnick com>, Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMonjz@brownrudnick com>, Tyler Swasy 

<tswasy@idsinc.com> 

Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. 

Young 

[EXTERNAL SENDER] • 

All: 

You're wasting your time debating this. @em106iernnfil'.@) 
til/lstatlilitfitt\"el:r.::t11~bmejappli#tftioilt,)lii\MtnejpastMeel 
@er,as®ioffitme\tWieejGaus/n,m@liossjoijseveuaUtioCl!lS[oij 
@0r,j!IB~ that as it is, we're stuck with what we've got. (Based! 
(omjteGJffit#51ll11pDalljOm•@ieiJswas9H1faffi/oow/savir@ij$) 
(sessl0nsjper.igaiSllw1ejgiifaj\terl1eviewjoijeaef51,1l\;0f2001 

1$M0tos)8 The problem is exacerbated if I am delivered a 
collection of several thousand pictures at as time. The 

crashes occurred when I was working on a group containing 

2,600 photos. Accordingly, much of the instability problem 

can probably be avoided if you make sure the groupings of 

photographs sent to me to review do not exceed 1,000 in 

each group. I should be able to complete review of the first 

round (10,000+ photos) this weekend. I understand you have 

approximately 40,000 more in a second round. I will devote 

as much time as I can to review of the second round over the 

next week. 

craig 

Craig B. Young 

KlJTAKROCK 
1625 Eye Street, NW, Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20006-4061 
and 
901 East Byrd Street, Suite 1000 
Richmond, VA 23219-4071 
(202) 828-2328 My Direct 

(703) 994-0873 My Mobile 

(202) 828-2488 Office Facsimile 

craia vouna@kutakrock com 



www kutakrock com 
2014- 2019 Super Lawyers 
Martindale Hubbell AV Preeminent Rating 

To: Bryan Neumeister <bryan@usaforeosic.com> 
Cc: Calnan, Stephanie <SCalnan@brownrudnick com>; Matt 
Erickson <matt@usaforensic com>; Elaine Bredehoft 
<ebredehoft@cbarlsonbredehoft com>; mdailey@grsm com; 
Adam Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>_: 
brottenborn@woodsrogers com; David Murphy 
<DMurphy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, Leo J. 
<I Presiado@brownrudnick com>; Vasquez, Camille M. 
<CVasquez@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMooiz@brownrudnick com>; Young, Craig B. 
<Craig Y□vog@KutakRock com> 
Subject: Re: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. 
Young 

[ CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER] 

B . ave at Hina of egu1r,ment a o, 
M, at ne1tne, exRert ca r;t 
~a ng's review ot im le 
re a tema I e revlew o 

Julian 

Julian Ackert, GCFE 
Managing Director 
Direct: +1.703.624.3832 I iackect@idsinc com 
US: +1.800.813.4832 I UK/EEA: +44 (0)20 8242 4130 

iDSinccom 

F.rom: B 

0ate: ~" 
To: Julian Ackert <jackert@idsinc com> 
Cc: Calnan, Stephanie <SCaloan@brownrudnick com>, 
Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensic com>, Elaine Bredehoft 

<ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>, 
mdaHey@grsm.com <mdaHey@grsm.com>, Adam 
Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>, 

brottenborn@woodsrogers com 



<brottenborn@woodsrogers.com>, David Murphy 

<DMurphy@cbcblaw.com>, Presiado, Leo J. 

<LPresiado@brownrudnick com>, Vasquez, Camille M. 

<CVasquez@brownrudnick com>, Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMooiz@brownrudnick com>, Young. Craig B. 

<Craig Young@kutakrock com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. 

Young 

[EXTERNAL SENDER] 

Hi Julian, 

Mt0@~ma&mt¾\miabfili1sfuijir;iae,fperppeG$eiwel&arnn0U 
1pr;0viaezjjG□1jppillt~'4@i@se,l1e'M\ribe)sdggesi'eaE@\Wweja,11) 
mi'is10&1na/UiisoU,e1m@g1g0esfobewaMi 

We did suggest in writing on 2/7 /22 that the computer meet 
minimum specifications. " ... an 8th Gen il laptop or newer with 32 

gigs of ram should be fine. Latest security patches. 

It would get us over the hurdle of Craig not being able to view the 

data. 11 

Thanks, 
Bry 

To: Bryan Neumeister <bryan@11saforensic.com> 
Cc: Calnan, Stephanie <SCa!nan@brownrudnick.com>; Matt 
Erickson <matt@usaforensjc com>; Elaine Bredehoft 
<ebredehoft@char!sonbredehoft com>; mdailey@grsm com; 
Adam Nadel haft <anade!haft@cbcb!aw com>; 
brottenborn@woodsrogers com; David Murphy 
<PMurphy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, Leo J. 
<LPresjado@brownrudnick com>; Vasquez, Camille M. 
<CVasquez@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 
<SMoniz@brownrudoick com>; Young, Craig B. 
<Craig Yrn1og@kutakmck com> 
Subject: Re: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. 
Young 

t e interest of ti . ao ~ou nav macnine e. 
ns ~au s~c•fiea low t at co oe ~roviae Mc 



Julian 

Julian Ackert, GCFE 
Managing Director 
Direct: +1.703.624.3832 I jackert@jdsinc.com 
US: +1.800.813.4832 [ UK/EEA: +44 (0)20 8242 4130 
iDSinccom 

From: Bryan Neumeister <bryan@usaforeosic com> 
Date: Friday, February 18, 2022 at 1:47 PM 

To: Julian Ackert <jackert@jdsjnc com> 

Cc: Calnan, Stephanie <SCa[nan@brownrudnick com>, 

Matt Erickson <matt@usaforensjc com>, Elaine Bredehoft 

<ebredehoft@char!sonbredehoft com>, 

mdai[ey@grsm com <mdaifey@grsm.com>, Adam 

Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcb[aw com>, 

brottenborn@woodsrogers com 

<brottenborn@woodsrogers com>, David Murphy 

<DMurphy@cbcblaw com>, Presiado, Leo J. 

<I Presjado@brownrudnick.com>, Vasquez, Camille M. 

<CVasquez@brownrudnick.com>, Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMonjz@brownrudnick.com>, Young, Craig B. 

<Craig Young@kutakrock com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. 

Young 

[EXTERNAL SENDER] 

Hi Julian, 
Thanks again for your notes. 

c@l~Pfjl\jejr,ea8e;iilslf')i®ffit\:ai\uiilt04wai@rana!is1usgdjo§@ostj 
Wto@\e,vs\r,avieWiogjGellrtibon/4data8 
(ltctoloot\kmowjf$e)oower2ofjf'V1j2ouljlg.S!GO(I)pUter!bffiweRITd1 
Gfoke)teB0m@e@aaomsia¼tofujmifi!mdm1svstemj 
Large volumes take SSDs or M2 drives to best facilitate data 
handling. A strong CPU is a must. 
Doesn't have to be the latest and greatest, but at minimum an 
i7 multithreaded with 32 gigs of ram (min) 

That being said, I'll leave that to Matt to review as I 
understood the review format had been agreed upon earlier. 

Thank you! 
Bryan 



To: Bryan Neumeister <bryan@usaforensic.com> 
Cc: Calnan, Stephanie <SCaloan@brownrpdnick com>; Matt 
Erickson <matt@usaforensic com>; Elaine Bredehoft 
<ebredehoft@char!sonbredehoft com>; mdailey@grsm.com; 
Adam Nadel haft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>; 
brottenborn@woodsrogers com: David Murphy 
<PMurohy@cbcblaw com>; Presiado, Leo J. 

<LPresiado@brownrudnick com>; Vasquez, Camille M. 
<CVasa11ez@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 
<SMooiz@brownrudnick com>; Young, Craig B. 
<Craig Yrnmg@kptakrock.com> 
Subject: Re: Depp v. Heard: Next round of images for Mr. 
Young 

;;;nani<slB[Yan•l•unaerstanci that'"'' oungus•alsoinavi• g aina al 
t1me1using•8elleb"ilte1reai:Jec ana1has lostisome•ol•n1s•wo aue 
to•8ellel5rite•reaaen crashing aunm s•revle Rtocess ~sltfie 
reguirementltoiuse 8elleonte1rea en for1nis review1is1at ~our1 
airection•can iou easeicfiscuss t a ·rregu rei:t1w1t IDeQ,!1S 
legallteam1to see 1f; tnere1are1wa s r;i wfiTcti M .. oung srrev1ew 
enaeavor.can Ile more streamhne r.> 10Slorlglnallv•s ggestearal 
revlewfgrotocollt atlcITa not1use!Bel el5nte•reaaerlana wouial6" 
amena6lelt611iearlnn•otner~reviewnA orKflow1su est1ons■ 

Julian 

Julian Ackert, GCFE 
Managing Director 
Direct: +1.703.624.38321 iackert@idsinc com 
US: +1.800.813.48321 UK/EEA: +44 (0)20 8242 4130 

iPSinccoro 

From: Bryan Neumeister <bryan@usaforensjc.com> 

Date: Friday, February 18, 2022 at 12:12 PM 

To: Julian Ackert <jackert@jdsjnc com> 

Cc: Calnan, Stephanie <SCalnan@brownrudnick com>, 

Matt Erickson <matt@qsaforensjc com>, Elaine Bredehoft 

<ebredehoft@cbarlsonbredehoft com>, 

mdaHey@grsm com <mdailey@grsm.com>, Adam 

Nadelhaft <anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com>, 

brottenborn@woodsrogers com 

<brottenborn@woodsrogers.com>, David Murphy 



From: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 

Stephanie, 

David Mumhv 
Calnan, Stephanie: Chew, Benfamln G.: Vasouez camme M: Moniz Samuel·A: Crawford Andrew C: ~ 
Jessica N 
Elaine Bredehoft:: Adam Nadelhaft: Cladg.a Pintado: Bottenhom Ben: Treece, Joshua: Heather Colston; Mkbgtlg 
Bredehoft 
RE: Depp v. Heard-Supplemental Expert Disclosure & Deposition of Mr. Neumeister 
Friday, March 25, 2022 10:21:47 AM 

Thank you for the confirmation that we will receive a full and complete Expert Disclosure 

from Mr. Neumeister on April 1. Mr. Ackert is available for deposition on April 7, and the 

deposition should begin at 10 AM EST. 

Thank you, 

David E. Murphy 

Charlson Bredehoft Coheri Brown & Nadelhaft, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201 

Reston, Virginia 20190 

PH: (703) 318-6800 

FX: (703) 318-6808 

From: Calnan, Stephanie <SCalnan@brownrudnick.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 7:28 PM 

To: David Murphy <DMurphy@cbcblaw.com>; Chew, Benjamin G. <BChew@brownrudnick.com>; 

Vasquez, Camille M.<CVasquez@brownrudnick.com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 

<SMoniz@brownrudnick.com>; Crawford, Andrew C. <ACrawford@brownrudnick.com>; Meyers, 

Jessica N.<JMeyers@brownrudnick.com> 

Cc: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft.com>; Adam Nadel haft 

<anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com>; Clarissa Pintado <cpintado@cbcblaw.com>; Rottenborn, Ben 

<brottenborn@woodsrogers.com>; Treece, Joshua <jtreece@woodsrogers.com>; Heather Colston 

<hcolston@charlsonbredehoft.com>; Michelle Bredehoft <mbredehoft@charlsonbredehoft.com> 

Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard- Supplemental Expert Disclosure & Deposition of Mr. Neumeister 

David, 

We disagree with the positions you have set forth below and your characterization of what has 

occurred with respect to the forensic imaging and analysis. However, we see no reason to argue 

about that here. We have set forth our position in our Motion for Sanctions filed today. 

:S'l 



Mr. Neumeister can be available for a deposition on April sth or 6th . Plea~e also let us know when 
Mr. Ackert can be available for a deposition. We will supplement Mr. Neumeister's designation by 
April 1, 2022. 

Best, 
Stephanie 

btownrUdnick 
Stephanie Calnan 
T: 617-856-8149 

From: David Murphy <DMurphy@cbcblaw com> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 10:36 AM 

To: Calnan, Stephanie <SCalnan@brownrudnjck com>; Chew, Benjamin G. 
<BChew@brownrudnjck.com>; Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasquez@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, 
Samuel A. <SMoniz@brownrudnick com>; Crawford, Andrew C. <ACrawford@brownn,dnjck com>; 
Meyers, Jessica N.<JMeyers@brownrudnick.com> 
Cc: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>; Adam Nadel haft 
<anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com>; Clarissa Pintado <cpintado@cbcblaw com>; Rottenborn, Ben 
<brotteoborn@woodsrogers com>; Treece, Joshua <jtceece@woodsrogers com>; Heather Colston 

<bcolston@cbarlsonbredehoft com>; Michelle Bredehoft <mhredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard-Supplemental Expert Disclosure & Deposition of Mr. Neumeister 

Stephanie, 

Your email is disappointing for a number of reasons, and does not even answer the one 

critical inquiry. First, as you know Mr. Depp already unsuccessfully tried to argue that 

Ms. Heard failed to timely comply with the relevant Order. As fully briefed and argued 

by Ms. Heard, it was Mr. Depp's counsel who repeatedly ignored Ms. Heard's 

communications (which Mr. Depp's counsel continues to do on this very email chain) to 

get her devices imaged per that Court Order. Followed by Mr. Depp's Expert ignoring 

communications and attempts to schedule the imaging, while complaining how busy he 

was and only being available during very limited times on specific dates which were 

accommodated. Mr. Oepp's Expert then demanded the use of specific hardware by Mr. 

Young, but simultaneously refused to provide such hardware for Craig Young's use. The 

Court then agreed by denying Mr. Depp's Motion on this exact issue on March 4, which I 



argued. Perhaps this is why your email refers to when Mr. Depp received photographs, 

because you know and the Court agreed none of this can be blamed on Ms. Heard. 

Second, this is the first I am hearing of any "technical glitches," but this is due to choices 

made by Mr. Depp. At that same March 4 hearing, based on Mr. Depp's demands the 

Court changed the data exchange process to Craig Young himself making two copies of 

his reviewed data onto two USBs, and sending those to each party's expert. Previously, 

Ms. Heard's expert received the data and then within 24 hours sent an exact duplicate to 

Mr. Depp's expert, and the process was seamless. So once again, this new delay was due 

to choices and demands made by Mr. Depp, and your implication that this was an error 

tied to Ms. Heard is again misplaced projection. 

Third, you indisputably represented below that Mr. Neumeister would identify a date 

certain to produce a Supplemental Expert Report by March 18, and then failed to do so. 

Trial begins in less than 3 weeks, and Mr. Depp's position that he "hopes to" have a date 

certain is not workable at this late stage. Following Mr. Neumeister's production, Mr. 

Ackert will need time to prepare his Opposition Report, and we will need time to review 

both before deposing each expert. We are running out of time. 

Therefore, please either confirm or deny by 5 PM today that Mr. Neumeister will: 1) 

Produce a full and complete Supplemental Expert Disclosure by 5 PM on Thursday, 

March 31; and 2) Mr. Neumeister will appear for deposition by Zoom at 10 AM Eastern 

on either April 5 or April 6 for up to 7 hours. If Mr. Depp does not timely respond or 

refuses to respond with a clear position on these two requests, Ms. Heard will proceed 

accordingly. 

Thank you, 

David E. Murphy 

Charlson Bredehoft Cohen Brown & Nadelhaft, P .C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201 

Reston, Virginia 20190 

PH: (703) 318-6800 

FX: (703) 318-6808 

From: Calnan, Stephanie <$Calnan@brownn1dnick com> 



Sent: Monday, March 21, 2022 10:15 PM 
To: David Murphy <PMurphy@cbcblaw com>; Chew, Benjamin G. <BChew@brownrudnjck com>; 
Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasmiez@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 

<$Monjz@brownrudnjck com>; Crawford, Andrew C. <ACrawford@brownrudnjck com>; Meyers, 
Jessica N. <IMeyers@brownrudnjck com> 
Cc: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>; Adam Nadelhaft 
<anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>; Clarissa Pintado <cpjntado@cbcblaw.com>; Rottenborn, Ben 
<brottenborn@woodsrogers.com>; Treece, Joshua <jtreece@woodsrogers.com>; Heather Colston 
<bcolston@charlsonbredehoft.com>; Michelle Bredehoft <mbredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard-Supplemental Expert Disclosure & Deposition of Mr. Neumeister 

David, 

As you know, we are still receiving a large volume of photographs, all of which were 
substantially delayed as a result of Ms. Heard's failure to timely comply with the relevant 
Order (the first tranche of photos not being received until March 2, several months late and on 
the eve of trial). Mr. Neumeister is now receiving many thousands of photographs - 58,000 
and counting-many of which are outside the scope of the Court's Order, and is not yet in a 
position to provide a report. Setting aside the delays, there also seem to be some technical 
glitches. This past Saturday, Mr. Neumeister received a drive that had zero images on it. 
Moreover, several iTunes backups have still not even been processed. 

We hope to have a date certain by which a supplemental report will be provided. We are 
amenable to continuing Mr. Ackert by mutual agreement beyond the expert cutoff, and will 
therefore plan not to proceed on Wednesday. However, we reject any suggestion that you are 
entitled to require that Mr. Neumeister be deposed before Mr. Ackert. 

Best, 
Stephanie 

brownr1;1dnkk 
Stephanie Calnan 
T: 617-856-8149 

From: David Murphy <PMurphy@cbcblaw com> 
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2022 1:03 PM 
To: Calnan, Stephanie <SCalnan@brownrudnick.com>; Chew, Benjamin G. 
<BChew@brownrudnjck com>; Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasquez@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, 
Samuel A. <SMoniz@brownrudnick.com>; Crawford, Andrew C. <ACrawford@brownrudnick com>; 
Meyers, Jessica N. <IMeyers@brownrudnick com> 
Cc: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>; Adam Nadel haft 
<anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>; Clarissa Pintado <cpjntado@cbcblaw com>; Rotten born, Ben 
<brottenborn@woodsrogers com>; Treece, Joshua <jtreece@wondsrogers.com>; Heather Colston 



<hcolston@charlsonbredehoft.com>; Michelle Bredehoft <mbredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard-Supplemental Expert Disclosure & Deposition of Mr. Neumeister 

Stephanie, 

I am following up on these matters once again. With Mr. Ackert's pending deposition 

and trial quickly approaching, Mr. Depp ignoring these issues and refusing to respond is 

inappropriate and highly prejudicial to Ms. Heard. Especially when Mr. Depp committed 

to identifying by March 18 the date when Mr. Neumeister will produce a Supplemental 

Expert Disclosure, then failed to do so. 

Please identify Mr. Depp's position on these matters ASAP. 

Thank you, 

David E. Murphy 

Charlson Bredehoft Cohen Brown & Nadelhaft, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201 

Reston, Virginia 20190 

PH: (703) 318-6800 

FX: (703) 318-6808 

From: David Murphy 
Sent: Saturday, March 19, 2022 8:19 AM 
To: Calnan, Stephanie <$Calnan@brownrndnick com>; Chew, Benjamin G. 
<BChew@brownr11doick com>; Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasquez@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, 
Samuel A. <SMoniz@brownrudnick com>; Crawford, Andrew C. <ACrawford@brownrudnick com>; 
Meyers, Jessica N.<IMeyers@brownrudnick.com> 
Cc: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>; Adam Nadelhaft 
<anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>; Clarissa Pintado <cpintado@cbcblaw com>; Rottenborn, Ben 
<hrottenborn@woodsrogers com>; Treece, Joshua <jtreece@woodsrogers com>; Heather Colston 
<hcolston@charlsonbredehoft com>; Michelle Bredehoft <mbredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard-Supplemental Expert Disclosure & Deposition of Mr. Neumeister 

Stephanie, 



As the below emails reflect, Mr. Depp committed to identifying a date certain for the 

production of a full and complete Supplemental Expert Disclosure from Mr. Neumeister 

by yesterday. But we received no further response from Mr. Depp. Please respond by 

providing this agreed information by Sunday, March 20. 

Thank you, 

David E. Murphy 

Charlson Bredehoft Cohen Brown & Nadelhaft, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201 

Reston, Virginia 20190 

PH: {703) 318-6800 

FX: (703) 318-6808 

----- -------~-- - --- -------
From: David Murphy 
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2022 11:35 AM 
To: Calnan, Stephanie <$Calnan@brownr11dnick.com>; Chew, Benjamin G. 
<BChew@brownrudnick com>; Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasauez@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, 
Samuel A. <$Moniz@brownrudnick.com>; Crawford, Andrew C. <ACrawford@brownrudnick com>; 
Meyers, Jessica N. <JMeyers@brownrudnick com> 
Cc: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>; Adam Nadel haft 
<anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>; Clarissa Pintado <cpintado@cbcblaw.com>; Rottenborn, Ben 
<brottenborn@woodsrogers com>; Treece, Joshua <jtreece@woodsrogers com>; Heather Colston 
<bcolston@cbarlsonbredehoft.com>; Michelle Bredehoft <mbredehoft@charlsonbredehoft.com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard-Supplemental Expert Disclosure & Deposition of Mr. Neumeister 

Stephanie, 

Thank you for your response. This email confirms the parties' agreement that 

tomorrow's noticed deposition of Mr. Neumeister is being continued, and we will serve 

an Amended Notice once we have a new date for his deposition following the date he 

will serve the Supplemental Expert Disclosure. We also think it makes sense to continue 

the deposition of Mr. Ackert for the same reasons, but defer to Mr. Depp. 

We look forward to receiving a date certain when Mr. Neumeister will serve a 

Supplemental Expert Disclosure by COB tomorrow, followed by providing Mr. 



Neumeister's available dates for deposition. 

Thank you for working with us on this issue. 

David E. Murphy 

Charlson Bredehoft Cohen Brown & Nadelhaft, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201 

Reston, Virginia 20190 

PH: {703) 318-6800 

FX: (703) 318-6808 

From: Calnan, Stephanie <SCalnan@brownr11dnick com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2022 5:05 PM 
To: David Murphy <PM11rphy@cbcblaw com>; Chew, Benjamin G. <BChew@brownrudnick com>; 
Vasquez, Camille M. <CVasquez@brownrudnick com>; Moniz, Samuel A. 
<SMoniz@brownrudnick com>; Crawford, Andrew c. <ACrawford@brownn1dnick.com>; Meyers, 
Jessica N.<IMeyers@brownrudnick.com> 
Cc: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>; Adam Nadel haft 
<anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>; Clarissa Pintado <cpintado@cbcblaw.com>; Rottenborn, Ben 
<hrottenhorn@woodsrogers.com>; Treece, Joshua <itreece@woodsrogers com>; Heather Colston 
<hcolston@charlsonbredehoft com>; Michelle Bredehoft <mbredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard-Supplemental Expert Disclosure & Deposition of Mr. Neumeister 

David, 

We are amenable to moving the deposition of Mr. Neumeister. We will get back to you later this 
week with an ETA on a supplemental report from Mr. Neumeister. 

Best, 
Stephanie 

browrirtianick 
Stephanie Calnan 
T: 617-856-8149 

From: David Murphy <PMurphy@cbcblaw com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2022 4:21 PM 
To: Chew, Benjamin G. <BChew@brownrudnick com>; Vasquez, Camille M. 



<CVasquez@brownrudnjck com>; Moniz, Samuel A. <SMonjz@brownrudnick com>; Crawford, 
Andrew c. <ACrawford@brownrudnjck com>; Calnan, Stephanie <SCalnan@brownrudoick.com>; 
Meyers, Jessica N. < IMeyers@brownwdnick com> 
Cc: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft com>; Adam Nadel haft 
<anadelhaft@cbcblaw com>; Clarissa Pintado <cpjntado@cbcblaw com>; Rottenborn, Ben 
<brottenborn@woodsrogers.com>; Treece, Joshua <jtreece@woodsrogers com>; Heather Colston 
<hcolston@charlsonbredehoft com>; Michelle Bredehoft <mbredehoft@charlsonhredehoft com> 
Subject: RE: Depp v. Heard-Supplemental Expert Disclosure & Deposition of Mr. Neumeister 

Ben et. al., 

We have not received any response to this inquiry, and urge you to work with us by 
providing the requested information. But if Mr. Depp continues to refuse to respond, 
Ms. Heard will proceed accordingly and reserves all rights. 

David E. Murphy 
Charlson Bredehoft Cohen Brown & Nadelhaft, P.C. 
11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201 
Reston, Virginia 20190 
PH: (703) 318-6800 
FX: (703) 318-6808 

From: David Murphy 
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2022 12:18 PM 
To: Chew, Beajamin G.<BChew@brownrudnick.com>; Vasquez, Camille M. 
<CVasquez@brownrudnjck com>; Moniz, Samuel A. <SMoniz@brownrudnick.com>; 
Crawford, Andrew C. <ACrawford@brownrudnick.com>; Calnan, Stephanie 
<SCalnan@brownmdnjck com>; Meyers, Jessica N.<JMeyers@brownrudnick.com> 
Cc: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charJsonbredehoft.com>; Adam Nadelhaft 
<anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com>; Clarissa Pintado <cpintado@cbcblaw.com>; Rottenbom, Ben 
<brottenbom@woodsrogers com>; Treece, Joshua <jtreece@woodsrogers com>; Heather 
Colston <hcolston@char!sonbredehoft com>; Michelle Bredehoft 
<mbredehoft@char1sonbredehoft com> 
Subject: Depp v. Heard- Supplemental Expert Disclosure & Deposition of Mr. Neumeister 

Ben et al., 

We are writing regarding the status of Bryan Neumeister producing a Supplemental 
Expert Disclosure. Please identify a date certain when Mr. Depp will agree to produce a 
Supplemental and complete Expert Disclosure for Mr. Neumeister. As you know, Ms. 



Heard is entitled to a full and complete disclosure of Mr. Neumeister's opinions in 
advance of both deposition and trial. 

Additionally, as you also know Mr. Neumeister's deposition is currently noticed for 
March 18. But since Mr. Neumeister has not produced any Supplemental Expert 
Disclosure, it does not make sense to proceed on March 18 as Ms. Heard will have no 
choice but to hold the deposition open and bring Mr. Neumeister back for further 
testimony following receipt of his Supplement and sufficient time to review it. 
Therefore, in an attempt to resolve this issue, Ms. Heard proposes that both parties 
stipulate and agree to re-schedule the deposition of Mr. Neumeister either the week of 
March 28-April 1 or April 4-8, depending on the date certain when Mr. Neumeister is 
committing to produce his Supplement. 

Please respond by 12 PM tomorrow with: 1) A date certain when Mr. Neumeister will 
disclose all opinions through a Supplement; 2) Mr. Depp's position on Ms. Heard's 
request to re-schedule by agreement Mr. Neumeister's deposition for March 28-April 1 
or April 4-8; and 3) IfMr. Depp is agreeing, Mr. Neumeister's available dates for 
deposition during that time-frame. IfMr. Depp refuses or does not respond, Ms. Heard 
is prepared to proceed with the deposition as noticed for March 18, and reserves all 
rights to hold the deposition open to fully examine Mr. Neumeister on all opinions 
disclosed after March 18 and/or to move to strike later-asserted opinions, along with 
seeking fees and costs for having to re-depose Mr. Neumeister. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

David E. Murphy 
Charlson Bredehoft Cohen Brown & Nadelhaft, P.C. 
11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201 
Reston, Virginia 20190 
PH: (703) 318-6800 
FX: (703) 318-6808 

The information contained in this electronic message may be legally privileged and confidential under applicable law, and is 
intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the recipient of this message is not the above-named 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this communication is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify Brown Rudnick LLP, (617) 856-8200 (if dialing 
from outside the US, 001-(617)-856-8200) and purge the communication immediately without making any copy or 
distribution. 

To the extent Brown Rudnick is a "controller'' of the "personal data" (as each term is defined in the European General Data 
Protection Regulation (EU/2016/679) or in the UK's Data Protection Act 2018) you have provided to us in this and other 
communications between us, please see our privacy statement and summary hem which sets out details of the controller, 
the personal data we have collected, the purposes for which we use it (including any legitimate interests on which we rely), 



VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 

JOHN C. DEPP, II, 

Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant, 

v. Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff. 

COUNTERCLAIM PLAINTIFF AND DEFENDANT'S 
SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE OF EXPERT WITNESSES 

Counterclaim Plaintiff and Defendant Amber Heard ("Ms. Heard") hereby identifies the 

following individuals who are expected to be called as expert witnesses at trial: 1 

Dawn M. Hughes, Ph.D., ABPP 
Clinical and Forensic Psychologist 
274 Madison Avenue, Suite 604 
New York, New York 10016 
(212) 481-7044 Telephone 
(212) 481-7045 Facsimile 
hughes@drdawnhughes.com 

Introduction 

Dr. Dawn Hughes was retained by counsel for Amber Heard, in connection with John C. 

Depp II v Amber Heard (Civil Action No. CL-2019-0002911) which is pending in the Circuit 

Court of Fairfax County, Virginia. Ms. Heard is being sued for defamation by her ex-husband, 

John C. Depp II (known as "Johnny Depp"), in relation to her authoring an op-ed in the 

Washington Post on being a survivor of domestic violence. Although the op-ed never mentioned 

Mr. Depp by name, Mr. Depp stated in the complaint in this matter that he "never abused Ms. 

1 This Expert Designation addresses expert testimony and opinions relating to Ms. Heard's 
Counterclaim and Ms. Heard's defenses. 
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but also may be motivated by wanting to remain in the relationship, where they 

view themselves as being dominant. 

Dr. Spiegel is expected to testify that in his review of the record materials and in 

speaking with Ms. Heard, Mr. Depp exhibited all these warning signs in his relationship with 

Ms. Heard. 

All of Dr. Spiegel's opinions are within a reasonable degree of psychiatry and behavioral 

sciences and professional probability and/or certainty. Dr. Spiegel may also testify in response 

to the testimony and opinions of the Mr. Depp's expert witnesses, if any, and reserves the right to 

consider any further discovery and documentation or facts which become available to him. 

fflbija nf«¢1@fn 
Managing Director 
iDiscovery Solutions, Inc. 
3000 K St. NW, Suite 330 
Washington, D.C. 20007 
(202) 249-7865 
jackert@idsinc.com 

Expertise and Qualifications 

Mr. Ackert's C.V. is attached as Att. 8, which details Mr. Ackert's professional 

experience and all articles and testimony he has completed over the last ten years. Mr. Ackert is 

a Managing Director at iDiscovery Solutions, Inc. ("iDS"), an expert services and consulting 

firm that provides independent digital forensics analysis, electronic discovery services, expert 

testimony, original authoritative studies, and strategic consulting services to the business and 

legal community. Mr. Ackert has a Bachelor of Science degree in Computer Science from the 

University of Virginia and has over 20 years of experience in consulting and litigation 

technologies that focus on electronic discovery and digital forensics. Specifically, Mr. Ackert 

has extensive experience creating and implementing preservation, collection, and production 
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strategies and performing digital forensics and metadata analysis on electronically stored 

information ("ES!"), and has performed preservation, collection, analysis, and production of ES! 

in hundreds of matters. 

Summary of Engagement 

Mr. Ackert has been retained by the Defendant and Counter-claimant Amber Heard ("Ms. 

Heard") through her counsel in this matter to provide digital forensic preservation and analysis 

services and electronic discovery consulting, search, and production services. Specifically, Mr. 

Ackert has preserved, analyzed, and/or produced digital evidence in the possession, custody, and 

control of Ms. Heard and has analyzed digital evidence and the very limited metadata that has 

been produced by Mr. Depp. 

Sources Consulted 

In conjunction with the rendering of his opinions in this litigation, Mr. Ackert has 

reviewed certain case pleadings and motions, certain deposition testimony transcripts, the digital 

evidence and metadata, both metadata included in accompanying production load files as well as 

metadata embedded within the digital evidence, produced in discovery by Ms. Heard, and digital 

evidence and the very limited metadata, both metadata included in accompanying production 

load files as well as metadata embedded within the digital evidence, produced by Mr. Depp, 

including but not limited to the documents referenced by BA TES number in this disclosure. 

Summary of Mr. Ackert's Opinions 

Mr. Ackert is expected to testify on the authenticity of the digital evidence produced in 

discovery by Ms. Heard, including but not limited to pictures, videos, recordings, emails, and 

text/chat messages. Specifically, Mr. Ackert will opine on the metadata for the digital evidence 

produced by Ms. Heard, that the digital evidence produced by Ms. Heard has not been altered in 
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any manner prior to production, and that there is no evidence suggesting manipulation of digital 

evidence using anti-forensic software that could obfuscate detection of altering digital evidence 

prior to production. Because discovery is not complete and Mr. Depp's forensic discovery 

expert Mr. Neumeister has not produced any opinions regarding the authenticity of the digital 

evidence produced by Ms. Heard as of the date of this disclosure, the scope of Mr. Ackert's 

testimony will include the totality of digital evidence produced by Ms. Heard and opinions in 

response to any currently undisclosed opinions of Mr. Neumeister, not just what has been 

produced as of this expert disclosure date. Mr. Ackert will supplement within a reasonable 

period of time after Mr. Neumeister concludes his review and provides his opinions and bases for 

his opinions under the Rules. 

Mr. Ackert is also expected to testify on the production of Mr. Depp's digital evidence, 

including but not limited to audio files and pictures. ISBW/\ilJE!fUfffort\ertai5fuic@%ljproi:luoeol 

(bfijwephliini1ft'di$jbtuno$1MirahmijiiJ@:ooooi7t303!@BHP.,000099JI[6j$PJW00092B~9 

l&§RP.OO0OM,4B!IDBP.P,,O0009,9,,~~811m.enoooo29£ti)ani:!@Gijr.ooo@~08! Mr. Ackert has 

identified instances where the embedded date metadata, such as creation and modification date 

metadata, is either missing or is dated significantly after the alleged date of the incident depicted 

in the picture. Mr. Ackert will testify that missing creation dates and/or modification dates that 

post-date the facts can be a sign of digital evidence manipulation. lljoucertainjaui:!i5lfil$) 

1proctucea9\j$il'di$joutrnottJ1ffiilt'ct11oj@l:iRP.OOOO§oli;&janajIDBP.Il00002@V!Mr. Ackert has 

identified embedded date modified metadata that post-dates embedded date creation metadata, 

indicating that the content of the audio file produced was somehow modified after it was created 

and before it was produced to Ms. Heard in discovery. 
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The specific metadata issues for the BA TES numbers referenced above are as follows: 

(tii~a[ftl\l1Jfati'f_8tlf1it@lfi6./iti6aid<th~sdill6t6gi;anfi~z;1rh)1Ja(!;t'St~l'iit'l1ii!1tlli) 

{IliilI~Ri.~ffl1!l*t~~1p]fo11>grapJis;inay:lia~;e:.~ellrait€led;aft~f.1ll{/5~~f~ithle~n) 

• @EQRQ[o·Jq!fos'.:l'~lie'teWib¢od~il?dat'hf in'6ia1ia1ii;fci"f!i1;;~:illI'8i'olrrfrl\~1ilaf ~'a'(l?gif;) 

(tlat~{o!l',i'd[yi\2'0li9;.~'$111ch~iss1gn,ficantly·aftgrctli~idate;c/f]ihcllalleffe<Jfojc1q€Wt~J/Jj'~ 

{att~.il!,tii&etoatl~1r§ni1oli'<l·t11~;aict•-no~i?'rovia~7a:nY:~'fu'ef[oatil1Hfa't%'oi.i1al 

'aufj fapk/Thijt1a'cRi<lJo/1w11re»1liiaH11'tfuerhlal'l\\ili~it~1ll§\'f1¾t 

(i\i'ele@t!?Jii:'a\'iii:/na>fl\~y~;~eeihaiterea•~fterffo·was11.ake'n) 

• (li!~~R@o)J.§.:o.il6\an'ci¥J'J:i~g:1?oooo90wr \Jl11e;:eH11\'¢'il/J~cficta:te:i11b1Iifi;,]'1i\l,{:aa:~m~ 

(ihe~e~f6~'6\-UT11gfis•:it1We'20l'~,-•indica'iing'ffl~r:th<:rkwassoi11~'llli'iftifi~l1:i1-tii\i~%i~ 

(eviil&,lfBibei'W'ee'litiii~ ~Hne they ,vere · ere at~~ in ~'epiemllet1:6j~;an'd lhe) 

Mr. Ackert has identified issues with the metadata included in the accompanying 

production load files for the evidence produced by Mr. Depp in the chart below and is currently 

working on an analysis of the available embedded metadata of this produced evidence. Mr. 

Ackert will supplement within a reasonable period of time his opinions related to this evidence 

produced by Mr. Depp. 

All of these opinions are provided to within a reasonable degree of probability or certainty 

in this field of digital forensics analysis and electronic discovery services. 
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mftmencelW1lhJmetaoatal1ssues)lnjproo1iai5li11M'c.llfil$1 

DEPP0000B254 DEPP000D8300 DEPPODOOSC39· 

DEPP000tiB255 DEPP00008301- DEPJ100008440 

OEJ>P00008256 oEPPOOooa302. DEPPOo·ooB441 
DEPP000D8257 DEPP00008303. DEPP00008442 

DEPPOOOD8258 DEPP00008304 DEPP0000B443 

0EPP00008261 0EPP0000830.S DEPP00008444 

OEPPD0008262 OEPP00008306 DEPP00008454 

DEPP00008263 DEPP00008307 DEPP00009043 

DEPPDOD08264 DEPP00008308- DEPPOD009044 

DEPP0000826S·· DEPP00008309 DEPP00009D45 

DEPP00008266 aEPPoocios310· DEPP00009049 

DEPP00008267 OEPP00008355 DEPPD0009D50 

DEPPDOOOB26S DEPPOOOOS382 OEPP00009D51 

DEPP0000.8269· DEPPD0008383 DEPP00009D52 

DEPPODOD8270 OEPPOOOD8428 DEPP0000905l 

DEPPD0008271 DEPP00008429 DEPPD0009054 

DEPPOOOOB272 DEPP00008430 DEPP00009055 

DEPP00008273 OEPP00008431 DEPP00009D56 

DEPP00008274 DEPP00008432 DEPP00009057 

DEPPOOOOB275 DEPP0000B433 DEPP000090S8 

DEPP00008276 DEPPOOOOB434 DEPP0000905!1 

DEPPOOOOB2n DEPP00008435 DEPP00009060 

DEPP00008278 DEPPOOOOB-436 DEPP00009064 

OEPPOOOOB296 DEPP00008437 OEPP00009Ul3 

DEPP00008299 OEPP00008438 DEPP00009J45 

Michelle A. Jorden, M.D., 
Forensic Pathologist, 
850 Thornton Way 
San Jose, CA 95128 

0EPP00009160 DEPPOOOD9923: DEPP00010346 

DEPP00009l61 DEPP00009924 DEPP00010514 

DEPPD0009797 DEPP0000992S OEJ>P00010588 
DEPPQ00098D4 OEPP00009926 DEPPOOD10777 

OEPP00009805 OEPPD0009927 DEPP00010921 

OEPP00009806 DEPP00009928 DEPPOD010948 

DEPP00009807 DEPPD000992!l DEPP00012977 

DEPP0000.9808 0EPP00009930 DEPP00012978 

DEPP00009809 DEPP00009931: DEPPOOOU979 

DEPP00009810 DEPP00009932 DEPP00012980 

DEPP00009811 OEJ>P00009933 OEJ>P00012981· 
OEPP00009812 DEPP00009935 DEPP0001i982 

OEJ>P00009823 OEPP00009936: DEPP00012983 

DEPP00009824 DEPP00009937, DEPP00014146 

DEPP000099ll DEPP00009938. DEPPD0014147 

DEPP00009912 DEPP00009939 DEPP0001414B 

DEPP00009913 DEPP00009940 DEPP00014149 

DEPP00009914 DEPP00009941. DEPP00017813 

DEPP00009915 OEPP00009942 DEPP00017814 

DEPP00009917 OEPP00009946 OEPP00018181 

OEPP00009918 DEPPD0010149. DEPP00018182 

OEPP00009919 DEPP00010150 DEPP00018183 

DEPP00009920 DEPPD0D101Sl DEPP00018184 

DEPP00009921 DEPP00010344 DEPP00018185 

DEPP00009922· DEPP00010345-, DEPP00018186 

DEPP00018187 

DEPP00018188 

DEPPOOOI8189 
DEP.PD0018190 

DEPP00018191 

DEPPOOD18192 

DEPP00018193 
DEPP00018194 

DEPPQD018195. 

DEPP00018196'. 

OEJ>P00018210 
OEPP00018224 

DEPP00018225. 

DEPP00011!226; 

OEPP00018227 

DEP.P00018228 

DEPP00018229 

DEPP00018230 

DEPP0001823f 

DEPP00018300 
DEPP00018301 · 

OEPP00007520 

Dr. Jorden is a forensic pathologist who is both: (I) Chief Medical Examiner and 

Neuropathologist, Office of the Medical Examiner-Coroner, Santa Clara County, San Jose, 

California, and (2) Clinical Associate Professor (Affiliated) of Stanford School of Medicine, 

Department of Pathology at Stanford University. She also serves in the following positions and 

committees: (a) Domestic Violence Review Team of Santa Clara County Member; (b) Chair, 

Child Death Review Team; (c) Child Abuse Prevention Council Member; (d) Trauma 

Executive Committee Member, Santa Clara County; (e) National Association of Medical 

Examiners EPP- Forensic Fellow In-Service Exam Committee Member, American Society of 

Clinical Pathology; (f) National Association of Medical Examiners Ad Hoc Organ and Tissue 
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Elaine Charlson Bredehoft (VSB No. 23766) 
Adam S. Nadelhaft (VSB No. 91717) 
Clarissa K. Pintado (VSB No. 86882) 
David E. Murphy (VSB No. 90938) 
Charlson Bredehoft Cohen 

Brown & Nadelhaft, P.C. 
11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201 
Reston, Virginia 20 I 90 
Telephone: (703) 318-6800 
ebredehoft@cbcblaw.com 
anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com 
cpintado@cbcblaw.com 
dmurphy@cbcblaw.com 

J. Benjamin Rottenborn (VSB No. 84796) 
Joshua R. Treece (VSB No. 79149) 
WOODS ROGERS PLC 
10 S. Jefferson Street, Suite 1400 
P.O. Box 14125 
Roanoke, Virginia 240 I 1 
Telephone: (540) 983-7540 
brottenborn@woodsrogers.com 
jtreece@woodsrogers.com 

Counsel to Defendant and Counterclaim 
Plaintiff Amber Laura Heard 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served this 10th day of 
February, 2022, by email, by agreement of the parties, addressed as follows: 

Benjamin G. Chew, Esq. 
Andrew C. Crawford, Esq. 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
601 Thirteenth Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202) 536-1700 
Facsimile: (202) 536-170 I 
bchew@brownrudnick.com 
acrawford@brownrudnick.com 

Camille M. Vasquez, Esq. 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
2211 Michelson Drive 
Irvine, CA 92612 
Telephone: (949) 752-7100 
Facsimile: (949) 252-1514 
cvasguez@brownrudnick.com 

Counsel for Plaintijj7Counterclaim 
Defendant John C. Depp, II 
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CONFIDENTIAL PURSUANT TO THE PROTECTIVE ORDER 

Transcript of Amy Banks, M.D. 

Conducted on February 7, 2022 

1 VIRGINIA: 

2 IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR FAIRFAX COUNTY 

J 

4 --------- - - - - - ' 
5 JOHN C. DEPP, II, ' 
6 Plaintiff, ' case No. 

7 "· ' CL-2019-0002911 

a AMBER LAURA HEARD, ' 
' Defendant. ' 
10 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - X 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

,a 

19 

THIS TRANSCRIPT HAS BEEN HARKED CONFIDENTIAL 

PURSUANT TO THE PROTECTIVE ORDER 

Deposition of AHY BANKS, H.D. 

Conducted Remotely via Zoom 

Monday, February 7, 2022 

9:35 a.m. 

20 Job No.: 430536 

21 Pages: 1 - 89 

22 Reported By: >S.Y L. STRYKER, CCR 

Deposition of AHY BMIKS, H.D., conducted 

2 remotely. 

5 Pursuant to subpoena, before AMY L. 

6 STRYKER, Certified Court Reporter and Notary 

7 Public of the State of Maryland. 

a 

' ,. 
11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

,a 

19 

20 

21 

22 

1 

2 

APPEARANCES 

3 ON BEHALF OF PLAINTIFF JOHN C. DEPP, II: 

4 ANDREW c. CRAWFORD, ESQ, 

5 BENJAMIN G, CHEW, ESQ. 

6 BROWN RUDNICK LLP 

7 601 Thirteenth Street, NW 

8 suite 600 

9 Washington, D.C. 20005 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

,a 

19 

20 

21 

22 

(202) 536-1785 

aod 

CAMILLE H. VASQUEZ, ESQ. 

SAMUEL A. MONIZ, ESQ. 

BROWN RUDNICK LLP 

2211 Michelson Drive 

Irvine, California 92612 

(949) 752-7100 

APPEARANCES CONTINUED 

3 ON BEHALF OF DEFENDANT AMBER LAURA HEARD; 

4 ADAH S. NADELHAFT, ESQ, 

5 

6 

7 

a 

' 
10 

CLARISSA K. PINTADO, ESQ. 

CHARLSON BREDEHOFT COHEN & BROWN, P.C. 

11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201 

Reston, Virginia 20190 

(703) 318-6800 

11 ON BEHALF OF THE WITNESS: 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

J. PETER KELLEY, ESQ. 

BRUCE & KELLEY, P. C. 

20 Mall Road, Suite 225 

Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 

(781) 262-0690 

18 ALSO PRESENT: 

,, 
20 

21 

22 

JOHN C. DEPP, II 

DR. SHANNON CURRY, PsyO, HSCP 

LUCIEN NEWELL, AV Technician 

KIMBERLY JOHNSON, Videographer 

PLANET DEPOS 
888.433.37671 WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 

1 (1 to 4) 



CONFIDENTIAL PURSUANT TO THE PROTECTNE ORDER 
Transcript of Amy Banks, M.D. 3 (9 to 12) 

Conducted on February 7, 2022 
9 

I it a different way for you to understand it. Does 
2 that make sense? 
3 A It does. 
4 Q If you respond, it will be assumed that 
5 you heard me and understood me. Does that make 
6 sense? 
7 A It does. 
8 Q And as you're doing now, you're giving 
9 verbal answers. If you can, continue to try to do 
10 that throughout the deposition rather than giving 
11 "uh-huh" or "uh-uh"s so that we know what you 
12 mean. Does that make sense? 
13 A Yes. 
14 Q And I'll give you a break at any time you 
15 need it. I'm hoping tl1is deposition won't be too 
16 long, but if you ever need a break, just let me 
17 know. I'd only ask tliat you answer the question 
18 if one is pending, and then we'll give you a 
19 break. Does that make sense? 
20 A Yes. 
21 Q Okay. Have you ever been - have you ever 
22 been deposed in any cases involving Johnny Depp? 

10 

1 A No. 
2 Q Ever been deposed in any cases involving 
3 Amber Heard? 
4 A No. 
5 Q I just want to have --
6 MR. KELLEY: Adam, I don't want to 
7 interrupt, but I will in this moment 
8 MR. NADELHAFT: Sure. 
9 MR. KELLEY: Any stipulations that the 
IO parties, you folks, are agreeing to or not 
11 agreeing to? And if not, I'd just add for the 
12record the request for Dr. Banks to have 45 days 
13 to review and sign off on the deposition 
14 transcript. 
15 MR. NADELHAFT: Okay. That's probably 
16 okay. And we can talk with Mr. Depp's counsel. I 
17 mean, we're going to have deposition desigr,ations 
18 coming up I think in March. I guess we can do 
19 designations, that if there were any changes, we 
20 could probably amend tltose, so -- tltat seems okay. 
21 I do want to fit it into her schedule. I 
22 understand Dr. Banks' schedule. 

II 

I MR. KELLEY: Thank you. 
2 MR. NADELHAFT: Yea!,. And I think, given 
3 that this is going to probably hit on some medical 
4 care, we'll make this deposition transcript 
5 confidential for now, so ... 
6 Okay. Anything else, Peter? 
7 MR. KELLEY: No. 
8 MR. NADELHAFT: Okay. 
9 BY MR. NADELHAFT: 
IO Q Dr. Banks, I just want to go into some 
11 basic background. You graduated magna cum laude 
12 from Tufts University; is that right? 
13 A Yes. 
14 Q And you -- you've earned a medical degree; 
15 is that right? 
16 A Yes. 
17 Q And where did you earn your medical 
18 degree? 
19 A Georgetown University. 
20 Q Okay. And you're a psychiatrist, correct? 
21 A I am, yes. 
22 Q After Georgetown University, did you 

12 

I continue your psychiatric training? 
2 Aldid. 
3 Q Where was that? 
4 A Harvard Medical School, Mass Mental Health 
5 Center. 
6 Q How long have you been a psychiatrist? 
7 A About 28 years. 
8 Q This -- you might imagine I got some of 
9 this off your website. You're a founding scholar 
IO at the International Center for Growth in 
11 Connection. 
12 A Yes. 
13 Q What is that? 
14 A That is a - I would call it a 
15 psychological kind of social justice think tank 
16 that works to kind of shift people's notion of 
17 healthy growth and development towards one that 
18 focuses on relationships. 
I 9 Q As of -- what does it mean that you're a 
20 founding scholar of that group? 
21 A It means I was one of the core group of 
22 people that founded that organization 

PLANET DEPOS 
888.433.3767 j WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 



CONFIDENTIAL PURSUANT TO THE PROTECTIVE ORDER 

Transcript of Arny Banks, M.D. 22 (85 to 88) 

Conducted on February 7, 2022 
85 

1 a consultee's own self-report? 
2 MR. NADELHAFT: Objection; fonn, 
3 foundation. 
4 THE WITNESS: I -- you have to tease that 
5 one out a little bit I don't lrnow how to -- I 
6 don't lrnow what you're asking. 
7 Q So Ms. Heard -- you said Ms. Heard told 
8 you that Mr. Depp initiated the violence, correct? 

I Dr. Banks, just a couple of questions. 
2 EXAMINATION 
3 BY MR. NADELHAFT: 
4 Q In working with Amber and Mr. Depp, did 
5 you believe that Amber was telling the truth about 
6 the violence she received at the hands of 
7 Mr. Depp? 
8 Aldid. 

87 

9 A Correct. 9 Q In working with Amber Heard and Mr. Depp, 
IO Q And my question is: Isn't it true that 
11 you cannot be certain that Mr. Depp initiated the 
12 violence just based on Ms. Heard's statement? 

10 was it your belief that Amber was a victim of 
11 domestic violence at the hands of Mr. Depp? 
12 A Itwas. 

13 MR. NADELHAFT: Objection; fonn, 13 MR. NADELHAFT: Okay. Thank yon. Nothing 
14 foundation. 
15 THE WITNESS: Is -- is that true? I --
16 what I can tell you without a doubt is that Amber 
17 Heard told me that Johnny Depp was involved in 
18 violence with her wheu he was using substances 
19 particularly, that she would fight back And 
20 those statements were made, also, in front of 
21 Mr. Depp without anybody contradicting them 
22 Q So Ms. Heard made those statements in the 

86 
I joint session with Mr. Depp? 

14 further. We really appreciate your time. 
15 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Off the record -
16 MR. KELLEY: All set? 
17 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Off the record at 
18 11:23. 
19 (Off the record at 11:23 a.m) 
20 
21 
22 
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I ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF DEPONENT 
2 A In my recollection, yes, she did, that 2 I, AMY BANKS, M.D., do hereby acknowledge 
3 that was part of the conversation of how the 
4 relationship could not - escalate at times, yes. 
5 Q Okay. You did not personally witness any 
6 violence between Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard, did you? 
7 A There was none when we were on the Skype 
8 calls, no. 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 

8 

9 

that I have read and examined the foregoing 
testimony, and the same is a true, correct and 
complete transcription of the testimony given by 
me and any corrections appear on the attached 
Errata sheet signed by me. 

9 Q So you don't lrnow for certain that there 
10 was any violence in Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard's 
11 relationship, correct? 

10 _________________ _ 

12 A What I know for certain is that it was 
11 (DATE) 
12 

13 reported to me by Ms. Heard in the presence of 13 
14 Johnny Depp, without contradiction. 14 
15 Q You testified previously, though, that you 15 
16 don't recall if Mr. Depp admitted to hitting 16 
17 Ms. Heard, correct? 17 
18 A I do not recall that 18 
19 MR. CRAWFORD: Nothing further on my end. 19 
20 Thank you, Dr. Banks. I appreciate it. 20 
21 
22 

THE WITNESS: You're welcome. 
MR. NADELHAFT: Okay. 

21 

22 

PLANET DEPOS 

(SIGNATURE) 
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4/28/2015 

4-Ways-2-Click 
Relationship Consulting 

tt 
Amy Banks MD 

Consultation Services billed at $300/hour 

Dates of service: 

4/22/2015-1 hour with Amber Heard 

4/24/2015 - 90 minutes with Amber Heard/Johnny Depp 

4/27 /2015-1 hour with Johnny Depp 

Total Time= 3.5 hours 

Total Billed: $1050.00 

Amy Banks MD 

Checks can be sent to: Dr. Amy Banks 

PHONE 
781-674-0200 

114 Waltham Street, Suite #17 

Lexington, MA 02421 

FAX 
781-860-9592 

WEB 
Abanks14@gmail.com 
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5/10/2015 

4-Ways-2-Click 
Relationship Consulting 

tt 
Amy Banks MD 

Consultation Services billed at $300/hour 

Dates of service: 

5/6/2015-1 hour with AH 

Total Time = 1 hour 

Total Billed: $300.00 

Amy Banks MD 

Checks can be sent to: Dr. Amy Banks 

PHONE 
781-674-0200 

114 Waltham Street, Suite #17 

Lexington, MA 02421 

FAX 
781-860-9592 

WEB 
Abanksl4@gmail.com 
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To: 
From: 
Sent 
Subject 

AH[arrowsarc@icloud.com] 
Amy Banks[abanks14@gmail.com] 
Sun 5/29/2016 2:01:33 AM (UTC) 
thinking of you 

Hi Amber - just caught something in the times about you and Johnny divorcing and~ restraining order. I am hoping that 
you are safe and with friends ... just wanted you to know I am thinking of you, knowing some of what you have gone 
through. Be well, Amy 

Amy Banks MD 
114 Waltham Street 
Suite#!? 
Lexington, MA 02421 
781-674-0200 (ph) 
781-860-9592 (fax 
The information in this e-mail is intended only for the person to whom it is 
addressed. If you believe this e-mail was sent to you in error and the e-mail 
contains patient information, please contact me at abanks14@gmail.com. If the e-mail was sent to you in error but does not contain patient 
information, please contact the sender and properly 
dispose of the e-mail. 
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570 572 
I disrespectful; I'm just saying she is your acting 1 A Dr. Carolyn Alexander. 
2 coach, or bas been -- 2 Q And you told Dr. Carolyn Alexander? 
3 A Was. 3 A I don't knoiv ifl told her. I just 
4 Q Ms. Sexton w.is your acting coach and also 4 remember I started making it a habit to start 
5 by your testimony, a dear friend, so she is one of 5 telling doctors that I was in that situation with. 
6 the people you told; is that fair? 6 I told another doctor in the UK that I saw as a 
7 A Yes. 7 gynecologist but I can't remember their name. I 
8 Q When did you tell Ms. Sexton that you were 8 told-- oh-- I've seen a few, but I'm sure we can 
9 raped in Australia, allegedly by Mr. Depp? 9 get those names to you. 
10 A I don't recall. 10 Q Yeah, I think we're going to need every 
11 Q Didn't you tell her the day that Ms. Sexton 11 name of every doctor you've ever told about this 
12 was appointed to sit for a deposition in this case? 12 sexual assault in Australia 
13 A I have no idea when she was subpoenaed. 13 A Okay. Of course. 
14 Q But isn't that \ilien you told her? 14 Q So the Australia incident, you testified 
15 A I don't know -- I had no idea of the date 15 that this all started because you and Mr. Depp were 
16 she was subpoenaed so I don't lmow if that's the 16 having a disagreement about \iliether you should sigo 
17 same day I told her. I 7 a postnuptial agreement? 
18 Q Didn't you tell her at your home \ilien your 18 A I disagree. It wasn 1t -
19 lawyers came to your house to prep her for a 19 Q How? 
20 deposition in this case? 20 A Pardon? 
21 A I don't recall that that's why she was 21 Q How do you disagree? 
22 there. I recall that she was there because she 22 A What started the disagreement is he held up 
23 lived abroad and it was on rare occasions that she 23 a bag of MOMA right in front ofme and he took a big 
24 was in LA, and we very rarely get to spend one on 24 handful of pills and that kind of started it. 
25 one time together in person. And there a was a 25 Q Do you have your first witness statement 

571 

1 time- a separate time in which the UK Sun I from the United Kingdom in front of you, Ms. Heard? 

2 attorneys were conducting an interview ofmc, but I 2 It w.is probably given to you yesterday. If not, we 

3 don1t know- I don't - I don't know if they were 3 have another copy. 

4 there. I don't know how that timeline matches with 4 A The first one? 

5 her. 5 Q Yeah. First-- this says 'witness 

6 Q Did you tell anyone else about the alleged 6 statement Amber Heard''? 

7 sexual assault in Australia other than your 7 A Yeah. 

8 attorneys and Ms. Sexton? 8 Q Okay. If I could turn your attention, 

9 A I - I- I told doctors. 9 Ms. Heard, to Page 23. 

10 Q What doctors? 10 MS. VASQUEZ: lfnot, we have an extra 

11 A I1ve told, obviously, Bonnie Jacobs. I 11 copy. 
12 don't recall if! told- I don't recall if! -- I 12 MR. CHEW: I've got one if you need one, 
13 told Amy Banks. I really just don't remember Dr. - I 3 Elaine. rve got a unmarked one. 

14 ifl told Dr. Banks at some point after. I told 14 MS. BREDEHOIT: Thank you. Thank you very 
15 every gynecologist I've visited. 15 much. 

16 Q Who is your gynecologist now? 16 MS. VASQUEZ: Page 23, Elaine. 

17 A I- I just started going to a new one. I 17 Q Ms. Heard, if! could just have you read to 
18 don 1t remember her name but I'm sure we could find 18 yourselrParagraphs 99, 100, that would be helpful. 
19 it. I don't know it off the top ofmy head. 19 A Okay. 
20 Q Who w.is your gynecologist before this 20 Q You would agree with me, Ms. Heard, that 

21 gynecologist? 21 you did argue in Australia about a prenuptial 

22 A There - - I've had a couple. I was 22 agreement, correct? 
23 actually just using my fertility doctor effectively 23 A It was part of- it was part of one part 
24 as my gynecologist. 24 of one of the arguments, but it wasn't-- as I said 

25 Q Who is your fertility doctor? 25 before, wasn't what started it. It was the drugs 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 

JOHN C. DEPP, II, 

Plaintiff and Counterclaim-Defendant, 

v. Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant and Counterclaim-Plaintiff. 

Declaration of Julian Ackert 

I. I am a Managing Director at iDiscovery Solutions, Inc. ("iDS"), an expert 

services and consulting firm that provides independent digital forensics analysis, electronic 

discovery services, expert testimony, original authoritative studies, and strategic consulting 

services to the business and legal community. 

2. I have over 20 years of experience in consulting and litigation technologies 

that focus on electronic discovery and digital forensics. I have a Bachelor of Science degree 

in Computer Science from the University of Virginia. My curriculum vitae is attached here to 

as Exhibit A, which details my professional experience and all articles and testimony I have 

completed over the last ten years. 

3. Specifically, I have extensive experience creating and implementing 



preservation, collection, and production strategies and performing digital forensics and 

metadata analysis on electronically stored information ("ES!"). I have performed preservation, 

collection, analysis, and production of ES! in hundreds of matters. 

4. This declaration is based on my personal knowledge, years of experience, 

training, education, and the information provided to date. The opinions provided herein are 

given to a reasonable degree of professional certainty. 

5. My forensic analysis and testimony rate is $525/hour and iDS is also being 

reimbursed for reasonable expenses and the cost of other employees working under my 

supervision. My opinions are not contingent on fees earned by iDS in this matter. 

6. When I state "I," "Myself," or "iDS" I mean this work was done by me, or by 

people working at my direction and supervision within iDS. 

7. iDS has been retained by Ms. Amber Laura Heard ("Ms. Heard") through her 

counsel in this matter to provide digital forensic preservation and analysis services and 

electronic discovery consulting, search, and production services. 

8. I have reviewed the declaration of Bryan Neumeister, dated March 22, 2022. In 

paragraph 10, Mr. Neumeister identifies two software programs - Cellebrite and Microsoft 

Excel. Cellebrite is software that is used to forensically image devices. Microsoft Excel is not 

forensic imaging software, and has never been used by iDS to forensically image any devices in 

this matter. 

9. iDS has licenses for Cellebrite imaging software, and has been a licensed user of 

Cellebrite imaging software for over a decade. Mr. Neumeister and/or Mr. Erickson agreed to 

the software and supervised the imaging of the devices per Paragraph 4 of the November 8 

Forensic Discovery Order, which included the devices that were imaged using Cellebrite 

2 



software in December 2021. The Inventory that was provided per Paragraph IO of the Forensic 

Order also included information regarding the imaging software of devices imaged prior to my 

engagement on this case. 

I 0. The extraction of relevant data, as defined in the Forensic Order, was completed 

under the supervision of Mr. Neumeister and/or Mr. Erickson using software that was agreed to 

by Mr. Neumeister. Mr. Neumeister and/or Mr. Erickson did not indicate that there was an issue 

with the software I used to image the devices at the time of imaging, nor did they indicate that 

there was an issue with the software I used to extract relevant data at the time of extraction. I 

received communications from Mr. Neumeister on or around February 24, 2022, and none of 

those communications, nor any communication I received from Mr. Neumeister since February 

24, 2022, referenced any issues, allegations, or concerns regarding the use of any unlicensed 

Cellebrite software or any other software. 

11. I understand that as of March 22, 2022, Mr. Neumeister has received over 

58,000 images. To date, Mr. Neumeister has not identified one single photograph with 

specificity to support any of his statements, opinions, or allegations. Instead, Mr. Neumeister 

has only identified photographs generally. For example, in paragraph 14 he identifies twelve 

photographs that "visually look the same," but does not identify any of these 14 photographs by 

evidence ID, hash value, or any other unique identifier. As such, I am unable to opine as to 

whether the unidentified photographs should or should not hash with one another, nor am I able 

to determine whether these photographs have been identified for bates stamp production and/or 

trial exhibits by counsel for Ms. Heard. 

12. I reserve the right to supplement my findings if additional evidence or 

information is provided to me. 

3 



I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on this 28nd day of March 2022. 

Julian Ackert 
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Counsel also talked about pleadings. We 

don't have a pleading from the defendant yet. We 

have a series of serial declarations in which she 

gives more and more information, one of which she 

told the court she'd never been into Washington, 

D.C. before. Well, that's contradicted by the 

Washington Post, the same vehicle which published 

her op-ed, that said she was up on Capitol Hill 

talking about revenge porn, which is her new, which 

10 is her new cause, alternative cause to this. But, 

11 Your Honor, to get to the answer, so there has been 

12 no pleadings. So there's not anything that she has 

13 put at issu.e, other than her serial declarations. 

14 Your Honor, the court should deny this 

15 motion. Mr. Depp's current mental state has no 

16 bearing on the truth or falsity of the incident 

17 Ms. Heard described back in May of 2016 --

18 two-and-a-half years ago. For the truth of that, we 

19 have the depositions of the two police officers who 

20 came to the scene that were trained in domestic 

21 abuse, who were called. And they both testified 

22 under oath in the divorce proceeding, that they 

PIANET DEPOS 
888.433.37671 WWW.PIANETDEPOS.COM 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Transcript of Hearing 
Conducted on November 15,2019 19 

examined both Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard. They 

interviewed them both. They traded off male and 

female. They found no signs of any injury on either 

one of them. That's where we get the truth. And 

we'll have the police officers. We've asked, we've 

asked them to stipulate to that testimony, at which 

Ms. Heard's counsel was present and cross-examined. 

They haven't told us yet, we may have to subpoena 

them, .but we hope to use that testimony. 

So that's what is relevant here. As the 

11 court is well aware, to get the rather extraordinary 

12 relief of an IME, not extraordinary in a personal 

13 injury case, that's standard operating procedure, 

14 but to get the extraordinary relief of an IME in a 

15 defamation case, what Ms. Heard would have to 

16 estabiish was, A, that Mr. Depp's mental condition 

17 was in controversy. And, two, and this is the most 

18 clear prong that they fail is that there is good 

19 cause. Here Mr. Depp's mental and physical 

20 condition is not sufficiently at issue and there is 

21 certainly no good cause to do it. As to the former, 

22 though, Mr. Depp does allege generically emotional 

PLANET DEPOS 
888.433.3767 J WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 



1 

2 

3 

iJ 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25. 

VIRGINIA: 

:IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FA.IRFAX c·ouNTY 

-------------. -- -----------------x 
JOHN C. DEPP, II, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant. 

-------~-------------------------x 

Cas.e No. 

CL-2019-0002911 

VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION OF RACHAEL FRO.ST 

CONDUCTED VIRTUALLY 

Wednesday, Ma.rch 23, 2022 

Stenographically ,Reported by: 
LORI STOKES 
RPR, CSR No. 12732 

Job No. 440455 

Pages 1-'396 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

_8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Transcript of Rachael Frost 
Conducted on March 23, 202~ 

Yei,, sir. 

I'm ·going to share my screen as well. 

I refer to this as Hadden Exhibit 10. 

Okay. Fair enough. We've ·got the trial 

exhibit number now ~t the bottom of it. 

A 

Q 

Okay. 

It's Defendant's Exhibit 756, at the 

bottom of it now. 

Let me ,a,sk you this. So I understand 

there.' s ·certainly state law that governs domestic 

violence handling by law enforcement. But th~n 

there's procedures that are established within the 

different localities. 

Is that right? 

A That's correct. 

Well, do you mean policies by 

jurisdic:tion? Or are you talking aboUt, like, 

137()0 that is related to state law? 

Q So 13700, right, would be state law that 

applies to eyeryone, correct? 

A 

Q 

Yes, sir. 

And then 13700 and its following sections 

specify that, you know, policies and procedures 

have to be developed within the localities; is that 

right? 
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Transcript of Rachael Frost 
Conducted on March 23, 2022 

Yes, sir, that's correct. So by the 

jurisdiction .or by the agency, specifica·lly. 
1 

Q Right. ·so Riverside had a duty to 

establish its own policies and procedures, correct·? 

A 

Q 

Correct. 

And those policies and procedures are 

different from the LAPD's policies and procedures; 

is that .correct? 

A Yes. I mean, in general, they're the 

same. But everybody has their nuances, yes. 

Q Right. Did you ever serve any patrol or 

law enforcement function within th·e LAPD:l 

A No, sir, I did not. 

Q And is your familiarity with LAPD 

procedu'res something that you gained solely in 

connection with this case? 

A To a degree. I mean, I!ve trained up in 

Los Angeles, and I've trained from the Los Angeles 

Police Department in the past in terms specifically 

to internal affairs and uses of force. 

Q Is it fair to say that, with respect to 

domestic violence policies and procedures of the 

LAPD, your knowledge with respect to those came 

solely in connection with this case? 

A Yes_, sir. 
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Transcript of Rachael Frost 
Conducted on March 23, 2022 

Not right when they arrive on the scene. 

But would I expect them to do that if 

they needed to do that on scene? Yes, I absolutely 

would. 

Q All right. And then if we_ continue on 

the next page of Defendant's Exhibit 756, which is 

Exhibit 2 to this deposition, the next bullet point 

says [reading]: 

A 

Q 

Ensure photographs are taken of the 

scene and damaged property, broken 

furniture, holes in walls, damaged 

phones, phone cords pulled from 

walls, evidence of alcohol 

consumption, general disarray. 

Do you see that? 

Yes, sir. 

Are those important things to be on the 

look out for when yo_u' re responding to a domestic 

violence call? 

MS. _CALNAN: Ob::\ection. Misstates the 

document. And improper hypothetical. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

BY MR. TREECE: 

Q 

A 

Let me rephrase my question. 

sui:e. 
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violence because they're drunk, but I think ~hat 

it -- you know, it can make it worse. 

Q And, I mean, it's specifically noted here 

with cas.e preparation and with respect to domestic 

violence, correct? 

A Correct, It's listed in, I believe, 

13701 I don't remember the subsection -- of our 

Penal Code, that we will determine about alcohol 

consumption -- or 13730. 

Q B.ecause evidence of alcohol co·nsumption 

is a red flag when responding to a call for 

domestic violence -- a call for service for 

domestic violence; is that right? 

MS. CALNAN: Objection. Misstates 

testimony. And improper hypothetical. And outside 

the scope of her opinion. 

THE WITNESS: It can be. 

BY MR. TREECE: 

Q And, I mean, it's a red flag ·that it's in 

this fairly concise summary for case· preparation 

for domeistic violence; is that right? 

MS. CALNAN: Objection. Lacks 

foundatio·n. Calls for speculation. 

THE WITNESS: Well, again, I mean, I 

think it's an issue, but it's required by state 
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Transcript of Rachael Frost 
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So your recollection is that they were on 

the scene, from elevator entry to ·elevator ·exit, 

for 19 minutes? 

A Correct, sir. 

Q All right. Do you see where it says 

"Victim advised verbal"? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q You've read their testimony. 

Who which officer was advised that it 

was verbal? 

A So the majority of Ms. Heard's statements 

were ,;r her -- I refuse to provide a statement 

was to Deputy Saenz. And then -- so fo_r her to 

speak to him, it was Deputy Saenz. 

Q So your recollection is that Deputy Saenz 

testified that she indicated that s_he was told that 

it was a verbal dispute? 

A I don't think those were her exact words. 

I think we might want to have a discussion about 

why deputies put this in on a regular basis into 

their -- their CAD log or their incident recall. 

Q Please do. It sounded like you wanted to 

explain that, so explain that. 

A 

mind. 

If you wouldn't mind, I hope you .don't 
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I just want to say this is normally what 

deputies will say. And I think you'll note that 

they included that in another domestic violence 

alleged domestic violence during the evening in 

their call log. 

So Location, Victim advised verbal 

dispute, Refused to give any furth~r info, Issued 

business card. That's just a short way of 

addressing it. 

I don't believe that Ms. Heard 

specifically said it was verbal. I believe th~t 

she said that she refused to provide any 

information. 

Q And the officers are putting that in 

there as sort of a shorthand to ba'i;ically say we' re 

closing this out? 

MS. CALNAN: Objection. Calls for 

speculation. Imprope·r hypothetical. 

THE WITNESS: So the officers can put 

this in here, when they say "victim advised verbal" 

to -- another way to say "Denied that any .ass<!'ult 

occurred." 

So that would be -- or didri't provide any 

information .about an assault, denied that an 

assault occurred, we might put in "Victim advised 
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And I do remember it being ambiguou~ in 

terms of what Office Saenz and Officer Hadden heard 

or understood from M,s. Heard. 

I know what Ms. Heard says that she 

advised. And.again, at times, it was ambiguous. 

MR. TREECE: Okay. And 

THE WITNESS: But the very specific thing 

I remember her saying is that "I refus_e to provide 

any information, based on advice of ~ounsel." 

But in terms .of Office Saenz and ·officer 

Hadden's recollection and Ms. Heard's recollection, 

I don't remember specifically. I don't remember 

the word "verbal" being used. 

MR. TREECE: All right. And with that, 

we'll take the break you requested. Let's go off 

the record. 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Off record. 2:53. 

"(Recess tak1m from 2:53 p.m. to 

2:59 p.m.) 

THE VIDEOGRAPl!ER: _On record. 2: 59. 

BY MR. TREECE: 

Q Ms. Frost, I want to direct your 

attention to the second page of Defendant's Trial 

Exhibit 730, Exhibit 3 to your deposition. 

Do you recogni-ze this document? 
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was the unit in question. I would have to look at 

their assignment log, but I think that's thef!t. 

Because -- and it is because down here, 

this is the text they obviously entered. And here 

is where they arrived on scene. 

Q 

A 

Q 

And do you see where it says [reading]: 

Related to previous incident yerbal 

argument only. 

Iio .you see that? 

Yes. 

And who communicated to Diener and Gatlin 

that it was ·a verbal argument only? 

MS. CALNAN: Objection. Calls for 

speculation. 

THE WITNESS: This may be -- and yo'u 

would have to look at specific to Diener and 

Gatlin, IJecause I d.on't know if anybody actually 

asked them this question. But it doesn't 

necessarily mean that ·anybody communicated to it. 

They may have run the previous call for 

service. And I do believe we have their logs in 

there to determine if it was verbal only. Or if 

they said, Everything is fine; no, he's not here. 

That, to me, wouldn't be enough to write 

"verbal argument only." But it could be that .•. 
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see and. hear ~hat video c~early? 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Yes. And I've watched. it befo·re. 

All right. How long were the officers at 

Very short period of time. 

I believe that video was three minutes 

anc! 38 seconds from the time they w13re on the_ 

elevator to the time they left. 

Iioes that sound correct? 

A Tha·t•s appropriate. That's an 

appropri~te estimation. 

Q What did the officers do wrong? 

MS. CALNAN: Objection. Argumentat·ive. 

THE WITNESS: So I stand by that once 

they've determined that it's a duplicate call for 

service, someon·e else has already handled this, 

they' re doing due diligence by walking inside·, 

making sure it's a duplicate call for service. 

Like, let me make sure that this is actually 

another separate call for service. 

They don't let the man stop them at the 

door. They don't let him just provide the business 

card. They walk in. 

She's there. She's got two people with 

her. 
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Did they do the diligence of what a 

reasonable officer would have done under those 

circumstances.? Yes, they did. There's always more 

you can do to a case or to a call. 

Q So in your training and <:>><perie_nce, 

they're not. obligated to treat that call as a 

separate call for service and investigate wha_t 

o.ccurred? 

A 

Q 

No, I don't believe so. 

And did either of those officers attempt 

to observe whether Ms. Heard had any physical 

injuries? 

MS. CALNAN: Objection. Vague and 

ambiguous as to "these .officers." 

THE WITNESS: I do not believe they .did, 

no. 

BY MR. TREEc;:E: 

Q And how far away would you estimate 

Ms. Heard was from the officer that was recording? 

A 

Q 

Easily 15 fe_et. 

And you would agree with me that the 

lighting was incredibly dim, correct? 

A 

Q And you would agree with me that there's 

no way that officer could have observed whether or 
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not Ms. Heard, _in fact, had physical injuries; is 

that right? 

MS. CALNAN: Objection. Argumentative. 

MR. TREECE: Did you get the answer, 

Lori? 

THE WITNES.S: I would agree. I mean, I 

don I t think th.at his intent was to ()bserve whether 

or not .she h_ad injuries. 

BY MR. TREECE: 

Q And you wo.uld agree with me that the 

officers did nothing to observe the location for 

property damage·, evidence of alcohol use, or 

disarray, correct? 

MS. CALNAN: Objection. Compound. And 

calls for speculation. 

THE WITNESS: I did not s.ee them do 

anything like that, no. 

BY MR. TREECE: 

Q 

A 

Q 

Because there were --

So, yes, I would agree. 

They were in arid out in three minutes and 

38 seconds max, correct? 

A 

Q 

I agree. 

And they relied on the individuals there 

telling thein that they presumed it was a duplicate 
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All right. Do you see whe_re it says 

"Verbal argument o"ti1y"? 

A Yes. And again, I think that's just 

vernacular. And they could have pulled up -- I 

appreciate tha.t you' re laughing, but there's 

certain types of just shorthand that we use. 

And they cc;,uld have e_asi1y pulled up the 

other call for service, looked at it, and said 

"verbal argument only." 

Did they -- if you're asking the 

question, did they determine if there was a verbal 

argument only? They individually did not determine 

if there was a ve_rbal argument only. 

Q 

A 

service. 

Right 

Other than it was a duplicate call for 

So if you're saying should they have 

written "Dup_licate call for service" instead of 

"Verbal -argument only," I wou_ld argue it's 

semantics, but they could have done that. 

Q Okay. So you think whether it's a verbal 

argument or a physical argument, it's semantics 

whether it's physical or verbal? 

MS. CALNAN: Misstates testimony. 

Obj_ ection. 
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THE WITNESS: Yes. I did see that, 

But I don't think she said she· didn't 

think it was property damage. That wasn't her 

statement. 

BY THE COURT: 

Q 

A 

Q 

What was her statement? 

She was talking about -­

I'm so sorry. Continue. 

I was going to ask you: What's your 

recollection of her view of these photos? 

A Recollection of those photos is that she 

said, We go into a lot of different types of 

houses; and that'·s not necessarily something .that I 

would have seen and immediately thought that ·it 

was -- had something to do with this incident. 

Now, I don't know which one of thos.e 

photos she actually may or may not have seen ln her 

presence as she walked through the apartment. 

Because, in the end, her comment -- excuse me 

her testimony, as was Officer Hadden's, was they 

did not see that damage. 

Q 

A 

So --

And had 'they -- I would agree with your 

expert, had they s.een that, they would have to do 

more than they did. 
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I would disagree with Detective ,Maria 

Sadanaga that if they saw property damage, it 

wouldn't have anything to do with domestic 

violence. Because that -- if someone had •damaged 

their own property, because that's actually'\ 

crime. 

People versus Wallace, since ·2004, if you 

damage Joint property, that specifically is a· 

crime. 

So i·f they had seen those things, they 

would have had not just to write a report, but they 

would have had more requirement to do than what 

they've done. I completely agree with that. 

But their statements are they did not see 

it. 

And the only .other person who says that 

he saw it is Josh Drew. Josh Drew's additional 

statement is that he walked both sets of officers 

through. He showed both officers damage. 

We know, through body-worn video, that 

that is not correct. 

Q 

A 

Okay. 

So I don't know -- again, I don't know if 

he's not -- again, I'm not saying he's lying. I'm 

saying he may be remembering it incorrectly. 
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and I would say also the basket on the floor: Had 

I seen those three thing·s, specifically, those were 

things I would determine, okay, what happened.here? 

Because all the othe·r things -- I 'v.e· 

certainly been in numerous houses, nice and not so 

nice, where those things are present on a regular 

basis. ;People have broken, damaged, ridiculous 

stuff all over their house. And people have desks 

in really nic;:e places as well that look like that 

all the time. 

So I would need some context for that. 

But I do agree that a wine bottle on the 

floor and broken glass, those are two things that 

if I'd walked through, I should have seen. 

MR. TREECE: All right. I'm going to 

show you what I've marked as Exhibit 7. If you'll 

t~ke a look at Exhibit 7, I'll also share a screen 

here. 

(Deposition Exhibit 7 was marked 

for identification.) 

BY MR. TREECE: 

Q 

A 

Q 

Are you able to see Exhibit 7? 

Yes. 

Are you able to see Exhibit 7 that says 

Defendant's Exhibit 731? That's the trial 
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find out if there's an additional problem, try to 

get ·context tci why she's crying. 

But I think the fact that it's a -- you 

know, we get calls so frequently from people who, 

you know, don't have the true story or what 

occurred. 

So I'm not saying you discoupt that call 

at all. I mean, that's the call that sets up y_ou 

coming there. 

But you need more, once you get to the 

call, than to assume, because she's crying, she's 

in imminent fear -- or apprehension of fear. 

Excuse me. 

Q We talked about this earlier. 

13701 deals with written policies and 

standards that need to be developed, adopted, and 

implemented by local law enforcement agencies, 

correct? 

A Yes,. sir. 

Q And those can vary among the agencies in 

terms of what their policies and procedures are, 

but they need to be consistent with state law; is 

that right? 

A Correct. They start with state law, and 

then they can become more stringent, not less, for 
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a crim~ o~curred? 

A If ·everythin~ Josh Drew says is true, and 

we're talking about the property damage, I could 

just stop right there on the property damage and 

say a crime c,ccurred if -- let me take that ~ack. 

If I knew the totality of everybody's 

statements, ;r could determine a crime occurre.d. If 

Josh Drew's statements only, I would need to do 

further investigation to continue further. 

Q But with the totality of everything and 

crediting Josh Drew's testimony, you would agr~e 

that a crime .o·ccurred with respect to property and 

with respect to Ms. Heard, correct? 

MS. CALNAN: Objection. Improper 

hypothetical. 

THE WITNESS: I would agree that I needed 

to do further investigation to figure out 

everything that happened. It would not stop at, 

Here is a business card. 

BY MR. TREECE: 

Q Right. But, I mean, we've talked about 

now you know the story about the phone -- strike 

that. 

We've talked about how now you know the 

testimony about the phone being thrown like a 

PLANET DEPOS 
888.433.3767 I WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM 

273 

05:54:27 

J)5:54:28 

05:54:31 

05:54:33, 

05:54:35 

05:54:39 

05:54:40 

0·5:54:45 

05:54:.49 

05:54:51 

05:54:53 

05:54:55 

05:54:58 

.05:55:01 

05:55:02 

05:55:05 

05:55:06 

05:55:09 

05:55:12 

05:55:13 

05:55:17 

05:55:19 

05.: 55: 21 

05:55:21 

05:55:26 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

1'3 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Transcript of Rachael Frost 
Conducted on March 23, 2022 

windup baseball pitcher at Amber's face, and then 

we've looked at the injuries that are consistent 

with a phone being thrown at her face, correct? 

A I see what you're --

MS. CALNAN: Objection. Lack,; 

foundation. And mischaracterizes eviden·ce. 

BY MR. .TREECE: 

Q 

A 

Go ahead, Ms. Frost. 

I'm sorry. Can you -- I apologize. Can 

you repeat the question. 

Q Right. So now, with everything you've 

seen and crediting Josh Drew's testimony, we now 

know that a crime occurred as to property damage 

and a crime occurred -- there was probable cause to 

conclude that a crime oc·curred as to Ms. Heard with 

respect to domestic violence? 

MS. CALNAN: Objection. Improper 

hypothetical. 

THE WITNESS: Well, to all that, I have 

to credit everybody's testimony. And I would want 

to do an investigation on what happened here. 

And, again, I'm not opining on whether a 

crime occurred or not. I didn't -- I didn't do 

enough on the metadata in terms of that. 

But, I mean, if you're asking me if I 
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to make a statement to the police, they could have 

called anonymously and asked questions. 

None of this ever occurred. So that -­

the truth is what we have to go by, and the truth 

of what the officers knew at the tiine and knew even 

in days following. 

Q And you would ~gree with me that what the 

officers knew at the time is misleading as to. what 

occurred, when you look at the record as a whole as 

you've seen it now; is that right? 

MS. CALNAN: Objection. Argumentative. 

THE WITNESS: If everyone·• s ·statement is 

to be believed, from Ms. Heard, Josh Drew, 

Ms. Pennington, Ms. Marz -- if everybody's 

statement is to be bel·ieved, if all the evidence 

is, you know, verified, et. cetera, yes, additional 

investigation had to be done. 

BY MR. TREECE: 

Q And their conclusion that it -- strike 

All right. Take a look back at 

Ms. Pennington's statement that we were on in 

Exhibit 8, which is Defifndant's Trial Exhibit 763. 

Do you see where she says [reading]: 

He went to the kitchen -- referring 
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that Josh Drew's te~timo~y of what the property 

looked like is consistent with the photo·s that 

we've seen in Exhibit 5, correct? 

MS. CALNAN: Objection to the extent, 

relying on evide.nce, that lacks foundation. 

THE WITNESS: I -- I would say that it's 

pretty close to it. 

I would also say, though, that we tan't 

determine if the officers saw it. Tha.t' s the 

biggest thing. It's not that he's describing it 

wrong or he's not describing what's in the photo; 

it's if the officers saw it. That's the biggest 

component: here. 

BY MR. TREECE: 

Q 

A 

Okay. 

If they saw it and they didn't do 

anything, I agree with you. They needed to write a 

report. They needed to do more. 

And their domestic violence detective is 

inc9rrect~ 

Q What was that last part? "Their domestic 

violence detective is incorrect"? 

A The LAPD officer -- the LAPD department's 

own domestic violence investigator is incorrect. 

She said property damage at domestic 
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yie>lence case_s, you can break your own prc:>perty. 

That is incorrect. 

If it's only yours and ,solely yours -­

like, I'm the only person that owns these glasses, 

and I choose to break them in half, that's mine. 

But if we both own this phone, and I 

break t)Jat phone, then that is vandalism. And if 

it's vandalism over $950, then it's a ·crime, 

because there's double property interest in that. 

And that's People versus Wells, 2004. 

And she misstated tha_t. So their own 

domestic violence investigation spe•cialist doesn't 

quite understand the domestic violence law, which 

is a little frustrating. 

But that's why I say, if they had seen 

those things, yes, they needed to do more. 

But their statements are that they 

didn't. And I can't sit here and opine that 

they're not tellirig the truth, when there's so many 

repercussions _on them for lying under oath. 

And then Mr. Drew was the only one who 

knows what they saw or came close to -- not even 

what they saw, but what was present at the time. 

And he says he pointed out -- he says he did the 

same thing with' the other two officers, and that 
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S'18/2020 Incident Detalls 

LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT 
Date: 8/18/2020 2:14:28 PM User: N6130 LPD160521004756 

INCIDENT RECAI.L 

Incident llme Type Prl Dispo Address Bldg Apt Caller Name P-Unlt Close Operator 
Location Address Date/ 
BEAT TEAM/Dist AREA Phone 11me 

LPD160521004756 20:30 2420 2 OCCSN; 849 S BROADWAY 

0163 

FEMALE/REFUSED PD/1Al·W3 05/21/16 PD/N3299 
21:22 

01 REFUSED Contact Complaintant: N 

!!fil 
5/21/16 20:30:58 Incident Initiated By: PD/DELAPENA, E-299 

5/21/16 20:30:58 PENTHOUSE 3 * PR RECEV!ED CALL FR V!CT FRIEND "AMBER", ASSAULTED BY 
5/21/16 20:30:58 BCYFRIEND, PR REFUSED TO GIVE FUIUHER 

5/21/16 20:30:58 Units Reconmended:BPD/1A85-W3 BPD/1A61-W3 BPD/1A41-W3 BPD/1A35-W3 BPD/1A29-W3 
5/21/16 20:37:55 DUPCALL: LA 
5/21/16 20:37:55 DUPCALL: CNAME: NYPD/PCT JOHNSON CPH: CONTACT.COMP: N FAS: N PR!: 2 

SRC: 0 

5/21/16 20:37:55 2ND HAND FM NYPD, FEM/DECLINED CALLED AND ADVISED HER FRIEND WAS INVOLVED 
5/21/16 20:37:55 IN A DOMESTIC DISPUTE, SUSP JOHNNY HEARD, W/M 53 YRS OLD BRO HAIR BRO 

5/21/16 20:37:55 EYES 511 UNK IF WPNS, V!CT AMBER C/B 
5/21/16 20:43:29 8/C ANY 

5/21/16 20:46:01 Stacked Incident LPDLPD160521004756 To:PD/1A1-W3 

5/21/16 20:46:03 Stacked lncAck'd LPDLPD160521004756 By:PD/1Al·W3 
5/21/16 20:46:36 Stat: DS PD/1Al-W3 Loe: 849 S BROADWAY 

5/21/16 20:46:37 Stat: ER PD/1Al·W3 Loe: 849 S BROADWAY 

S/21/16 20:46:37 Primary Unit : PD1Al-W3 
5/21/16 20:57:24 Stat: AS PD/1Al-W3 Loe: 849 S BROADWAY 

5/21/16 21:22:57 MET W/ VICT. CHCl<D LOC, VERIFIED HUSBAND LEFT LOC. V!CT ADVISED VERBAL 

5/21/16 21: 22:57 DISPUTE AND REFUSED TO GIVE ANY FRTHR INFO, ISSUE BUS CARD 

S/21/16 21:22:57 Stat: CL PD/1Al-W3 
5/21/16 21:22:57 Disposition #1 : OCCSN:OFCR COMPLETED CALL SUPV NO 

5/21/16 21:22:57 incident Closed: 16/05/21 21:22 

Unit summary 
Unit PD/1Al-W3 Dispatch 20:46:36 Enroute 20:46:37 AtScene 20:57:24 Cane Cmp 21:22:57 
Dlspo OCCSN; IncType 242D Int Tot Int Oper Fr/Olspo 

lncidents.lapcf.lacllyorgfincidents/OFAR/JncDetl,aspx?inc=LPD160521004756 

&s!M Qp..!>llil![ 
SH PD/N3299 
SH PD/N3299 
SH PD/N3299 
SH PD/N3299 
7G PD/N2721 
7G PD/N2721 

7G PD/N2721 
7G PD/N2721 
7G PD/N2721 
K6 PD/N4558 

OD PD/42335 
00 PD/42335 
SH PD/N3299 
00 PD/42335 

00 PD/42335 
OD PD/42335 
00 PD/42335 
00 PD/42335 

LAPDOOOOOS 



811Bf2020 Incident Detalls 

LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT 
Date: 8/18/2020 2: 14:53 PM User: N613D LPD160521005437 

INCIDENT RECALL 

Incident Time Type Pri Dlspo Address Bldg Apt Caller Nan;ie P-Unit Close Operator 
Location Address Date/ 
BEAT TEAM/Dist AREA Phone Time 

LPD160S210D5437 22:09 620D 2 GOASN; 849 S BROADWAY 3 TELETYPE/NYPD PD/1A61-W3 05/22/16 PD/V897D 
PR/JO WRIGHT 03:01 

0163 01 Contact ColTJ)laintant: Y 

!l.i!!ll. 
5/21/16 22:09:21 Incident Initiated By: PD/GUERRERO, R-970 
5/21/16 22:09:21 TELETYPE FROM NYPD !CAD #D16052125292, FEMALE STATED SHE WAS ON PHONE 
5/21/16 22:09:21 WITH HER FRIEND AND SHE BEGAN SCREAMING AT HER HUSBAND, SUBJ "AMBER 

5/21/16 22:09:21 HEARD", HUSBAND "JOHNNY HEARD" M/W 53 YRS, 511, NFD/NFI 
5/21/16 22:09:21 Units Recommended:BPD/1A85-W3 PD/1A61-W3 BPD/1A41-W3 BPD/1A3S-W3 BPD/1A29-W3 
5/21/16 22:09:25 LOC INFO REVIEWED: S 
5/21/16 22:09:59 IN PENTHOUSE #3 
5/21/16 22:09:59 Apartment Number: 3 

5/21/16 22: 16:40 Stacked Incident LPDLPD160521005437 To:PD/1A61-W3 
5/21/16 22: 16:44 Stacked lncAck'd LPDLPD160521005437 By:PD/1A61-W3 
5/21/16 22: 17:02 Stat: DS PD/1A61-W3 Loe: 849 S BROADWAY 
5/21/16 22:17:05 Stat: ER PD/1A61·W3 Loe: 849 5 BROADWAY 
5/21/16 22:17:05 Plimary Unit: PD1A61-W3 
5/21/16 22:24:DO Stat: AS PD/1A61·W3 Loe: 849 S BROADWAY 
5/21/16 23:02:33 Command : UR PD/1A61-W3 Reassigned 
5/21/16 23:02:33 Stacked IncAck'd LPDLPD160521005437 By:PD/1A61·W3 
5/22/16 03:00:57 Stat: DS PD/1A6l·W3 Loe: 849 5 BROADWAY 
5/22/16 D3:D1:03 Stat: AS PD/1A61-W3 Loe: 849 S BROADWAY 
5/22/16 03:01:39 RELATED TO PREV INC, VEREALARGUMENT ONLY. CHECKED RES. 
5/22/16 03:01:39 Stat: CL PD/1A61-W3 
5/22/16 03:01:39 Incident Closed: 16/05/22 03:01 
5/22/16 03:01:40 Disposition #1: GOASN:GONE ON ARRIVAL SUPV ND 

Unit Summary 
Unit PD/1A61-W3 Dispatch 22:17:02 Enroute 22:17:05 AtScene 22:24:00 Cane Cmp 03:01:39 
Dlspo GOASN; !ncType 620D Int 23:D2:33 Tot Int 232 Oper Fr/Dispo PD/N4553 

lncldents.lapd.laci~org/incidents/DFAR/lncDetl,aspx?lnc=LPD160521005437 

~Qp~ 
l7 PD/VB970 
)7 PD/V8970 
)7 PD/VB970 
)7 PD/V8970 
]7 PD/V897D 
]7 PD/V8970 
]7 PD/V8970 
)7 PD/V8970 

00 PD/41436 
00 PD/41436 
)7 PD/V8970 
DO PD/41436 
11 PD/N4553 

OD PD/41436 

DO PD/41436 
00 PD/41436 
00 PD/41436 

J7 PD/V8970 

111 
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1/22/2021 

Search Type 

R.equcsto, Information: 

Requestor: 

Division: 

Incident/Case Number: 

Location: 

Search Criteria: 

Unit ID/Who Ran: 
Date Range: 

Time Range: 

Support (N613D, usr) 

911Query 

N6130 

NIA 

Subpoena 

N/A 

1A1-W3 

05/21/2016-05/21/2016 

20:30:58-21:22:57 

Search Results Is based on the latest data from 2019-10-22 

DBI/R Data Logged 
Unit DATE TIME TYPE SOURCE source DEST OBO 

MSG TEXT ID TERM oprnbr TERM UNITID 

!Al· 05/21/16 20:41:50 DBI 1Al-W3 42335 1A1-W3 VEHQ SNLJ124 CA AX XX 
W3 

!Al· 05/21/16 20:41:51 DBR JDIC 
W3 

!Al- 05/21/16 20:41:51 DBR JDIC 
W3 

1Al- 05/21/16 20:44:14 DBI 1A1-W3 42335 
WJ 

!Al- 1Al•W3 1A1-W3 VE!-IQ: SNLJ124 DMV-VR RESPONSE FOR DATE: 05/21/16 
W3 TIME: 20:411NSURANCE INFORMATION ON FILE REG VAL1D FROM: 

05/02/16 TO OS/02/17UC#:SNLl124 YRMD:OS MAKE:BMW BTM :SD 
VIN :WBAEV53485KM43072 R/0 

SOLD:00/00/05 RCID:05/02/16 
OCID:09/08/07 LOCD:2 L/0 :CARMAX BUSINESS SERVICES LL, PO 
BOX 440609, KENNESAW CITY:GA ZIP :30160TYPE:11 POWR:G 
VEH :12 BODY:O CLAS:FW *-YR:07 REC STATUS: 04/02/15 SMOG 
DUE 05/02/17 06/08/05 PREV LIC 6666705 CLEARANCE 
INFORMATION RECORDS:omcE WORK DATE TECH/ID SEQ# 
VALUE FICHE DATE ITC RIO 04/07/09 41 7217 00219.00 00/00/00 
POT RIO 04/01/10 SO 7392 00291.00 00/00/00 POT RIO 03/30/11 
41 7003 00243.00 00/00/00 POT RIO 03/02/1251 7009 00162.00 
03/02/12 POT RIO 04/04/13 50 7007 00145.00 04/04/13 POT RJ3 

!Al- 1A1-W3 02/18/14 Sl 7124 00130.00 02/18/14 POT RJ4 04/02/15 50 7281 
W3 00121.00 04/02/15 POT Rll 04/29/16 50 7414 00114.00 04/29/16 

POT 08/17/2007-0DOMETER: 33,416 MILES ACTUAL MILEAGE END 
CJIS-SVS RESPONSE FOR 
1YYX.QVK.CA0194200.LIC/SNLJ124.LIS/NO HITSNEAR MISS ON 
SNLJ124SNAJ124 CA LOST/STOLEN PLATES 
FCN/5111315201886CWS RESPONSE*lNFO* - VLN# SNLJ124 CA 
NO HIT 

1A1-W3 VEHQ 6UVE722 CA A X X X 

1A1- OS/21/16 20:44:15 DBR CLET 1A1- 1A!-W3 1A1-W3 VEHQ: 6UVE722 CWS RESPONSE*INFO* -VLN# 6UVE722 
W3 W3 CA NO HIT DMV·VR RESPONSE FOR DATE: 05/21/16 TIME: 

20:44!NSURANCE INFORMATION ON FILE REG VALID FROM: 
09/02/15 TO 09/02/16LIC#:6UVE722 YRMD:05 MAKE:INFI BTM :4D 
VIN :JNKCV51EOSM202406 R/0 = L 

- SOLD:00/00/05 
RCID:03/07/16 OCID:03/07/16 LOCD:3 TYPE:11 POWR:G VEH :12 
BODY:O CtAS:CL *-YR:12 REC STATUS: 09/01/15 SMOG DUE 
09/02/17 02/21'/12 PREV UC LNMG35 CLEARANCE INFORMATION 
RECORDS:OFACE WORK DATE TECH/ID SEQ # VALUE FICHE DATE 
ITC Q31 09/13/10 BA 0000 00000.00 00/00/00 201 CNO 09/19/11 
01 0165 00204.00 09/19/11 POT 142 08/24/1111 8861 00204.00 
PRIOR SUSPENSE D36 02/21/12 37 0004 00015.00 00/00/00 FOO 
KB6 09/27/12 10 0032 00191.00 00/ 

1A1- 05/21/16 20:44:15 DBR CLET lAl- 1Al-W3 00/00 POT 502 09/03/13 A6 0051 00140.00 09/05/13 HOS 502 
W3 W3 08/29/14 AE 0005 00135.00 09/03/14 HOS KBS 09/01/15 10 0046 

. 00128.00 09/01/15 POT V52 03/07/16 DA 0001 00015.00 03/08/16 
FOO 02/04/2012-000METER: 176,042 MILES ACTUAL MILEAGE END 
CJIS-SVS RESPONSE FOR 
1YYX.QVK,CA0194200.UC/6UVE722,US/NO HITSNO NEAR MISS 

lAl· 05/21/16 20:44:32 DBI 1A1-W3 42335 1A1-W3 VEHQ 6UVF722 CA AX XX 

911quel)(lapd.lacltyorg/SeatchResu1ts.aspx 1/2 
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1/22/2021 

W3 

lAl- 05/21/16 20:44:34 OBR JOIC 
W3 

!Al- 05/21/16 20:44:34 DBR ]DIC 
W3 

lAl- 05/21/16 20:48:lS DBI 1Al-W3 42335 
W3 

lAl- 05/21/16 20:48:15 DBR ]DIC 
W3 

!Al- 05/21/16 20:48:15 OBR JDlC 
W3 

911Query 

lAl- 1Al-W3 1Al-W3 VEHQ: 6UVF722 OMV-VR RESPONSE FOR DATE: 05/21/16 
W3 TIME: 20:44INSURANCE INFORMATION ON FILE REG VALID FROM: 

02/20/16 TO 02/20/17LIC#:6UVF722 YRM0:07 MAKE:HOND BTM 
:40 VlN :1HGCM66487A062881 R/0 

RCID:02/10/16 OCID:04/07/12 LOCD:8 L/0 :FIRST CREDIT 
FINANCE, PO BX 8092 ClTY:VAN NUYS ZIP :91406 TYPE:11 
POWR:G VEH :17 BOOY:O CLAS:DX *-YR:12 REC STATUS: 
11/24/2015 RENEWAL NOTICE EXTRACTED 02/12/16 SMOG DUE 
02/20/18 RELEASE Of LIABILl"TY (REG. 138)RECEIPT 
DATE: 12/17/15 TRANSFER DATE:10/16/ISBUYER 

SELLER:SAME AS 1/0 
ON FILE CLEARA.N~E INFORMATION RECORDS:OFFICE WQRK DATE 
TECH/ID SEQ# '/ALUE FICHE DATE TTC 036 03/15/12 06·0062 
00220.00 00/00/00 BOO 661 02/19/13 25 0027 00190.00 00/00/00 
HOO 144 01/04/1311 8899 00190 

IA!- 1A1-W3 ,00 PRIOR SUSPENSE 679 01/15/14 A6 0007 00180.00 00/00/00 
W3 HOS 143 02/05/1516 7973 00169.00 00/00/00 POT 679 02/10/16 

41 0012 00158.00 00/00/00 HOO 02/19/2012-000METER: 53,452 
MILES ACTUAL MILEAGE END CJIS-SVS RESPONSE FOR 
1YYX.QVK.CA0194200,LIC/6UVF722.LIS/NO HITSNO NEAR 
MISSCWS RESPONSE*INFO* - VLN# 6WF722 CA NO HIT 

1A1-W3 VEHQ 7PMW475 CA AX X X 

!Al- 1A1-W3 1A1-W3 VEHQ: 7PMW475 OMV-VR RESPONSE FOR DATE: 05/21/16 
W3 TIME: 20:4BINSURANCE INFORMATION ON FILE REG VALID FROM: 

02/18/16 TO 02/18/17LIC#:7PMW475 YRMD:13 MAKE:HOND BTM 

1A1-
W3 

1A1-W3 

:4D VIN :19XFB2F59DE210824 R/0 

SOL0:00/00/13 RCID:01/29/16 OCID:12/28/15 
LOCD:3 TYPE:11 POWR:G VEH :12 BODY:O ClAS:BE *·YR:15 REC 
STATUS: 01/19/16 SMOG DUE 02/18/19 12/28/15 SALVAGED 
12/28/15 PREV-lIC 6YBL785 CLEARANCE INFORMATION 
RECORDS:OFFICE WORK DATE TECH/ID SEQ# VALUE FICHE DATE 
TTC VDO 02/28/13 B2 0021 00215.00 00/00/00 ADO RJ8 02/10/14 
30 7439 00204,00 00/00/00 POT Rl9 02/17/15 30 7163 00192.00 
00/00/00 POT V6110/19/15 GT 0380 00020.00 00/00/00 NOO V61 
11/11/15 GT 0703 00031.00 00/00/00 KSO 652 12/08/15, CS 

0029 00126,00 00/00/00 RIP 652 12/01/15 OS 0007 00126.00 
PRIOR SUSPENS.E 652 12/28/15 08 0011 00126,00 00/00/00 FOO 
652 12/08/15 CS 0029 00126,00 PRIOR SUSPENSE 145 01/19/16 
22 0241 00131.00 00/00/00 PDT 11/30/2015-0DOMETER: 26,065 
MILES ACTUAL MILEAGE END CJIS-SVS RESPONSE FOR 
1YYX.QVK.CA0194200.LIC/7PMW475.LIS/NO HITSNO NEAR 
MISSCWS RESPONSE"-INFO* - VLN# 7PMW475 CA NO HIT 

Unit 
ID 

DATE TIME 

TOMSG Data Logged 
SOURCE SOURCE SOURCE DEST DESI MSG TEXT AREA TERM OPRNBR TERM OPRNBR 

1A1- 05/21/16 20:34:18 NT 
W3 

911qt.rerylapd.lacityorg/SearchResults.aspx 

NT 1A1- 42335 ADMINISTRATIVE MESSAGEFrom Console: NT -Type: Call 
W3 Taker Subject: GRAND THEFT INC FY[, GRAND THEFT OCC AT 

1900 HRS AT 1900 S FIGUEROA VW CAR DEALERSHIP. SUSP. 
IS A M/BLK 35YRS, 600 200 DREADLOCKS, SUSP FlEO ON A 
BU< MOUNTAIN BIKE WITH VICTS LAPTOP COMPUTER, A 15" 
MACBOOK PRO, 

212 

LAPD000008 



1/22/2021 

Search Type 

Rc:qucstor lnform:ition: 

Requestor: 

Division: 

Incident/Case Number: 

Location: 

Search Critcri~: 

Unit ID/Who Ran: 

Date Range: 

Time Range: 

Support (N6130, usr) 

911Que,y 

N6130 

N/A 

Subpoena 

N/A 

1A61-W3 

OS/21/2016-05/22/2016 

22:09:21-03:01:40 

Search Results is based on the latest data from 2019-10-22 

DBUR Data Logged 
Unit 
ID DATE TIME TYPE SOURCE source DEST ODO 

TERM opmbr TERM UNfTIO 

JA61- 05/21/16 22:39:37 OBJ 1A61- 41436 1A61- VEHQ 6HIM707 CA AX X X 
W3 W3 W3 

MSG TEXT 

1A61· 05/21/16 22:39:37 DBR CLET 
W3 

1A61- 1A61- 1A61-W3 VEHQ: 6HIM707 CWS RESPONSC•INFO* - VLN# 6HIM707 CA 
W3 W3 NO HIT DMV-VR RESPONSE: FOR DATE: 05/21/16 TIME: 

22:39INSURANCE lNFORMATION ON FILE REG VALID FROM: 07/20/15 TO 
07/20/16LIC#:6HIM707 YRMD:98 MAkE:FORD BTM :SD VIN 

1A61- 05/21/16 22:39:37 DBR CLET 
W3 

:2FAFP71W9WX159942 R/0 

SOLD:00/00/98 RCID:02/12/16 OCID:02/12/16 LOC0:3 lYPE:11 
POWR:G VEH :12 BODY:O CLAS:AB *-YR:16 REC STATUS: 04/26/2016 
NC RENEWAL NOTICE EXTRACTED 02/17/16 SMOG DUE 07/20/17 
07/29/09 PREV UC 1273424 CLEARANCE INFORMATION 
RECORDS:OFACE WORK DATE TECH/ID SEQ # VALUE FJCHE DATE TTC 
606 09/14/1236 0041 00128,00 00/00/00 HOO 576 08/16/1233 0003 
00128,00 PRIOR SUSPENSE 606 12/03/1319 0025 00093,00 12/05/13 
HOS 606 07/18/1303 0005 00093,00 

1A61- 1A61- PRIOR SUSPENSE 605 08/20/14 26 0006 00000,00 08/20/14 RIP 606 
W3 W3 08/14/14 B3 0014 00000.00 PRIOR SUSPENSE 606 08/20/14 26 0010 

00124,00 08/20/14 RIP 606 08/20/1426 0006 00124,00 PRIOR 
SUSPENSE 606 09/30/14 C3 0003 00124,00 10/02/14 HOO 606 08/20/14 
26 0010 00124.00 PRIOR SUSPENSE 606 07/30/15 B6 0002 00090.00 
08/01/15 HOO 606 07/20/1514 0039 00090.00 PRIOR SUSPENSE IN3 
07/30/15 SO 7054 00014,00 07/30/15 fR3 617 02/12/1636 0065 
00030,00 02/17/16 fOO 617 02/11/1622 002.7 00030,00 PRIOR 
SUSPENSE ENO CJJS-SVS RESPONSE FOR 
1YYX,QVK,CA0194200,UC/6HIM707,US/NO HITSNEAR MISS ON 
6H1M7076EIM707 CA LOST/STOLEN PLATES FCN/4091326803975 

1A61- 05/21/16 23:28~39 DBI 1A61- 41430 1A61- PERS LPD160521005835 
W3 W3 W3 ■iiilili•x X X X 

1A61· 05/21/16 23:28:52 DBR 1A61- 41436 1A61- 1A61- 1A61-W3 PERS: FELONY HIT CWS RESPONSE FOR 
W3 W3 W3 W3 ~iilii!ii!iii!'ii iiiiilliiliaoo Hazards: Hits:001 

Felony:001 Mlsdem:000 Infrac:000 Exon:0034SS(B){1)/PC F REV4 
013013 NO BAIL WARR# REV3PROOS2301 

041968CJIS-SRF RESPONSE FOR 7YYX.CA0194200 RE: 
QVCK.CA0194200,NAM1 RACNO MATCH NAM AELONO 
SUPERVISED RELEASE RECOROSCHECKING NCIC'"'"*• END· OF SRF 
MESSAGE ~•uCJl&-WPS RESPONSE FOR RE: •• 
QSA, AME 
FIELD SEARCH REVEALS:** NO HITS ON SEX/ARSON REGISTRATION 
•••••••••••••••••••••• ENO OF CSAR MESSAGE 
...... •••••••••******DMV-VR RESPONSE FOR DATE: 05/21/16 TIME:: 
23:28NO RECORD FOR CRITERIA GIVENANI ENO DMV-DL RESPONSE 
FOR DATE:os-21-16•TIME:23:28*MATCHED ON:*LJN•FJN*B/SDMV 
RECORD FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT USE ONLYDLJNO 

MAIL ADOR AS Of 09-09-
0TH/ADOR AS OF 

1A61- OS/21/16 23:28:52 DBR 1A61- 41436 1A61- 1A61- *IDENTIFYING 
W3 W3 W3 W3 INFORMATION:SEX:MALE*HAIR:BLACK*EYES:BRN*HT:S-OB•wr:1'1S*ID 

911querylapd.lacityorg/SearchResu\ts.aspx 

CARD MLD:09-29-10*EXPIRES:04-19-16'"BATES:POL'"ORGAN AND 
TISSUE DONOR: NO UPOATED:09-09-lOUCENSE STATUS: NONE 
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1/2212021 911Query 

ISSUE□•□EPARTMEt-i!TAL ACTIONS: NONECONVICTIONS:NONEFAILURES 
TO APPEAR:NONEACt;:_IDENTS:NONEEND NCIC.-WPS RESPONSE FOR 
CA0194200NO NCIC. WANT NAiitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiRAC/B 
SEX/M***MESSAGE KEY QWA SEARCHES ALL NCIC PERSONS FILES 
WITHOUT UMITATION5.CJIS-WPS RESPONSE FOR 3AYX,CA0194200 RE! 
QWK.CA0194200.NAr- I FIELD SEARCH 
REVEALS:WPS HIT# OOlHIT1MADE ON NAMllllllllllllll!llll!l!!IFELONY 
WARRANT 5013 CONDIT RELEASE VIOL7399 PUBUC ORDER 
CRIMENAM !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! M B 508 150 BU< BRO 

m:KRESTING AGENCY MUST CONTACT 
PROBATION AT ARRANT NUMBER/REV3PR0052301 
ISSUED/01302013 BAIL/NO BAILCASE NUMBER/PR0052301 

:~~l:;;'t;~/lN~c:~i32130309~~s6 NIC/~1ss1026~2. 

1A61- 0S/21/16 23:28:52 DBR 1A61- 41436. 1A61- 1A61- C FILES SUBJECT ~~'f BE Sfi.~E AS-CU 
W3 W3 W3 W3 FBI .N EXL/lIMMEDIATELY CONFIRM WITH CA0190064 

l..Asc~RECRDS&IDENT-WARRNT MNE/WRLOTELEPHONE 

1A61- 05/22/16 01:34:51 OBJ 1A61- 41436 
W3 W3 

1A61- 05/22/16 01:34:52 DBR CLET 
W3 

1A61- 05/22/16 01:34:52 DBR CLET 
W3 

• n '"****"'* END OF WPS MESSAGE .............. CJIS-ROS RESPONSE 
FOR 8YY)(,CA0194200RE: . . . 
QRRK.CA0194200.!\IAM/·---·•SEX/M.0081,. ••• IRAC/BNO 
MATCH NAM FIELDNO RESTftAINING ORDERS .. "'*** END OF CARPOS 
MESSAGE ..... .., .. 

1A61- VEHQ 6ROM337 CA;A X X. X. 
W3 

1A61- 1A61- 1A61-W3 VEHQ: 6ROM337 DMV-VR RESPONSE FOR DATE: 05/22/16 
W3 W3 TIME: 01:34INSURANCE INFORMATION ON FILE REG VAUD FROM; 

09/08/15 TO 09/08/16LIC#:6ROM337YRMD:11 MAKE:CHE BTM :UT VIN 
:1GNSCBE09BR367344 R/0 

SOLD:00/00/11 RCID:09/11/15 OCID:09/20/11 LOCD:Z l./0 
:BK AMER NA, PO BX 2759, JACKSONVILLE CITY:FLZIP :32203 LPT 
:P43110920 TYPE:11 POWR:FVEH :12 BODY:O CLAS:MV REC STATUS: 
09/20/11 SMOG DUE 09/08/17 PAPERLESS TITLE CLEARANCE 
INFORMATION RECOROS:OFFICE WORK DATE TECH/ID SEQ# VALUE 
FICHE DATE TTC V44 09/19/11 89 0012 00406.00 00/00/00 AOO RIG 
09/07/12 40 7139 00375,00 00/00/00 POT Rl6 09/11/13 40 7134 
00389,00 00/00/00,POT RJG 09/08[14 42 7061 00314.00 00/00/00 POT 
RJ6 09/08/1543 71;)84 00284.00 00/00/00 P9,: 

1A61- 1A61- ·09/05/2011-0DOMEJ"ER: 13 MILES ACTUAL MILEAGE ENO CWS 
W3 W3 RESPONSE*INFO• ".! \ILN# 6ROM337 CA NO HIT CJIS-SVS RESPONSE 

FOR 1YYX.QVK.cA·o194200.LIC/6ROM337.US/NO HITSNO NEAR MISS 

1A61- 05/22/16 01:35:08 DBI 1A61-
W3 W3 

41436 1A6l- VEHQ 6ROM377 CA AX X X 
W3 

1A61- 05/22/16 01:35:08 DBR CLET 
W3 

1A61- 05/22/16 01:35:08 DBR CLET 
W3 

1A61· 05/22/16 01:47:50 DBT 1A61- 41436 
W3 W3 

1A61· 05/22/16 01:47:51 OBR CLET 
W3 

911querylapd.1aci1';org/SearchResu!ls.aspx 

lAGl- 1A61- 1A61-.W3 VEHQ: 6ROM377 DMV-VR RESPONSE.FOR DATE: 05/22/16 
W3 W3 TIME: 01:JSINSURANCE INFORMATION ON FILE REG VAUD f.ROM: 

09/12/lS TO 09/12/16LIC#:6ROM377 VRMD:12 MAKE:CHEV BTM :SD 
VIN :1G1PCSSHSC7138062 R/0 

SOLD:00/00/13 RCID:10/18/15 OCID:08/01/13 LOCD:Z L/0 :BK AMER 
NA, PO BX 2759, JACKSONVILLE CITY:FL ZIP :32203 LPT :P43130801 
TYPE:11 POWR:G VEH :12 BODV;O CLAS:DF *·YR:13 REC STATUS: 
10/06/14 SMOG DUE 09/12/18 PAPERLESS TITLE PARKING VIOLATIONS 
ON FIL.ECLEARANCE INFORMATION RECORDS:omcE WORK DATE 
TECH/ID SEQ # VALUE FICHE DATE ITC V44 09/19/11 B9 00.24 
00215.00 00/00/00 AOO RIB 09/11/12 40 7341 00203,00 00/,00/00 POT 
X21 06/19/1325 0079 00000.00 00/00/00 ZOS VD! 07/31/13 FW 0022 
00214,00 00/00/00 FOO RJS ·10/06/14 70 7217 00228.00 .-

1A61- 1A61- · 0010010n POT R._jfflo115i1.s 10·016& 002n.oo 00100/cio POT 
W3 W3 07/14/2013~0DOMETER: 22,158 MILES ACTUAL MILEAGE END CWS 

RESPONSE•INFO• - VLN# 6ROM377 CA NO HIT CJIS-SVS RESPONSE 
f'OR 1YVX,QVK,CA0194200,UC/6ROM377,US/NO HtTSNEAR MISS ON 
6ROM37°76UOM37i CA ONE LOST/STOLEN PLATE 
FCN/44013024028666RZM377 CA ONE LOST/STOtEN PLATE 
FCN/3771229001603 

1A61- VEHQ 7FIY943 CA.AX XX 
W3 

IA61- 1A61- 1A61-W3 VEHQ: 7FIY943 CWS RESPONSE*INFO* • VLN# 7FIY943 CA NO 
W3 W3 HIT DMV-VR RESPONSE FOR DATE: 05/22/16 TIME: 01:47INSURANCE 

INFORMATION ON FlLE REG VAUD FROM: 06/08/16 TO 
06/08/17UC#:7FIY943 YRMD:03 MAKE:MITS BTM :4D VIN 
:JA3Al26E.53U09"7739 R/0 

SOLD:00/00/03 RCID:05/13/16 
OCID;06/27/14 LOCD:9 TYPE:11 POWR:G VEH :12 BODY:O CLAS:AT •­
YR:13 REC STATUS: 07l01/15 SMOG DUE 06/08/17 06/27/14 SALVAGED 
06/27/14 PREV µc 5CQU973 CLEARANCE INFORMATION 
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1/22/2021 

1A61· 05/22/16 01:47:51 DBR CLEf 
W3 

911Query 

RECORDS:OFFICE WORK DATE TECH/ID SEQ# VALUE FICHE DATE TTC 
RI3 04/16/12 30 7460 00092;00 04/16/12 POT 527 10/17/1223 0004 
00033.00 10/19/12 FOO 194 05/21/13 AS 0119 00114,00 05/23/13 FOO 
576 06/18/1420 0015 00000:00 06/18/14 RIP 502 06/17/14 

1A61- 1A61- JS 0013 00000,00 PRIOR SUSPENSE 502 06/27/14 A9 0016 00226.00 
W3 W3 00/00/00 FOO 502 06/27/14 A9 0015 00206.00 PRIOR SUSPENSE 502 

06/27/14 ~9 0015 00206,00 06/27/14 RlP 576 06/18/1420 0015 
00206.00 PRIOR SUSPENSE 502 06/29/15 E6 0020 00129,00 07/01/15 
HOS KBS 05/16/16 10 0010 00095.00 05/16/16 POT 09/29/2012-
0DOMETER: 155,121 MILES ACTUAL MILEAGE END CJIS-SVS RESPONSE 
FOR 1YYX,QVK,CA0194200,lIC/7F1Y943,US/NO HJTSNO NEAR MISS 

1A61· 05/22/16 02:24:55 DBI 1A61· 41436 1A61- VEHQ 6PUE922 CA AX X X 
W3 W3 

1A61- 05/22/16 02!24i55 DBR CLET 
W3 

lA61- 05/22/16 02:24:55 DBR CLET 
W3 

Unlt DATE TIME SOURCE SOURCE 
ID AREA TERM 

1A61- 05/21/16 22:22:30 1A 1A41-
W3 W3 

1A61· 05/21/16 22:23:22 lA 1A61-
W3 W3 

1A61- 05/21/16 22:26:18 K6 KG 
W3 

1A61· 05/21/16 23:06:02 4F 4F 
W3 

1A61· 05/22/16 00;00:39 ·2K 2K 
W3 

1A61- 05/22/16 00:20:15 PC PCAD 
W3 

1A61- 05/22/16 02:46:34 GB GS 
W3 

911querylapd.Jacityarg/SearchReslJ11s.aspx 

W3 

1A61- 1A61- 1A61-W3 VEHQ: 6PUE922 CWS RESPONSE*INFO* - VLN# 6PUE922 CA 
W3 W3 NO HIT DMV-VR RESPONSE FOR DATE: 05/22/16 TIME: 

02:24INSURANCE INFORMATION UNKNOWN REG VALID FROM: 12/14/15 
TO 12/14/16UC#;6PUE922 YRMD:07 MAKE:HOND BTM :SO VIN 
: 1HGCM66497A039271 R/0 

50L0:00/00/06 
RCID:12/18/15 OCID:07/11/14 LOCD:9 TYPE:11 POWR:G VEH :12 
BODY:0 CI.A5:AC *•YR:14 REC STATUS: 09/16/2015 RENEWAL NOTICE 
EXTRACTED 12/25/15 SMOG DUE 12/14/17 04/14/11 SALVAGED 
04/14/11 PREV LIC ~XGT203 CLEARANCE INFORMATION 
RECORDS:OFFICE WORK DATE TECH/ID SEQ# VALUE FICHE DATE rrc 
14111/05/11 12 4899 00102,00 11/09/11 POT C74 11/13/12 5T 0007 
00103.00 11/17/12 HOO CNO 01/07/1402 1081 00083,00 01/07/14 POT 
140 10/17/13 a 

1A61- 1A61- 1 7835 00083,00 PRIOR SUSPENSE 662 07/11/1427 0021 00042,00 
W3 WJ 07/16/14 FOO 662 03/03/14 27 0054 00042,00 PRIOR SUSPENSE 662 

12/30/14 12 0022 00113,00 01/01/15 HOO 662 12/30/14 12 5022 
00103,00 01/01/15 HOO C45 12/18/15 SC 0022 00103,00 12/25/15 HOO 
C45 12/18/15 SC 5022 00059,00 12/25/15 HOO 03/03/2014-0DOMETER: 
90,000 MILES ACTUAL MILEAGE ENO CJIS-SVS RESPONSE FOR 
1YVX.QVK.CA0194200.UC/6PUE922.US/NO HITSNO NEAR MISS 

TOi\ilSG Dala Logged 
SOURCE DEST DEST 

MSG TEXT 
OPRNBR TERM OPRNBR 

41753 1A61- 41436 ADM[NISTRATJVE: MESSAGEFrom Unit ID: 1A41-W3Subject: 
W3 INC 4756 IS THE SAME INC AS YOURS. lAl HANDLED 

EARUER, .. DOUBT SHE CALLED BACK PROBABLY )UST 
DELAYED RESPONSE 

41436 1A41- 417S3 ADMINISTRATIVE MESSAGEFrom Unit ID: 1A61-W3Subject: 
W3 RE:ROG RE: INC 47561S THE SAME INC AS YOURS. lAl 

HANDLED EARLIER,,,DOUBT SH.E CALLED BACK PROBA BLY 
JUST DELAYED RESPONSE 

N455B 1A61- 41436 ADMINISTRATIVE MESSAGEFram Console: K6 -Type: Call 
W3 Taker Subject: GOOD EVENING I'M YOUR RTO FOR THE 

NIGHT 1/24 TIED YOUR RTOIS ON CONS K6, HAVE A GREAT 
REST OF THE SHIFT, DISPO HANDLED CALLS WHEN YOU CAN 
ANO IF THERE IS A STACKED CALL YOU CANNOT HANDLE 
LET ME KNOW ASAP. :) 

N5024 1A61- 41436 ADMINISTRATIVE MESSAGEFrom Console: <'IF-Type: Call 
W3 Taker Subject: [NFO INC 5861 

N5213· 1A61- 41436 ADMINISTRATIVE MESSAGEFrom Console: 2K • Type: 
W3 Dlspatctier Subject: 14A27 REQ DRE TO PACIFIC STA I5400 

1A61- 41436 ADMINISTRATIVE MESSAGEFrom Unit IO; PD/1A12~WS 
W3 Subject: Message from Unit: PD/1A12-WS EXTRA PATROL ON 

IMPERIALJ6Tl-i ST .... ,HEAVV PED AND VEHICLE TRAFFIC DUE 
TO PRlVATE_PARTY,MONITOR FOR BFMV'S 

V9173 1A61- 41436 ADMINISTRATIVE MESSAGEFrom Console: GB· Type: 
W3 Dispatcher Subject: NEED CENTRAL ON 10890. TRESPASSER 

IN CUSTODY 
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1/2212021 DFAH Report 

LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT Saturday 

Off!c:ers 

42335 - HADDEN, T-335 
40265 - SAENZ, M-265 

Time 
INC# OBS Radio 

or Day Time Time 

19;51 - 19;55 JW22 s 0 

20:03 • 06:06 = <8 0 
20:20 - 21;24 = " 0 

20:46 • 21:22 04755 0 " 

21:30 - 00:37 05109 0 10 

21:41 - 22;43 l2.llli. 62 0 

22:49 • 23:38 llillJ! 0 0 

22:52 • 00:36 !!>ill 0 3S 

23:42 - 00:35 = 0 49 

00:37 • 06:07 - 0 IJ 

00:38 • 02:46 = 0 18 

01:22 • 01:58 = 37 0 

02:04 • 02:45 .llill.l " 0 

02:48 - 09:12 = 382 0 

09:13 

Total Count: 7 
Total Minutes: 603 151 

Other Stats: 
Fleld Interviews: 3 
Reports 

Crirre : 1 
Other : o 

Veh, Recov,: O 
Arrests 

Felony: a 
Misdecreanor : 1 

FEL DUI : 0 
MlSD DUI: 0 
Warrants : 0 

RFC: 

MOV.: 
NMOV.: 

PKG: 
AFDR! 

0 
0 
1 

0 
3 

CAD SUMMARY REPORT 05/21/2016 
Area : Central Shop# : 89667 

Assignment: lAl Mileage Out: 431D 
Watch: W3 Mileage EOW : 4344 

19:36-09:14 Total MIies : 34 
Route S&C Lo<:atlon Time 

0 CENT STA 
1 RD 111 / MISSION 1 
1 WHITE KNOLl/MARVIEW 

6RZL104 

11 ,. 849 S BROADWAY 
RD:0163 

3 ,. METRO DISPATCH CTR/ 
100 N LOS ANGELES ST 
R0:0127 

0 STt-1 E/0 MAIN SZMU461 

4 1010 S FLOWER ST 
RD:0182 

3 ,. 1800 5 MAIN ST R0:01'}5 

5 ,. JOES AUTO PARK/ 137 S 
HILL ST R0:0132 

2 1279 ELYSIAN PARK AV 
RD:0101 

3 ,. BUSN .,.WINDISH 
TALENTS•• J 1726 N 
SPRING ST RD:0118 

0 SUNSE'HIEAUDRY 

0 100 E 3RD ST 

2 CITY HALL EAST/ 200 N 
MAIN ST R0:0124 

14 
35 789 

Total: 
Total Felony: o 

Total MISD: 1 
Total Arrests: 1 

Type SUPR@ DICV Dlspo Scene /BWV 
Comments 

SOW 

006-CODE 6 N OCCSN INFO ONLY WWC 
005-CODE 6 N OCCSN 010 EXTRA PAT lN PR8LM AREA 

006-CODE 6 N y WRNSN DICV POSS DELAYED DUE TO UNKNOWN 
PROBLEM, TS FOR NARCO AND 
LOITI;RING JN PROBLEM LOC. 2 WWC. 
NO WANTS, WARNED ONLY 

242D•DOM VIOL N OCCSN MET W/ VICT. CHCKD LDC, VERIFIED 
HUSBAND LEFT LOC, VICT ADVISED 
VERBAL DISPUTE AND REFUSED TO 
GIVE ANY FRTHR INFO, ISSUE BUS 
CARD 

7201-0FCR N WRNSN WARNED TO LEAVE LOC, SUSP 
COMPLIED, 

006-CODE 6 N y CITSN FU TS FOR IMPEDING TRAFFIC 3 WWC, 
NMOVJ CITO FOR NO lNSURANC E ANO 

SUSP.UC, 

41SG-GRP ••Freed•• 

620D•DOM VIOL y y OCCSY MET WY/ VICT ADV SO VERBAL OlSPUT 
ONLY, ISSUED aus. CARO 

2425-SUSP N RPTSN LPD160S21DD6047 UNABLE TO LOC. JS 
RPTl THERE A BETTER LDC FOR PR7 MET W/ 

PR. TOOK l 242 REPORT. ISSUED eus, 
CARD 

507P•PARTY N OCCSN CHCKD LOC. NO EVID OFLOUO PARTY. 
NO CB NO AJRTHER 

906R-ROBBERY N FALSN CHCKD LDC. MET W/ EMPLOYEE. 
(211 SILENT) ACCIDENTAL ONLY 

005-COOE 5 N y QNRSN Rl PS POSSIB!..E 484 SUSP.· WWC, NO 
WANT, R COMPLETED. 

005-COOE 6 N OCCSN ClTIZEN FLAG DOWN, KEPT PEACE FOR 
DISPUTE 

006-COOE 6 y y ARRSY Fll AAA 1 FOR 602 PC. WWC AND 1 R. 
ARRMl 

Stat P0/1Al-W3 EW Loe;: CENT STA 

EOW ON:P0/1AM'i3 orcv POS B/0. MIC Z 
DOES NOT SYNC, OFCRS ATTEMPTED 
SEV!:RAL DICV MICS AND NON 

Type - Out-to-Station 

Time Location Dural:Jon 
19:37 OUT TO STATION 13 

Total for Out-to-Station (1 rec) 13 

lncldents.lapd.lacltycrg/incldents/DFAR/OFAR,esp:<?old=55171&date=0512112016&\lJ'\1t=8806 1/1 
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1/2212()21 DFAR Report 

LOS ANGELES POUCE DEPARTMENT Saturday 

Officers 

41436 - DIENER, C-436 

41437 - ~lLIN, W-437 

Time 
of Day 

19:31 - 20:45 

20:57 • 21:42 

22: 17 - 03:01 

23:02 - 01:57 

02:00 - 02:21 

02:39 - 03:00 

03:01 - 07:38 

03:20 - 07:36 

03:37 - 07:36 

Total C0u11t 

Total Minutes: 

INC# 

lMlli 

= 
~ 

= 
09100 

= 
~ 

= 
01065 

Other Stats; 
Field Interviews: 2 
Reports 

Crirre : 4 
Other: o 

Veh, Recov.: O 
Arrests 

Felony: L 
Misderreanor : l 

FEL DUI: O 
MISC DUI : 0 
Warrants: O 

RFC: 0 
MOV,: L 
NMOV,: 0 
PKG: 0 
AFDR: 0 

OBS Radio 
Time Time 

0 67 

0 41 

0 40 

0 170 

22 0 

22 0 

0 10 

0 14 

"' 0 

3 6 
283 342 

CAD SUMMARY REPORT 05/21/2016 
Area : Central Shop#: 87931 

Assignment: 1A61 Mileage out: 7763 
Watch;W3 Mileage EOW : 7802 

19:23-07:39 Total MIies: 39 
Route S&C Location Time 

8 2R -4 ,. BLACK TIE TUXED0 / 320 
5 BROADWAY RD:0134 

7 2R 849 S BROADWAY :JJ 
RD:O163 ,. SENATOR HOTEL THE--•/ 
729 S MAlN ST R0:0174 

0 STH-HILL 

0 8TH/GRAND 

10 2R UNIFlED PKG SERVICES J 
W OLYMPIC BL&S 
FIGUEROA ST R0:0171 ,. VICKY'S 99 CENT STORE 
/ 1725 E 7TH ST RD:0159 

0 . 7TH E/0 SANTA FE 
6RDU09S 

9 

39 664 

Tutall 
Total Felony: 1 

Total MISD: 1 
Total Arrests: 2 · 

SUPR@ DICV Type 
Scene /BWV 

sow 
2425L-SUSP J/L N y 

245SN·SUSP y y 
NOW 
620D•DOM VIOL N y 

907P3-POSS ATT y y 
SUICIDE 

006-COOE 6 N 

006-CODE 6 N y 

245S-SUSP N 

900-UNKNOWN N y 
TROUBLE 

902-TRAFFIC N y 
STOP 

EOW 

Type - Out-ta-Station 

Iim.G. Location 
19:24 OUT TO STATION 

Dlspo comments 

GOASN VICT IS INVOLVED lN 
ONGOING DISPUTE WITH FORMER 
fRIEND,_ REFUSED REPORT AND 
STATED THAT HE r-1AY SEEK R/0, 

GOASY CODE! 4 PRIOR TO OUR ARRIVAL 

GOASN RELATED TO PREV INC. VERBAL 
ARGUMENT ONLY, CHECKED RES. 

ARRSY ARRESTED SUBJECT ON NO BAIL 
FIi WARRANT. MEU NOTIFlEO, sua,ecr 
ARRFl STATED THAT HE WAS NOT SUICIDAL. 

1KU4 TOOK INFO RPT. 

OCCSN DISPUTE OVER PARKING. HERNANDEZ 

OCCSN CITZN RPT OF41S FIGHT. NO SIGN OF 
FIGHT AT LOC. ALL SUSPS GOA 

GOASN MARCOS STATED THAT PR LEFT TOC, 
VERBAL ARGUMENT DNLY, CB NO 
FURTHER. 

OCCSN NO SIGN OF TROUBLE AT LDC NO 
FURTHER 

ARRSN JUAREZ ARR FOR 40K WARR. CITED FOR 
ARRMl 4000 A 1 VC 16028 A ANO 14601 VC 
FJ1 COMPLETED 30 DAY IMPOUND. 
MOVl 
RPT4 

Total for Out.to-Station (1 rec) 

Duration 
7 

7 

incidants.lapd.lacltyorg/lncldentsfDFAR/DFAR.asp>Goid=48661&date=05121/2016&unit=8810 111 
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§ 13700. Definitions, CA PENAL§ 13700 

West's Annotated California Codes 
Penal Code (Refs &Annos) 

Part4. Prevention of Crimes and Apprehension of Criminals (Refs & Annos) 
Title 5. Law Enforcement Response to Domestic Violence (Refs & Annos) 

Chapter 1. General Provisions (Refs & Annos) 

As used in this title: 

West's Ann.Cal.Penal Code § 13700 

§ 13700. Definitions 

Effective: January 1, 2017 
Currentness 

(a)@'.~b'tte/imeanslmtentilFnau§jorJrec!ill;tstyjcausingforJattemptingltolcauselb?dilyJiiliui\vl (g'.!J!ptiiEingjanollierJperson1Hi1 
treasonab1ejappreh"txmon(ofiiffii'i'iincnt/seri$jb"1i"di1y,liiliui\vlto himself or herself, or another. 

(b)i/]lomesticyiiilencejmeans\aliusajcommitted against an adult or a minor@h"j)j,sjajspousel former spouse,[cph'tliitanL'lformer) 

[cph1Mitant8or person with whom the suspect has had a child or is having orlh"ilsllfirdlaT'dfilingforJengagement!relkii5irsHl51 For 
purposes of this subdivision, "cohabitant" means two unrelated adult persons living together for a substantial period of time, 
resulting in some permanency of relationship. Factors that may determine whether persons are cohabiting include, but are not 
limited to,(!) sexual relations between the parties while sharing the same living quarters, (2) sharing ofincome or expenses, (3) 

joint use or ownership of property, (4) whether the parties hold themselves out as spouses, (5) the continuity of the relationship, 

and (6) the length of the relationship. 

(c) "Officer" means any officer or employee of a local police department or sheriffs office, and any peace officer of the 

Department of the California Highway Patrol, the Department of Parks and Recreation, the University of California Police 

Department, or the California State University and College Police Departments, as defined in Section 830.2, a peace officer 

of the Department of General Services of the City of Los Angeles, as defined in subdivision (c) of Section 830.31, a housing 

authority patrol officer, as defined in subdivision (d) of Section 830.31, a peace officer as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of 

Section 830.32, or a peace officer as defined in subdivision (a) of Section 830.33. 

(d) "Victim" means a person who is a victim of domestic violence. 

Credits 

(Added by Stats.1984, c. 1609, § 3. Amended by Stats.1992, c. 1136 (S.B.1541), § 9; Stats.1993, c. 1229 (A.B.224), § 3; 

Stats.1993, c. 1230 (A.B.2250), § 1.5; Gov.Reorg.Plan No. 1 of 1995, § 57, elf. July 12, 1995; Stats.1996, c. 305 (A.B.3103), § 
58; Stats.1999, c. 659 (S.B.355), § 5; Stats.2002, c. 534 (A.B.2826), § 2; Stats.2004, c. 250 (S.B.1391), § 3; Stats.2014, c. 559 

(S.B.1154), § 2, eff. Jan.!, 2015; Stats.2016, c. 50 (S.B.1005), § 75, elf. Jan. 1, 2017.) 

Notes of Decisions (21) 

WESTLAW © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 1 



§ 13700. Definitions, CA PENAL§ 13700 

West's Ann. Cal. Penal Code§ 13700, CA PENAL§ 13700 

Current with urgency legislation through Ch. 10 of2022 Reg.Sess. Some statute sections may be more current, see credits for 
details. 

End ofDocument ID 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 
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§ 13701. Written policies and standards; development, ... , CA PENAL§ 13701 

~ KeyCite Yellow Flag- Negative Treatment 
Proposed Legislation 

West's Annotated California Codes 
Penal Code (Refs & Annos) 

_Part 4. Prevention of Crimes and Apprehension of Criminals (Refs &Annos) 
Title 5. Law Enforcement Response to Domestic Violence (Refs & Annos) 

Chapter 1. General Provisions (Refs & Annos) 

West's Ann.Cal.Penal Code§ 13701 

§ 13701. Written policies and standards; development, adoption, and 

implementation; availability to public; consultations with experts 

Effective: January 1, 2022 

Currentness 

(a)IEvecy.uaw)enforcement{agencviiiirthisJstatelsltaIIrds'ttelophaao'jitdanajiinplement@rittenJpoli~ies1anaffitanilt'ds!foi'loffit.fsj 
kesponseslt/i'tdomesticlyi5Jence[callmb'wJanua,yj1itig86) These policies shall reflect thattaomesticlyi5lencej,siall®tc"riffiiillill 
{cona@ Further, they shall reflect existing policy that a request for assistance in a situation involving domestic violence is the 
same as any other request for assistance where violence has occurred. 

(b) The written policies lsliaJUencourage]theJarrest/of domestic violence offenders lifotHereJ1S!probTu,1e1cause1tliatjan1oflensejnasl 
/beenjcommift'tdj These policies also shall require the arrest of an offender, absent exigent circumstances, if there is probable 
cause that a protective order issued under Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 2040) of Part I of Division 6, Division 10 

(commencing with Section 6200), or Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 7700) of Part 3 of Division 12, of the Family Code, 
or Section 136.2 of this code, or by a court of any other state, a commonwealth, territory, or insular possession subject to 
the jurisdiction of th~ United States, a military tribunal, or a tribe has been violated. These policies shall discourage, when 
appropriate, but not prohibit, dual arrests. ll\eace1officersjs1fall!m'aliejreasonalileleffortsjrojidtitiifyTth"e!)J/rm;nanl!aggressor) m 
any incident. The dominant aggressor is the person detem1ined to be the most significant, rather than the first, aggressor. In 
identifying the dominant aggressor, anr<ifficer1slfall1consi1!e\tth1lintent(otjili'el1@;ijt0Jprotectlyi&imsjof{domesticlyi51ence!tr15inl 
[contilttiin#)a6use1 the ~lifeatslcreatifi')!ffear)oflphysiSIDjilijucy8th"elliistorv1of{domestic'roi51enceUietweenjtHeJpersonsjuwolye'd! 
and whether either person acted in self-defense. Notwithstanding subdivision (d), law enforcement agencies shall develop these 
policies with the input of local domestic violence agencies. 

(c) These existing local policies and those developed shall be in writing and shall be available to the public upon request and 
shall include specific standards for the following: 

(I) Felony arrests. 

(2) Misdemeanor arrests. 

(3) Use of citizen arrests. 

WESTLAW © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 



§ 13701. Written policies and standards; development, ... , CA PENAL§ 13701 

(4) Verification and enforcement of temporary restraining orders when (A) the suspect is present and (B) the suspect has fled. 

(5) Verification and enforcement of stay-away orders. 

( 6) Cite and release policies. 

(7) Emergency assistance to victims, such as medical care, transportation to a shelter or to a hospital for treatment when 
necessary, and police standbys for removing personal property and assistance in safe passage out of the victim's residence. 

(8) Assisting victims in pursuing criminal options, such as giving the victim the report number and directing the victim to the 
proper investigation unit. 

(9TIF,iii'i'ii~liing(writtemnotice1toiviftims1at!tliC1scene1 mcluding, but not limited to, all of the following info1mation: 

(A) A statement informing the victim that despite official restraint of the person alleged to have committed domestic violence, 
the restrained person may be released at any time. 

(B) A statement that, "For further information about a shelter you may contact __ ." 

(C) A statement that, ."For infonnation about other services in the community, where available, you may contact __ ." 

(D) A statement that, "For information about the California Victims' Compensation Program, you may contact l-800-777-9229." 

(E) A statement informing the victim of domestic violence that the victim may ask the district attorney to file a criminal 
complaint. 

(F) A statement informing the victim of the right to go to the superior court and file a petition requesting any of the following 
orders for relief: 

(i) An order restraining the attacker from abusing the victim and other family members. 

(ii) An order directing the attacker to leave the household. 

(iii) An order preventing the attacker from entering the residence, school, business, or place of employment of the victim. 

(iv) An order awarding the victim or the other parent custody of or visitation with a minor child or children. 

WESTLAW © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 2 



§ 13701. Written policies and standards; development, •.. , CA PENAL§ 13701 

(v) An order restraining the attacker from molesting or interfering with minor children in the custody of the victim. 

(vi) An order directing the party not granted custody to pay support of minor children, if that party has a legal obligation to do so. 

(vii) An order directing the defendant to make specified debit payments coming due while the order is in effect. 

(viii) An order directing that either or both parties participate in counseling. 

(G) A statement informing the victim of the right to file a civil suit for losses suffered as a result of the abuse, including medical 

expenses, loss of earnings, and other expenses for injuries sustained and damage to property, and any other related expenses 
incurred by the victim or any agency that shelters the victim. 

(HJ In the case ofan alleged violation of subdivision (e) of Section 243 or Section 261,261.5, 273.5, 286,287, or 289, or former 

Section 262 or 288a, a "Victims of Domestic Violence" card which shall include, but is not limited to, the following information: 

(i) The names and phone numbers of or local county hotlines for, or both the phone numbers of and local county hotlines for, 

local shelters for victims of domestic violence and rape victim counseling centers within the county, including those centers 
specified in Section 13837, and their 24-hour counseling service telephone numbers. 

(ii) A simple statement on the proper procedures for a victim to follow after a sexual assault. 

(iii) A statement that sexual assault by a person who is known to the victim, including sexual assault by a person who is the 
spouse of the victim, is· a crime. 

(iv) A statement that domestic violence or assault by a person who is known to the victim, including domestic violence or 

assault by a person who is the spouse of the victim, is a crime. 

(!) A statement informing the victim that strangulation may cause internal injuries and encouraging the victim to seek medical 

attention. 

@:o)\WHiing/otjreportsJ 

(d) In the development of these policies and standards, each local department is encouraged to consult with domestic violence 

experts, such as the staff of the local shelter for victims of domestic violence and their children. Departments may use the 

response guidelines developed by the commission in developing local policies. 

Credits 

(Added by Stats.1984, c. 1609, § 3. Amended by Stats.1985, c. 668, § I; Stats.1990, c. 1692 (A.B.4237), § 3; Stats.1991, c. 

999 (S.B.835), § 2; Stats.1995, c. 246 (S.B.591), § 4; Stats.1998, c. 698 (A.B.1201), § 2; Stats.1998, c. 701 (A.B.2172), § 2; 

WESTLAW © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 3 
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Stats.1998, c. 702 (A.B.2177), § 3.3; Stats.1999, c. 661 (A.B.825), § 11; Stats.2000, c. 1001 (S.B.1944), § 5; Stats.2013, c. 28 

(S.B.71), § 47, eff. June 27, 2013; Stats.2013, c. 161 (A.B.81), § I, eff. Aug. 27, 20q; Stats.2014, c. 71 (S.B.1304), § 133, 

eff. Jan. I, 2015; Stats.2017, c. 331 (S.B.40), § I, eff. Jan. I, 2018; Stats.2018, c. 423 (S.B.1494), § 119, eff. Jan. I, 2019; 
Stats.2021, c. 626 (A.B.1171), § 68, eff. Jan. I, 2022.) 

West's Ann. Cal. Penal Code§ 13701, CA PENAL§ 13701 

Current with urgency legislation through Ch. 10 of2022 Reg.Sess. Some statute sections may be more current, see credits for 
details. 

End of Docurnrnt .f, 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works, 
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West's Annotated California Codes 
Penal Code (Refs & Annos) 

Part 4. Prevention of Crimes and Apprehension of Criminals (Refs & Annos) 
Title 5. Law Enforcement Response to Domestic Violence (Refs & Annos) 

Chapter 1. General Provisions (Refs & Annos) 

West's Ann.Cal.Penal Code§ 13702 

§ 13702. Written policies and standards for dispatchers' response to domestic calls 

Currentness 

Every law enforcement agency in this state shall develop,(a'dopt!an<l!iffiplement(Mittenjpoli6iesiandfstanaiil'dslf5i'Idispatch'my 
kesponse1to domestic violence calls by July I, 199 I.k'Fliesejpoli6rnmM11111i$'.flectjmat@ns\reportingl"tl1reatenea8ii\'Fnlinentlt@ 

[ongomg!'domesticlyi5lence) and the violation of any protection order, including orders issued pursuant to Section 136.2, and 

restraining orders, shall be ranked among the highest priority calls. Dispatchers are not required to verify the validity of the 

protective order before responding to the request for assistance. 

Credits 

(Added by Stats.1990, c. 1692 (A.B.4237) § 4.) 

West's Ann. Cal. Penal Code§ 13702, CA PENAL§ 13702 

Current with urgency legislation through Ch. lO of2022 Reg.Sess. Some statute sections may be more current, see credits for 

details. 

End of Document © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Go\'Cmment Works. 
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Transcript of Officer Melissa Saenz 
March 31, 2021 

Okay. And, in fact, it was 

significantly less, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. And -- and, in fact, it was --

you entered from the elevator at 9:04 p.m. and 

went back into the elevator at 9:19, for a total 

of 15 total minutes, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. And -- and we've seen the video 

clips of you getting on the elevat.or and getting 

off, and that's where those timestamps come from. 

Now, once you got off the elevator at 

9:04 p.m., the first thing you did was listen for 

some noi~e, cor,rect? 

A Correct. 

Q All right. And theh you went around 

and checked out the outdoor courtyard to see if 

anyone was outside. 

A 

Q 

Do you recall that? 

Yes, I do. 

And you saw that there was a woman in 

the gym who was not related to the incident. 

PIANET DEPOS 
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Transcript of Officer Melissa Saenz 
March 31, 2021 

Exhibit Number 19? 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. It's our 

MR. PRESIADO: Lacks foundation. 

Hang on. I'm sor.ry, Officer. 

Lacks f6undation. Lacks 

authentication. Calls for speculation. Assumes 

facts not in evidence. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it's our business 

card. 

BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 

Q All ri.ght. And the metadata next to it 

says May 21, 2016 at 9:19:20 -- 23. 

Would that time have been shortly after 

you departed from the penthouse? 

MR. PRESIADO: Objection. Lacks 

foundation. Lacks authentication. Calls for 

speculation. Assumes facts not in evidence. 

THE WITNESS: Correct. 

BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 

Q Okay. And it has lAl on the front of 

it. 

PLANET DEPOS 
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Transcript of Officer Melissa Saenz 
March 31, 2021 

contact us at any time if she changed her mind and 

decided that s .. he wanted to speak to us and 

cooperate. 

Q All right. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Then let"s take down 

Number 19, and let's go to Number 20. 

AV TECHNICIAN: (Technician complies.) 

BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 

Q Do you recognize this, what's, depicted 

in this picture? 

A Yes, I do. It's the back of the 

business card. 

Q All right. And it says 5/21/2016, and 

the time is 9:16 p.m. 

Is that the time that card -- that it 

was wr·itten? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay.. And• do you recognize the 

handwriting on this side? 

A It looks like my handwriting. 

Q Okay. Now, it says, "radio call of 

dispute." 

PLANET DEPOS 
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VIRGIN IA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

JOHN C. DEPP, II 

Plai11tiff, 

v. 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defenda11t. 

Civil Action No.:,CL-2019-0002911 

PLAINTIFF'S DESIGNATION/IDENTIFICATION OF EXPERT WITNESSES 

Plaintiff John C. Depp, II, by and through his undersigned counsel, pursuant to Rule' 

4: I (b)(4)(A)(i) of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia, and the Court's Scheduling Order, 

dated Ma_reh 26, 2021, and in response to Inter:rogatory No. 15 in Ms. Heard's First Set of 

Interrogatories dated October 7, 2019, hereby designates and identifies his expert witnesses. 

Given the ongoing state of discovery-in particular, the continuing document 

productions from the parties and non-parties and the fact that depositions of certain key parties 

and witnesses, specifically Ms. Heard, have yet to occur--Plaintiff reserves the right to 

supplement this Expert Witness Designation, to include (I) identifying additional or different 

areas of expected testimony for the designated witnesses, (2) identifying additional or different 

ba~es for the expected testimony of the designated witnesses, and/or (3) designating additional or 

different expert witnesses. 

Retained Experts 

1. Richard Marks, Entertainment Industry Expert, Richard Marks & 

Associates, 10573 W. Pico Blvd., Suite 221, Los Angeles, California 90064. Mr. Marks has 

had a long career as an executive and business lawyer in the entertainment industry. Mr. Marks 

CONFIDENTIAL 



7. Rachael Frost, Policing - Polley and Procedures Expert, Frost ICED, 39252 

Winchester Road, Suite 107-169, Murrieta, California 92563. Ms. Frost is twenty-year law 

enforcement veteran and nationally recognized trainer with extensive experience in domestic 

violence, sexual assault, and threat management. In 2019, Ms. Frost retired from the Riverside 

County Sherriff's department; where she spent fifteen years as a detective and was the first 

female to reach the rank of Master Investigator. While at the Riverside County Sheriff's 

department, Ms. Frost helped start the department's first domestic violence team and twice 

received the Distinguished Service Medal for her work in domestic violence and threat 

assessment. Currently, as CEO of Frost ICED (Investigation, Consulting, Education, and 

Development), Ms. Frost specializes in training, case evaluation and investigation, and expert 

wi1!Jess services for clien!s such as the United States. Afr Force, schools, corporations, and law 

enforcement organizations. Ms. Frost has worked on over I 00 cases and has provided expert 

testimony in civil and criminal cases. Ms. Frost serves as a sexual assault expert for the Cadre of 

Experts for End Violence Against Women International, participates as a member on the 

Communications Committee for the Association of Threat Assessment Professionals, and is the 

CEO of the physical and mental wellness non-profit Survivor of the Fittest, Inc. 

S11bject Matte,· of Ms. Frost's Opi11io11: Ms. Frost will testify regarding whether the two 

set of LAPD officers followed policy, procedure, and best practices based on California state law 

regarding their dispatch and arrival to 849 S. Broadway, Los Angeles on May 21, 2016. 

S11bsta11ce of Ms. Frost's Opillio11: Specifically, Ms. Frost is expected to draw upon her 

experience and expertise as a twenty-year law enforcement veteran specializing in domestic 

violence to testify that: (I) Officers Saenz and Hadden followed best practices regarding their 

dispatch and arrival to 849 S. Broadway, Los Angeles, with minor exceptions that did not impact 
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Ms. Frost's ultimate opinion; (2) Officers Diener and Gatlin follo\\•ed best practices regarding 

their dispatch and arrival to 849 S. Broadway, Los Angeles; and (3)'step-by-step procedure on 

the best practices of deaHng with a call for domi;:stic violence and ass~sment of whether a crime 

had been committed under California law. 

Summary oftl1e Groimdsfor Ms. Frost's Opinio11: Ms. Frost will base her opinions on 

the following grounds: 

11. Officer Sae11z a11d Hadde11 's /11itial Respo11se Prior to Arrival 011 Scene: Officers 

accepted and responded to the call for service at approximately 20:30 hours on May 

21, 2016 in a timely manner. The only issue with Officers Saenz and Hadden's initial 

response is that, based on the available documents, it docs not appear that the officers 

ran the location (849 South Broadway) for contacts, which would be an opportunity 

to exercise officer safety and build history on potential involved parties prior to 

arrival at the location. 

b. No Colltact /,,formation for Reporti11g Party: Officers Saenz and Hadden did not 

have an identifiable complainant to contact. In the initial call for service assigned to 

Officers Saenz and Hadden, the reporting party listed at the top of the call requested 

to remain '!Anonymous" and refused to provide additional information which would 

preclude officers from contacting that party, Dispatch included this information on 

the top of the Incident Recall: "Contact Complainant: N." The duplicate call for 

service generated at 20:37:55 and included in the same incident text is n·oted within 

the text as coming in "2nd HAND FM NYPD" (second hand from the New York 

Police Department) and that the female reporting party "declined further." Following, 
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the notation states, "CONTACT COMP: N," to indicate the complainant is not 

requesting contact. 

e. Officers P,:operly Hatldled tJ,e Call O11ce TJ,ey Arrivea 011 Sce11e: Upon arrival, 

Officers Saenz and Hadden met with Joshua Drew at the elevator, and he attempted, 

by his own deposition testimony, to get the officers to leave because Ms. Heard did 

not want to file a report. S<te Drew Dep. (November I~, 2019); 218:4-8._Officers 

Soenz ond Hadden followed best practice ond osked to speak directly with Ms. Heord 

who was on scene. Officers Saenz and Hadden followed Mr. Drew to Penthouse #1 so 

they could speak to Ms. Heard. Mr. Drew entered the apartment, closing the door 

behind him. This was an officer safety issue. When Officers Saenz and Hadden 

continued to hear voices, they stated they needed Mr. Dre,y to open t~e door. Mr. 

Drew complied and he, Ms. Heard, and Ms. Pennington stepped out. See Saenz Dep. 

(July 18, 2016) at 17:21-18:20. The officers inquired what occurred. By Ms. Heard's 

own statement, she did not want to "give a statement on advice of counsel." Heard 

Dep. (August 13, 20 I 6) at 351 :5-6. Ms. Heard repeatedly refused to provide any 

information to Officer Saenz and said that nothing happened. Officer Saenz asked 

Ms. Heard if she was hurt in any way or if she needed an ambulance. Ms. Heard 

declined medical attention and did ,not indicate in any way that she had an injury. 

Officer Hadden recalled asking those on scene for names, but none of the parties 

appeared inclined to cooperate and they did not provide contact information. 

d. Officer Sae11z Q11estio11ed Ms. Heard A/011e: Officer Saenz provided a trauma­

informed attempt to develop further information from Ms. Heard by speaking with 

her away from others. Speaking to an emotional subject aild alleged domestic abuse 
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victim away from others present is a trauma-informed practice designed to create a 

confidence between an officer and that subject. Ms. Heard asked if her friend could 

join them (Ms. Pennington) and Officer Saenz did not' refuse. They stepped into 

Penthouse #3 and Officer Saenz stepped away with Ms. Heard, attempting to gain 

further information by providing Ms. Heard some privacy, Per Officer Saenz, Ms. 

Heard continued to assert nothing happened and refused to provide further 

information, agreeing when Officer Saenz asked if she and her husband hod a verbal 

argument. Ms. Heard (as stated in her deposition) repeated that she declined to make 

a statement. See Heard Dep. (August 13, 2016) at 351:5-6. Officer Saenz did not 

speak separately with Ms. Pennington. Officer Saenz erred by not scparatcly·spcaking 

with Ms. Pennington, but Ms. Pennington did not provide any statements on scene o~ 

at any point after this alleged incident to the LAPD. 

e. Providing B11si11ess Cards: Officers provided their business card, advising Ms. Heard 

to call if she wanted to provide any further statement about the evening or if she 

needed anything. See Hadden Dep. (March 11, 2021) at 139:15-19; see also Hadden 

Ex. 19. Los Angeles Police Department Domestic Violence Coordinator Detective 

Melissa Sadanaga advised during her March 2021 deposition that providing a 

business card on all calls for serv_ice is required/standard practice for all Los Angeles 

Police Depanment law enforcement officers. Sadanaga Dep. (March 12, 2021) at 

54:20-55:2; see also Hadden Dep. (March 11, 2021) at 93:8-10. 

f. Safety Sweep Conducied by Officers: Officers Saenz and Hadden checked the 

residences in a safety sweep and did not identify any damage or destruction. 
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g. Officer Hadden Attempted to Gain J1,jor111atio11 from Separate Witness: Officer 

Hadden attempted fo gain information from a separate wltness (Mr. Drew) regarding 

what occurred and reque_sted identifying information about Ms. Heard's husband and 

was only advised that Ms. Heard's husband was gone from the location and would 

not be back. 

h. A Crime Had Not Occ11rred: Officers Saenz and Hadden were unable to develop any 

information thnt n crime occurred because: 

i. None of the parties provided statements to the officers indicating any crime 

had occurred; 

ii. Ms. Heard did not show signs of injury or state she had an injury, and 

declined a request by Officer Saenz for medical aid; 

iii. Officers did not see any signs of a struggle or obvious signs of vandalism in 

the residences after conducting a safety sweep; 

iv. None of the parties present, specifically Ms. Heard, stated they were in fear, 

nor did they exhibit any signs of fear or provide any information that should 

have alerted the officers to the presence of fear; and, 

v. Ms. Heard denied any physical assault, and repeatedly stated that nothing 

happened, it was only a verbal argument, and she did not want to discuss 

anything funher with the officers. 

i. Oj]ice,·s' Deter111i11atio11 that Ms. Heard was 110t a Victim of a Crime was Proper; 

Since Officers Saenz and Hadden stated they were advised by Ms, Heard that no 

crime-had been committed, other parties present offered nothing to contradict that 

information, and the officers did not have any independent, articulable belief that Ms. 
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Heard was a victim of domestic violence, the Officers did not consider Ms. Heard a 

victim of crime or domestic abuse and therefore did not: 

i. Take photographs or secure any additional items (such as documents, 

messages, etc.); 

ii. Write a Domestic Violence Report or an Incident Report, to include filling out 

a Domestic Violence Supplemental Report; and, 

iii. Provide supplemental information to Ms. Heard such as a Domestic Violence 

Resource Pamphlet which satisfies the requirements listed in 1370l(c)(9) 

(AMS03/l/21, Sadanaga Exhibit 10) or a Marsy's Card (679.026 PC since she 

was not identified by the officers as a victim of crime). 

j. Ojji<;ers Diener a11d Gatlin Properly Deter111i11ed T/Jat A Second lncidem Ha.d Not 

Occ11rred: Officers Diener and Gatlin did not have a responsibility to re-investigate 

the incident already handled by Officers Saenz and Hadden unless a second incident 

had occurred, or a victim/witness/suspect contacted law enforcement requesting 

additional investigation or to provide additional information. In that event, it would 

be preferred to have the original patrol officers handle a follow-up call as they were 

the officers most knowledgeable about the incident and so the initial investigation is 

not duplicated. During their call, Officers Diener and Gatlin determined the initial 

investigation already occurred and was closed, indicating the call transferred from 

NYPD was a previous call. Since Officers Diener and Gatlin determined a second 

incident had not occurred and that call was from the initial incident, they treated the 

incident as they should have: a confirmed duplicate call for service. Officers Diener 

and Gatlin confirmed the call for service was handled already and there was not an 
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additional need of law enforcement by entering the apartment and speaking directly 

with Ms. Heard. They asked if everyone was okay, if they needed anything, and even 

inquired after "Johnny." 

k. Footage from Body Worn Cameras: As evidenced from the footage of these officers' 

body worn cameras, Officers Diener or Gatlin are told nothing about any physical 

altercation, injuries, property damage, any expressions of fear or concern about 

"Johnny" or anyone else, no one asks about an Emergency Protective Order or how to 

obtain a restraining order, no negative comments or frustrations expressed regarding 

how the original officers handled the call for service, comments by Mr. Drew or 

anyone about they wished there was something that could be don_c, how to make a 

report regarding injuries or damage, or how to make a complaint against the officers 

for failure to perform their duties. Officers Diener and Gatlin state they did not see 

any injury on Ms. Heard, but it was also dim lighting. 

I. Explanation of the Delayed Closing Ollt of Coll: All officers <if the Los Angeles 

Police Department "complete" a Daily Field Activity Report (DF AR) each day they 

are on patrol. To say they "complete" the dpcument is a misnomer, however, as the 

DF AR is digital and is automatically generated to indicate activity related to the 

officer(s)' shift which can include calls assigned, actions taken, notes entered by the 

officer, dispatch, a supervisor/watch commander, and more. It is not uncommon for 

officers to mistakenly miss closing out a call for service and then complete that task 

at end of shift. It is preferred that officers close each call for service in a timely 

manner. But it is not uncommon for an officer to forget to close ·a call for service 

because they get busy or respond to a high priority call or believe they already closed 
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the c.all. The call for service remains open until end of shift when the officer cannot 

log out of his patrol unit before closing the call (or when dispatch notices and brings 

it to the attention of the officer). This is a simple, basic, common issue i,vith patr_ol 

officers and.does not have any bearing on the officers' conduct in this case. 

m. Step-by-by Proced11re to Respond to a Call For Potential Domestic Violence: Best 

practices for a general domestic violence call for service are as follows (this is a basic 

outline and due to the content of this case does not include every step available to 

officers, such as in strangulation cases, funher interviews, etc.): 

1. Acknowledge and review the call for service as received. 

ii. Arrive on scene in a timely manner, as expeditiously as possible. 

iii. If a !bird-party report and indicated and av.ailable prior to arrivj!}g in seem:, 

contact the reponing pany. 

iv. If available, record the encounter on Body Worn Video or audio recording. 

v. Run the location for contacts to possibly determine previous incidents at the 

location, presence of potential weapons, warrants for arrest, etc. 

vi. Arrive on scene in a safe marmer, aware of potential hazards .snch as someone 

lying in wait or injured panics. 

vu. Assess the scene upon arrival and determine if any immediate threats to life 

are present (to officers of parties on scene). 

viii. Address any immediate safety issues as needed ( outstanding suspects, 

weapons, etc.) 

ix. Conduct a safety sweep of the location as needed for outstanding suspects or 

additional parties on scene. 
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x. Address any immediate medical need, if needed. 

xi. Note any spontaneous statements niade upon arrival on scene. 

xii. Once the scene is secure, contact the reporting party, or if a third-party report, 

attempt to contact any alleged victims. 

xiii. If both parties of the assault are on scene aild the scene is safe, separate the 

parties to obtain statements from each involved individual. 

xiv. Allow the alleged victim access to a support companion or domestic violence 

advocate per 679.05 California Penal Code, as requested. 

xv. Conduct a trauma-informed interview of the victim on scene. 

xvi. Have a second officer conduct an interview with the alleged suspect. 

xvii. If the alleged suspect has left the building and you .have probable caµse to 

believe a crime has occurred, put out a BOLO for the suspect with their 

description through dispatch. 

xviii. Inquire if anyone needs medical attention in the event anyone is injured, and 

any injury is not readily apparent. 

xix. If medical attention is indicated at any point, contact Dispatch and reques\ an 

ambulance. 

xx. During the statement from the parties on scene, determine if any weapons 

were involved, or if there are any weapons present in the home (specifically 

firearms), and secure those weapons, as needed. 

xxi. Separaie and obtain witness statements from all parties present to corroborate 

or refute statements from involved parties. 
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xxii. If children are present, follow guidelines for interviewing children based on 

age and department policy guidelines. 

xxiii. If children are present and a crime of domestic violence has been identified, 

follow guidelines for reporting to Department of Children and Family 

Services. 

xxiv. Document available evidence as observed such as injuries to any party, 

damage to property, etc. 

xxv. Based upon witness statements, if you are able to determine a possible crime 

has been committed, follow further investigation protocols for response to a 

domestic violence call for service which would include evidence gathering, 

docum\:ntation, search warrants, arrest, etc. Provide contact inform_ation t~ all 

parties. 

xxvi. Based upon witness statements, if you are unable to determine a crime has 

occurred, but due to victim statements, infonnation available on scene, etc., 

may be a victim of domestic violence, provide the party with information 

regarding domestic violence shelters and information. Consider writing an 

Incident report to document the call for service. Provide contact information 

to all parties. 

xxvii. Based upon witness statements, if you are unable to determine a crime has 

occurred and you do not obtain enough information to believe any party on 

scene is a victim of domestic violence, close the call by providing contact 

information to all parties. 
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Ms. Frost's opinions will be based on a review of documentary evidence and deposition 

and trial testimony, as outlined in Exhibit M. Ms. Frost's opinions will also be based on: 

relevant California .state law in effect on May 2 I, 20 I 6 related to policy and procedure 

development regarding general crimes and domestic violence response for law enforcement 

agencies and more, incluiling but not limited to the following California Penal Codes 243(e)(I), 

243(d), 273.5, 273.6, 422, 679.026, 836(b) and (c)(I), l3700(a) and (b), 13701, 13702, 13730, 

and California Family Code 6275, standard patrol practices, evidence identification and 

collection, and mandatory arrest or pro-arrest policies; the LAPD's policies and procedures in 

effect on May 21, 2016 related to general crimes and domestic violence investigations; and 

standard patrol practices related to general crimes, domestic violence investigations, officer 

safety, and evidence identification and collection. 

Ms. Frost may also testify as to any fact or opinion rendered or attributed to another 

witness or party as identified by other parties' witnesses. Plaintiff reserves the right to designate 

or substitute other witnesses of the same disciplines to testify as to the facts and opinions 

described herein. Plaintiff further reserves the right to supplement this Expert Witness 

Designation based on additional facts Plaintiff learns during discovery and/or his_ ongoing 

investigation of this matter. In particular, as of the date of this Expert Designation, the 

depositions of Ms. Heard, Ms. Pennington, and Mr. iO Tillet Wright have yet to occur. 

Ms. Frost's CV is attached hereto as Exhibit M. She is being ·compensated for her work 

at the rate of $485 per hour for consultation time and $535 per hour for deposition and trial 

testimony time; none of her compensation is contingent on the opinions she renders or the 

outcome of the litigation. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: January 11, 2022 

~·c;~ 
BenjainG.Che~ (VSB #29113) 
Andrew C. Crawford (VSB #89093) 
JJROWN RUD~ICK LLP 
601 Thirteenth Street NW, Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005 
Phone: (202) 536-1785 
Fax: (617) 289-0717 
bchew@brownrudnick.com 
acrawford@brownrudnick.com 

Leo J. Presiado (pro lzac vice) 
Camille M. Vasquez (pro hac vice) 
Samuel A. Moniz (pro /,ac vice) 
BROWN RUDNICK, LLP 
2211 Michelson Drive, ·seventh Floor 
Irvine, CA 9261,2 
Phone: (949) 752-7 JOO 
Fax: (949) 252-1514 
lpresiado@brownrudnick.com 
cvasquez@brown:rudnick.com 
smoniz@brownrudnick.com 

Jessica N. Meyers (pro /zac vice) 
BROWN RUDNICK LLP 
7 Times Square 
New Y()rk, New York 10036 
Phone: (212) 209-4938 
Fax: (212) 209-4801 
jmeyers@brownrudnick.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 11th day of January 2022, I caused copies of the 

foregoing to be served )>y email (per written agreement between Partii,s) mi the following: 

J. Benjamin Rottenbom 
Joshua R. Treece 
WOODS ROGERS PLC 
IO S. Jefferson Street, Suite 1400 
P.O. Box 14125 
Roanoke, Virgipia 24011 
Telephone: (540) 983-7540 
brottenbom@woodsrogers.com 
jtrcccc@woodsrogcrs.com 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 
Adam S. Nadclhaft 
Clarissa K. Pintado 
David E. Murphy 
CHARLSON BREDEHOFT COIIEN ~ BROWN, P.C. 
11260 Roger Bacon Dr., Suite 20 I 
Reston, VA20190 
Phone: 703-318-6800 
Fax: 703-318-6808 
ebredehoft@cbcblaw.com 
anadelhaft@cbcblaw.com 
cpintado@cbcblaw.com 
dmurphy@cbcblaw.com 

Counsel/or Defendant Amber Laura Heard 

~~ CJk.J 
Benjamin G .. Chew 
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Documents and Evidence Reviewed for Expert Opinion: Rachael Frost 

State of California, County of Los Angeles Domestic Violence Restraining Order 
L.A.S.C CASE NO 8D641 052 

1. Amber Heard declaration (05/26/2016), deposition transcript, deposition recordings (in part) 
(08/13/2016) 

2. Elizabeth Marz, two declarations, deposition transcripts (07/15/2016) 
3. Joshua Drew written statement (2016) 
4. Jerry Judge, written declaration (possibly June 2016) 
5. Sean Bett, written cJ_eclaration (possibly June 2016) 
6. Raquel Pennington written declaration, deposition transcripts (two days) {06/16/2016 and 07/16/2016) 
7. iO Tille! Wright written declaration (06/13/2016) 
8. Restraining Order· DVl00 - Heard Declaration 
9. Restraining Order DV 100 -Amendments regarding pendente lite 
10. Officer Melissa Saenz deposition transcript (07/18/2016) 
11. Officer Tyler Hadden, deposition transcript (07/18/2016) 

Depp v. NGN and Wooton (2020) LtdEWHC 2911(QB) 
1. Joh·nny Depp, testimony (07/13/2020) 
2. Amber Heard, testimony transcripts 
3. Elizabeth Marz, written declarations (unsigned), testimony (12/10/2019) 
4. Raquel Pennington, written declaration, testimony (12/10/2019) 
5. Joshua Drew, written declaration, testimony (7/22/2020) 
6. Alejandro Romero, testimony (07/17/2020) 
7. Trinity Esparza, witness statement (12/12/2019), testimony (07/13/2020) 
8. Sean Bett, testimony (07/16/2020) 
9. Sean Belt, testimony (12/12/2019) 
10. Mr. Justke Nichol, Approved Judgement 
11. Melanie lngelssis, witness statement (12/10/2019), testimony (7 /i2/2020) 
12. Officer Melissa Saenz, testimony (6/10/2020) 

Depp v_ Heard, CL-2019-2911 (Va_ Cir_ Ct_ Jul_ 25, 2019) 
1. Los Angeles ~olice Department production of policies and procedures 
.2. 911 call recordings/May 21, 2016 
3. Incident Recall documents/May 21, 2016 
4. CAD Log/Dispatch documents/May 21, 2016 
5. Axon body worn camera video for Officer Christopher Diener (05/21/2016) 
6. Axon body worn camera video for Officer William Gatlin {05/21/2016) 
7. PMK Sergeant Armand Lemoyne deposition transcript (03/09/2021) 
8. PMK Poli~e s;rvices Officer Roberto Lopez deposition transcript (03/08/2021) 
9. PMK Detective Marie Sadanaga deposition transcript (03/12/2021) 
10. Officer Melissa Saenz deposition transcript (03/31/2021) 
11. Officer Tyler Haydo_n deposition transcript (03/11/2021) 
12. Officer Christopher Diener depositiontranscript (11/23/2021) 
13. Officer William Gatlin deposition transcript (11/23/2021) 
14. Johnny Depp deposition transcript and recordings (11/12/2020) 
15. Joshua Drew deposition transcript (11/19/2019) 
16. Elizabeth Marz deposition transcript (11/26/2019) 
17. Los Angeles Police Department Administrative Order #3 (not part of LAPD production) 
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FROST 

INVESTIGATION, CONSULTATION, 
EDUCATION & DEVELOPMENT 

AREAS OF EXPERTISE 
Investigative Excellence for Case 
Development & Expert Witness 
Testimony 

✓ lntimaie Partner Violence 
✓ Coercive Controi, Gaslighting, eic. 
✓ Stalking 
✓ Str,mgulatio~ 
✓ Restraining Orders 
✓ Staged Suicides 
✓ Murder/Silicide; Homicide & 

Familicide 
✓ Sexual Abuse 
-✓ Child Abuse 
✓ Law Enforcement Policies, 

Procedures & Investigation 
Standards 

✓ Law Enforcement Internal Affairs 
Standards & Practices 

✓ Threat Assessment & Management 
✓ Interview & Interrogation 

Frost ICEO'ACTION Academy 

✓ Multidisciplinary Program 
Development 

✓ Diversjty, Equity & Inclusion 
✓ Grants/ Grant writing 
✓ Motivational/Survivor Engagement 

Programs 
✓ The Art of the Interview: Interview & 

Interrogation 
✓ Evidenced-Based Investigations 
✓ Report Writing 
✓ Intimate Partner Violence 
✓ Stalking 
✓ Strangulation 
✓ Restraining Orders 
✓ Staged Suicides 
✓ Murder/Suicide, Homicide & 

Familiclde 
✓ Sexual Abuse 
✓ Child Abuse 
✓ Law Enforcement Procedures 
✓ Threat Assessment & Management 
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MASTER 
INVESTIGATOR IV (ret.) 
RACHAEL F~OST 

Frost ICED 
Investigation, Consultation, 
Educallon & Development 

Chief E)!eclitive Officer 

39252 Winchester Road 
Suite 107-169 
Murrieta, CA 92563 

cell 949.413.9111 
rachael@frostlCED.com 

EXPERT WITNESS 

Court expert witness and case evaluation for Intimate Partner 
Viol_e~ce (IPV), stalking, restraining order violations, strangulation, 
sexual assault, child ,abuse, threat assessment and management, 
and law enforcement policies and procedures. Testified in numerous 
Family, . Civil, a.nd Criminal law cases. as an expert witness for 
domestic violence, stalking, and strangulation. Developed additional 
investigators and their expert witness technique and knowledge. On 
staff with the Training Institute on Strangulation Prevention and 
working with the Justice Legal Network addressing cold case staged 
suicide scenes. Law enforcement polices and procedures specialist 
experienced in Internal Affairs investigation, procedure development 
and evaluation, and developed best ·practices for crimes against 
persons. A member of the Cadre of Experts for sexual assault for 
End Violence Against Women International 

Thorough case evaluation available to address offender and victim 
behavior for investigation and_ case development. Testimony 
regarding victimology and abuser qualifiers and actions is often 
recommended as "blind testimony" depending on timeframes, case 
content, etc., with pre-testimonial discussion limited to requested 
areas of testimony. Testimony may include specific behavior and 
threat assessment concerns. Law enforcement and multidisciplinary 
team program development and policy specialist. 

WORK EXPERIENCE 

Twenty-year law enforcement vetera_n specializing in personal and 
intimate partner violence-related cases, grants, program 
development, and training programs. Fifteen years as a detective, 
three years investigating law enforcement cases in Internal Affairs 
Department addressing officer misconduct, domestic violence, etc., 
and person's crime specialist. O_btained more than $3.5 million in 
Federal and State grant funds to address domestic violence-related 
issues across Riverside County. Developed the multi-disciplinary 
domestic violence r:esponse program and threat assessment training 
for locai county agencies and bey,ond. Created best practices and 
Department reporting procedures for abuse victims. Assisted with 
Department policy development, domestic violence and strangulation 
reporting, strangulation protocol, and more. 

Currently, owner and operator of Frost ICED (Investigation, 
Consulting, Education, and Development), specializing in training 
through our ACTION :A.cademy, expert case evaluation/investigation, 
workplace violence, and leadership messaging to effectively 
integrate staff in program development and aspects of violence 
recognition and response. Clients include the Air Force, 
corporations, government agencies, attorneys, universities, and 
professional associations. Providing trauma and abuse wellness and 
connection through our Survivor of the Fittest app development. 
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TRAINING 

Nationally recognized trainer, 'educating thousands of people across the United Stales in domestic 
violence, stalking, strangulation, sexual assault, child abuse, threat assessment and management, 
as well as lea-dership, messaging, and staff/clierit engag~ment programs. Complete client list 
available and sample presentations included, below. 

AWARDS 

Distinguished Service Medal (two-time recipient) from the Riverside Sheriffs Department for 
development and implementation of domestic violence, strangulation, and threat management 
programs. 

Investigative Excellence award from the Law Enforcement Appreciation Committee (LEAC) of the 
Inland Empire; California, for domestic violence-related investigation and programs. 

"Unsung Hero" award from Shelter for the Storm for contributions to domestic violence 
investigation, training, and law enforcement work with domestic violence cases. 

Making A Difference award from the Riverside County Family Justice Center for domestic 
violence programs and grant development and production across multidisciplinary fields. 

Master Investigator first female to obtain the rank within the Riverside Sheriffs Department (2014) 

Officer of the Year (two-lime recipient). 

CERTIFICATIONS/QUALIFICATIONS 

Grant Writer and Program Developer, obtained in excess of $3.8 million in grants from the Office 
of Violence Against Women, and the California Office of Emergency Services, assisted 
staff with additional grant applications in a variety of disciplines; developed related 
countywide programs to address domestic violence, stalking, strangulation, sexual assault, 
and threat assessment and management. 

Behavioral Analysis Training Institute (BATI) and FBI-trained Interview and Interrogator, 
and BAT! Cognitive Interview and Forensic Statement Analysis trained. 

Threat Assessment Professional, graduate Advanced Threat Assessment Academy training, 
Gavin de Becker & Associates; developed the Riverside Sheriff Department's Domestic 
Violence Threat Management program; and, trained as a Community Emergency 
Response Team (CERn Trainer (National Fire Academy-trained). 

Critical lnfrastructu~e Threat Assessment Specialist (ACAMS/Digital Sandbox/CalCop) to 
include location and processes assessment specialties. 
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CERTIFICATIONS/QUALIFICATIONS (continued) 

Defensive Tactics and Use of Force Instructor (rel., Riverside County Sheriffs Department) to 
include conducting training, as well as use of force and officer-involved shooting 
investigations through law enforcement Internal Affairs Bureau. 

Forensic Sciences Certlflcation, Grossman! College, San Diego (two-year program). 

MEMBERSHIPS, ASSOCIATIONS & PROGRAMS 

Association of Threat Assessment Professionals, Communications Committee for Association, 
Law Enforceme_nt Steering Committee member. 

Cadre of Experts member, End Violence Against Women International 
One of a limited group of experts for !his national non-profit organization. Providing expert training 
and witness availability, etc., as needed to government, public and private agencies, in !he areas of 
sexual assault, domestic violence, threat management, and related fields. 

Alliance for Hope and Training Institute on Strangulation Prevention, Masters staff member, 
Law Enforcement Steering Committee member (Strangulation), and trainer. 

California Homicide Investigators Association, member. 

Kids Court & Counseling Center, Chief Financial Officer and Board Member 
Kids Court Is a nonprofit organization specializing in curriculum that exposes children to !he court 
system prior to testifying to minimize !heir trauma and improve cognitive function within !he court 
room setting and beyond. Counseling is provided through grant funds at no cost to children who 
have experienced trauma and abuse. 

Survivor of the Fittest, Inc., Chief Executive Officer 
Survivor of the Fittest is a nonprofit organization focused on !he physical and mental wellness of 
specialized focus groups; specifically, trauma and abuse victims. We fund our non-profit through 
work with Frost ICED's Survivor of the Fittest app development and launch. (Survivor program) for 
!hose who have suffered trauma and abuse, and first responders and military (Battle-Tested 
program). 

PRESENTATIONS 

Presentations are specific to each environment while addressing consistent messaging 
components. Specific environments and considerations include Workplace, Family Law, Law 
enforcement, and agency trainer for investigations of and human resources applications for 
domestic violence, sexual assault, stalking, restraining order violations, strangulation, and threat 
assessment and management. Following, a small sample of presentations provided: 
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PRESENTATIONS (conunuedJ 

"Domestic Violence Threat Management," California Sexual Assault Investigators Association, 
Annual Conference, San Luis Obispo, CA; End Violence Against Women International Annual 
Conference, Washington D.C, Riverside County agency training 

"Tactical Response to Community Violence: Threat Management and Warning Behaviors," 
l3en Clark Training Center, Woodcrest, CA 

"Threat Management Recognizing Warning Behaviors," Riverside County agency training 
{Utilities facilities! medical and mental health, human resources, etc.) 

"Turning Challenges into Strategies: Investigating the Consent Defense," Federal Bureau of 
Investigation and UCLA Violent Crime Behavioral Analysis Unit Seminar, UCLA; California Sexual 
Assault Investigators Association, San Luis Obispo, CA; United States Air force 

"Those Who Kill: Exploring the Non-Fatal Strangulation Correlation with Suspects Who 
Murder Police Officers and Commit Mass Homicide," Association of Threat Assessment 
Professionals Annual Conference, Anaheim, CA; Pueblo County, CO, Domestic Violence 
Conference; Riverside County District Attorney's Victim Witness; Center Against Sexual Assault. 

"Frog in a Pot: Domestic Violence, Threat, and Mass Homicide," End Violence Against 
Women International Annual Conference, Chicago, IL; U.S. Air Force staff, Offut, NE; Association 
of Threat Assessment Professionals, Orlando, FL; Altus Air Force Base, Oklahoma, Laughlin Air 
Force Base, Texas, Association of Threat Assessment Professionals Winter Conference, Orlando, 
FL, End Violence Against Women International Annual Conference, Washington, DC; Several 
corporations focusing on workplace violence and intimate partner harm; and more. 

"Shadow of Death: I Will Fear No Evil, Except for the One Who 'Loves' Me," Association of 
Threat Assessment Professionals' Winter Conference, End Violence Against Women International, 
Conference on Crimes Against Women. 

"Every Opportunity to Heal," (co.presenter, Survivor and MFT Cindy Brock), End Violence 
Against Women International. 

"Silent Victims: Staged Suicides," Association of Threat Assessment Professionals, Arizona. 

!'Looking Beyond the Threat Assessment & Management We Know to Effectively Address 
On-Site and Virtual Employee Domestic Abuse," Association of Threat Assessment 
Professionals, Los Angeles. 

"The Art of the lnterview,"Training Institute on Strangulation Prevention curriculum, EVAWI 
conferences, ACTION curriculum. 

"Diversity & Inclusion Reimagined: Communication. Connection. Perspective. 
Accountability. Leadership," San Bernardino School District. 
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PROFESSIONAL TRAINING 
Complete training available upon request 

Domestic Violence, Sexual Assault, Strangulation and Child/Persons' Crimes 
Annual training at conferences for California Homicide Investigators Association, California Sexual 
Assault Investigators Association, Violent Crime Behavioral Analysis Unit Seminar, and End 
Violence Against Women International, training at the National Family Justice Center i;<:>nferences 
lo include stalking and strangulation training, Domestic Violence for Investigators, Advanced 
Officer training in Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault, Officer-Involved Domestic Violence, 
OW\1-Domestic Violence Investigations, 80-hour Homicide instruction, Beginning ahd Advanced 
Child Abuse and Sexual Assault Investigation, Advanced Strangulation Institute Training, Child 
Homicide and False Allegations of Kidnapping, Human Trafficking Prosecution, and Child 
Abduction Response. 

Threat Assessment and Management 
Specialized training to include annual conference for the Association of Threat Assessment 
Prqfessionals and the annual Inland Empire Terrorism Response Conference, successful 
completion oflhe Advanced Threat Assessment and Management Academy from Gavin de Becker 
& Associates, Domestic Terrorism Operations and Sovereign Citizens, Critical Infrastructure Asset 
Protection, Counter Terrorism and Threat Mana~gement, Threat and Risk Assessment 
Infrastructure, Post-Blasl Investigations, Campus and School Violence Threat Management, 
Advanced Threat Assessment and Managemen~ Safety in Our Schools, Behavioral Analysis 
Threat Assessment: Preventing Active Shooter, Behavioral Analysis Threat Assessment 
(Advanced), and Joint Regional Intelligence Center training to Include Countering Violent 
Extremism and Terrorism and Benghazi. 

Law Enforcement Specialties 
Advanced Peace Officer Standards and Training Certificate, Officer-Involved Shooting 
Investigations, Beginners and Advanced Interview and Interrogation (BATI and FBI), Cognitive 
Interview and Forensic Statement Analysis, Problem-Oriented Policing, Drug-Use Recognition, 
Crime-Free Multi-Housing instructor, CERT Train-the-Trainer, Mentoring and Coaching for 
Successful Law Enforcement, Identity Theft and Elder Abuse investigations, Bicycle Patrol 
certification, Public Records Act Compliance, and Pitchess Motion~. etc. 

WORK EXPERIENCE 

Survivor of the Fittest, Inc. 
Chief Executive Officer (2020-present) 

Physical and mental fitness nonprofit (in person and virtual programs) focused on specialty focus 
groups; specifically, trauma and abuse survivors (Surthriver) and first responders and military members 
(Battle-Tested). These programs help normalize trauma and provide engagement and fitness services 
to those seeking to regain strength. 
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WORK EXPERIENCE (conunued} 

Frost ICED I Investigation, Consultation, Education & Development 
Chief Executive. Officer(2019 - Present) 

Violence recognition and response firm, specializing in expert witness, training, program development, 
and cqnsullation regarding domestic violence, stalking, strangulation, restraining orders, sexual 11ssault, 
threat assessment and management, and more. 

Master Investigator• Advanced Officer Training Coordinator 
Ben Clark Training Center (2019) 
Riverside Couniy Sheriff, CA 

Master Investigator• Project Developerllnvestigator 
Violence Against Women's Act "Arrestee• Grant (2015-2019) 
Riverside County Sheriff, CA 

Developed, sought, and obtained two $900,000 grants from the Office of' Vlolence Against Women 
focused on Domestic Violence, Sexual Assault and Threat Management. Responsible for program 
developmeriV implementation for all programs related to domestic violence and threat management 
Continual development of Threat Management Teams lo include training of county, municipal and 
private agencies to recognize, respond and intervene In threat; created Strangulation, Domestic 
Violence and threat response materials and programs for public safety. 

Project Developer/Investigator 
California Office of Emergency Seivices Grant (2012-2014) 
Riverside County Sheriff, CA 

Developed, sought and obtained the California Office of Emergency Services (Cal-OES) grant in 
excess of $700,000. Responsible for administration, investigation of cases, and development of the 
Domestic Violence Threat Management team to include a specialization in domestic violence and 
sexual assault cases involving stalking and threat assessment, restraining order violations, chilcl 
endangerment, strangulation, and more. 

Initial Program Development/Implementation (2012-2019) 
Riverside County Sheiiff, CA 

Developed proactive ahd reactive programs for the Riverside Sheriffs Department specific to domestic 
violence and threat management Proposed, obtained funding for, and Implemented countywide Threat 
.Management Teams, training county, municipal and private agencies in conducting threat management 
in a team ·environment, identifying and responding to warning behaviors, and creating a network of 
response personnel to minimize confusion in a mass violence event. 
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WORK EXPERIENCE (continued) 

Grant Writer/Investigator 
Violence Against Women's Act "Arrestee" Grant /2013) 
Riverside County Sheriff, CA 

Developed, sought and obtained the Violence Against Women's Act ,.YAWA) grant for $900,000 to 
address specialized law enforcement and advocacy needs of the tribal 
and military communities as related to domestic violence. Operating within that grant as a threat 
assessment and response specialist. Proposed, developed and implemented programs for 
Riverside County in c6njuncticin with grant writing needs of the Department related to domestic 
violence, stalking, sexual assault, child abuse and threat management. . . . -

Investigator 
Violence Against Women's Act "Arrestee" Grant, Riverside County Sheriff /2006-2007) 
Persons' Crimes, Riverside County Sheriff /2005-2007, 2010-Present) 

Developed program application for OVW Grant specifications for countywide investigation of 
domestic violence cases and the Riverside Sheriffs Department's first Domestic Violence 
Investigations Unit. Investigative specialization in domestic violence cases, stalking and restraining 
order violations, sexual assault, child abuse, assaults, and threat assessment and management of 
high lethality threat cases. Assisted with grant application for 2007 OVW submission (awarded). 

Investigator 
Professional Standards Bureau at Sheriff's Administration /2007 -2010) 

Responsible for conducting in-depth personnel investigations (sexual assault, domestic violence, 
child abuse, use of force, etc.), assisting Department legal representatives with cMI .cases, 
responding to Officer-Involved Shooting incidents and conducting the associated policy and 
procedure investigations, etc. Promoted to Senior Investigator and obtained Advanced POST 
certificate. 

Problem-Oriented Policing Team, Law Enforcement Patrol Functions 
(June 2000-December 2005) 

Responsible for deputy-rank development of the Temecula Citizen Corps, a community disaster 
response team, Trained by FEMA as a train-the-trainer for disaster response and SEMS. Trained 
and worked with Neighborhood Watch organizations and the volunteer staff of the Citizen Corps to 
integrate the program into the city's disaster response protocol. Conducted presentations, training 
and managed volunteer staff as part of the program. Patrol deputy duties including investigating 
hundreds of property and persons' crimes, responding as part of emergency law enforcement 
services. As part of the Problem Oriented Policing Team, responsible for crime-free multi housing 
developing and Implementing community-oriented programs targeted at reducing crime in the 
contract city, graffiti reduction/identification programs, as well as all special enforcement actions 
assigned by supervision. Promoted to Investigator in 2005. 

c·oNFIDENTIAL 



WORK EXPERIENCE (continued) 

Editor and Columnist 
San Diego Commerce, a Daily Journal Corporation publication (April 1996-January 2000) 

Responsible for content, layoutand design development for the .San Diego Commerce, a Business, 
Real Estate and Legal newspaper owned and operated by the Daily Journal Corporation, a 
publishing company headquartered in Los Angeles. Expanded the editorial section to include focus 
articles on businesses in San Diego, legal spoUights on law firms and attorneys, and partnered with 
the Riverside publication t9 improve outreach and content, receiving recognition from corporate 
board. 

AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST/FURTHER INFORMATION 

• Reviews and recommendations for all programs and services. 
• Training records. 
• Client list. 
• Training presentations include access to specialized private training website complete with 

all PowerPoints. · 
• Rate sheet for au programs, expert witness fees; case consultation, training .and 

presentations (*no hidden fees). 
• Programs will be specifically designed for your agency, business, or education facility. 
• Trusted partners are utilized whenever possible to meet additional needs as required. 

CONF.IDENT!AL 



CONFIDENTIAL 

Transcript of Jacob Bloom, Esq. 6 (21 to 24) 

Conducted on March 2, 2022 
21 

I Johnny, Bates No. DEPP00019215, was marked for 
2 identification and is attached to the transcript) 
3 AV TECHNICIAN: Exhibit 3. You have 
4 control 
5 MS. BREDEHOFT: Thank you. 
6 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
7 Q Mr. Bloom, can you see this on the screen, 
8 this document? 
9 A Not really. 
10 Q Is it too small? Does it need to be 
I I enlarged? 

12 A It's too small. 
13 Q Okay. Let's see ifwe can make this a 
14 little bigger. 
15 Does that help? 

16 A No. I don't understand it as of yet 
17 MS. BREDEHOFT: I think I need to get that 
18 a little bit less. 
19 THE WITNESS: I don't know who sent that, 
20 United Talent Agency. 
21 Q Okay. 
22 MR. SINGER: There's no questions pending. 

22 

I Q All right I'm going to show you what has 
2 been marked as Exhibit No. 3. It is an e-mail 
3 from Tracey Jacobs. 
4 Do you recall who Tracey Jacobs was? 
5 A No; I recall who she was. 
6 Q What do you recall about Tracey Jacobs? 

7 A I don't really remember, so you have to be 
8 more specific. 
9 Q Do you recall that Tracey Jacobs was 
IO Mr. Depp's agent? 

11 A Yes. 
12 Q Okay. Now, this was an e-mail sent from 
13 Tracey Jacobs to Jim Berkus, Jeremy Zimmer, and 
14 jab@bhdrlcom. 
15 That's you, correct? 
16 A Yes. 
17 Q And Joel -- and that was -- I believe this 
18 was Joel Mandel at aolcom. Do you see that? 
19 MR. CHEW: Objection; leading. 
20 MR. SINGER: The question is does he know 
21 what that e-mail address is? You can ask ifhe 
22 knows who joeltmg is. 

23 
1 Q Do you know who Joel Mandel is? 
2 MR. SINGER: Okay, that's better. 
3 THE WITNESS: Yes. 
4 Q Okay. Do you recall inJanuaryof2016 
5 Tracey Jacobs telling you that, On Thursday, Joel 
6 will walkhim through the math of what he needs to 
7 do to be financially okay? 
8 MR. CHEW: Objection; leading. 
9 MR. SINGER: Is the question does he 
JO remember this e-mail? 
11 THE WITNESS: No, not specifically. 
12 Q All right. Do you recall in January of 
132016 Tracey Jacobs saying that Mr. Depp needs to 
14 do two big movies this year plus commercials, and 
15 sell the French house? 
16 MR. CHEW: Objection; leading, 
17 argumentative, assumes facts not in the record, 
18 lack of foundation. 
19 Q Do you remember the question, Mr. Bloom? 
20 A No, I don't. 
21 MS. BREDEHOFT: Amy, can you please read 
22 the question back 

1 (The court reporter read the pertinent 
2 part of the record.) 
3 MR. CHEW: Objection; leading, 
4 argumentative, assumes facts not in the record, 
5 lack of foundation. 
6 THE WITNESS: Do I answer? 
7 MR. SINGER: You can answer. Do you 
8 remember this -- over six years ago this being 
9 communicated to you? 
10 THE WITNESS: No, I don't 
11 MR. SINGER: Okay. Next question. 
12BYMS. BREDEHOFT: 
13 Q Do you recall Mr. Depp having financial 
14 issues in January of2016? 
15 A Ask his business manager. 

24 

16 MR. CHEW: She did. She already deposed 
17 Joel Mandel. 
18 THE WITNESS: Yes. 
19 MR. SINGER: Okay, he's answered the 
20 question. He didn't know. He said you can ask--
21 he doesn't recall, you can ask his business 
22manager. 

PLANET DEPOS 
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Transcript of Jacob Bloom, Esq. 16 (61 to 64) 

Conducted on March 2, 2022 
61 

1 postnuptial agreement with Mr. Depp? 
2 MR. CHEW: I would object and instruct the 
3 witness not to answer to the extent that it would 
4 require him to disclose communications that he had 
5 with Mr. Depp. 
6 MS. BREDEHOFT: I'm not asking thal 
7 Q I'm asking very specifically: Have you 
8 ever had any conversation with Amber Heard about a 
9 prenuptial agreement or a postnuptial agreement? 
10 MR. CHEW: I don't think he can answer 
11 that without divulging communications he had with 
12 his client, Mr. Depp. 
13 MR. SINGER: You can answer the -
14 Q Let's try it again. 
15 MR. SINGER: Excuse me. 
16 You can answer the question if you recall 
17 ever having any conversation with Amber Heard 
18 alone. Amber Heard bringing up the subject of a 
19 prenup or postnup. Do you ever remember that 
20 being discussed with her? 
21 THE WITNESS: No. 
22 Q Have you ever had any communications with 

62 
1 Amber Heard about any issues in Australia about 
2 the dogs? 
3 A With what? 
4 Q With dogs. Them bringing their dogs into 
5 Australia? 
6 A No. 
7 Q You've not had any conversation or 
8 communication with Amber Heard about that; is that 
9 correct? 
10 A No. Strongly uo. 
11 Q Okay. And I asked that so badly. My 
12 apologies. 
13 So when you say .. no," no is -- "strongly 

14 no," you have not had any communications with 
15 Amber Heard, is that correct, about the dogs in 
16 Australia? 
17 A Yes. 
18 Q Okay. Tbank you. 
19 Have you ever seen Amber Heard together in 
20 person? 
21 A Yes. I did meet her at various birthdays 
22 where she was celebrating her birthday. 

I Q Do you recall how many times that was? 
2 A Six or seven. 
3 Q Were you at birthday celebrations where 
4 Amber Heard was celebrating her birthday? 
5 A Yes. 
6 Q And you think that was six occasions, 
7 approximately? 
8 A Yeah. 
9 Q What do you recall from any of those 
10 birthday celebrations? 
11 A Nothing specific. 
12 Q Do you recall anything more generally 
13 about them, any impressions you had? 
14 A No, no, no. 
15 Q You just recall that there was a birthday 
16 celebration? 
17 A Yes. 
18 Q Do you recall observing any kind of 

63 

19 interactions between Ms. Heard and Mr. Depp at any 
20 of these birthday celebrations? 
21 A (Inaudible.) 
22 MR. CHEW: Objection; vague and ambiguous. 

64 

I MR. SINGER: He answered no. 
2 MS. BREDEHOFT: Did you get that, Amy? 
3 THE REPORTER: (Nonverbal response.) 
4 MS. BREDEHOFT: Okay. 
5 BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
6 Q Mr. Bloom, I'm sorry, I need you to repeat 
7 your answer. 
8 A No. 
9 Q Thank you. 
10 MS. BREDEHOFT: Can we pull up Exhibit 
11 No. 8, please. 
12 AV TECHNICIAN: Please stand by. 
13 (Bloom 8, 5/24/2016 letter, Bates Nos. 
14 ALH_000I0345 and ALH_000I0346, was marked for 
15 identification and is attached to the transcript.) 
16 AV TECHNICIAN: Exhibit 8. 
17 Q Mr. Bloom, I'm going to try to blow this 
18 up, first of all, so it goes a little bit bigger. 
19 I'm going to ask you to take a look at 
20 what bas been marked as Deposition Exhibit No. 8. 
21 And it's a letter dated May 24, 2016 to you and 
22 it's from Samantha Spector of Spector Law. And 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 

JOHN C. DEPP, II, 

Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant, 

v. Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff. 

DEFENDANT AND COUNTERCLAIM PLAINTIFF AMBER LAURA BEARD'S 
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF AND COUNTERCLAIM 

DEFENDANT'S FOURTH SET OF INTERROGATORIES 

Pursuant to Rule 4:8 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia ("Rules"), Defendant 

and Counterclaim Plaintiff Amber Laura Heard, by and through her attorneys, submits these 

objections and responses (the "Responses") to Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant John C. Depp, 

II's Fourth Set oflnterrogatories dated February 12, 2021 (the "Interrogatories"). 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

The following general objections and responses (the "General Objections") are incorporated 

into each specific objection and response {the "Specific Objections") as if fully set forth therein: 

I. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects that Plaintiff and Counterclaim 

Defendant has exceeded the permissible number oflnterrogatories, including all parts and 

subparts, in violation of Rule 4:S(g). 

2. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatories to the extent they 

would require Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff to provide or reveal the contents of any 

document or information privileged from disclosure pursuant to the attorney-client privilege, 

the qualified immunity provided to litigation work product, or any other applicable 

privilege. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff will not provide such information. 

CONFIDENTIAL 



charging at me and I was trying to run away. I was basically trapped so I :picked up the can and 

threw it at him in self-defense and ran the opposite way so that I could get out the other door. He 

caught up with me and grabbed me by the hair, yanked me around and was hitting me in the face 

while I tried to gain my balance. I was flailing, trying to free myself and deflect the blows. 

I was fighting Johnny off me when we saw headlights from an approaching A TV. Tara and 

another man got out of the vehicle. I believe it was CJ but I'm not sure. He ran up and separated us. 

Tara focused her attention on me while CJ dealt with Johnny. 

Dr Kipper was also (in addition to Johnny) attending to my physical and mental health 

during this time, and reported that my anxiety was worsening, my adrenals were going haywire, my 

blood pressure was through the roof, I was losing weight, I was living on my nerves, and the 

chronic sleep deprivation and insomnia was catching up on me. I had described Johnny's auditory 

and visual hallucinations to Dr Kipper on a few occasions, including that he would hallucinate that I 

had made admissions to him of sleeping with random men, e.g, in New York, Dr Kipper described 

his state as "drug induced psychosis." 

In January 2016 in L.A., Johnny hit me in the face and popped me in the eye. I had been in a 

fight with him about the kids. I thought it was important to talk to the kids as a united front because 

they were definitely feeling animosity around Johnny and I, and I didn't want them to pick up on 

something that wasn't explained to them. Johnny told me that I didn't need to, because he'd already 

told them what happened and that they were mad at me. I thought it was so poorly handled and I 

was so discouraged and isolated enough as it was from his kids. We were trying to build a life 

together and build this marriage and here he was making me the bad guy to his kids, and his kids 

couldn't possibly understand the toxicity of our dynamic. That's what started the argument. I 

remember he said he wanted to fuck off, make music, and then he came home raging. I suspected 

he'd been taking something. He was in a mood to fight. We argued again. 

I came around the bed and I either saw him or felt him get up to come and grab me. I threw 

up my arms up ready to block the incoming blows. I assumed a brawl was coming, and he was 

55 
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Neutral Citation Number: [2020) EWHC 2911 (QB) 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 
QUEEN'S BENCH DMSION 

Before: 

MR JUSTICE NICOL 

Between: 

John Christopher Depp II 
-and-

Case No: OB-2018-006323 

Royal Courts of Justice 
Strand. London. WC2A 2LL 

Date: 02/11/2020 

Claimant 

(1) News Group Newspapers Ltd. 
(2) Dan Wootton 

Defendants 

Eleanor Laws QC, David Sherborne and Kate Wilson (instructed by Schillings) for the 
Claimant 

Sasha Wass QC, Adam Wolanski QC and Clara Hamer (instructed by Simons Muirhead 
and Burton) for the Defendants 

Hearing dates: 7fu_ 1 0fu July 2020; 13th- 17th July 2020; 20-24th July 2020; 27th-28th July 2020 

Approved Judgment 
I direct that pursuant to CPR PD 39A para 6.1 no official shorthand note shall be taken of this 

Judgment and that copies of this version as handed down may be treated as authentic. 

MR JUSTICE NICOL 



MR JUSTICE NICOL 
Approvtd Judgmtnt 

Depp v NGN and Wootton 

a. IO That night, the Claimant shoved Ms Heard into a ping pong table, threw 
bottles through window panels of a glass door, then grabbed Ms Heard and tore 
off her nightgown. The Claimant grabbed Ms Heard by her neck and choked her 
against the refrigerator in the kitchen. The Claimant mocked her, touched and 
grabbed her by her breasts, and repeatedly shoved her up against the refrigerator. 
The Claimant then grabbed Ms Heard by the neck and collarbone, slammed her 
against the countertop, and strangled her. The Claimant shook and hit Ms Heard 
and banged her head against the countertop. Ms Heard' s arms and feet were 
slashed by the broken glass on the kitchen countertop and floor. She was scared 
for her life and told the Claimant, "You are hurting and cutting me". The Claimant 
ignored her and continued to hit her with the back of one closed hand. At one 
point the Claimant slammed a hard plastic telephone against a wall with his hand 
until it smashed. Further details of this incident are contained in the Confidential 
Schedule to the Re-Amended Defence. The following morning, Ms Heard saw 
that the Claimant had severely injured his finger, cutting off the tip and believed 
the injury had probably occurred while the Claimant was smashing the telephone. 
Once Ms Heard had managed to escape from the Claimant, she barricaded herself 
in a bedroom. 

a.I I The following day, Ms Heard found numerous messages that the Claimant 
had written to her around the house, on the walls, and on her clothes, written in a 
combination of oil paint and the blood from his finger. The Claimant also urinated 
all over the house in an attempt to write messages.' 

There are further allegations in the Confidential Schedule to the RAD. 

62. The Claimant replied at paragraphs 2.2.H and 2.2.1 of the RAR, 

'2.2H Save that it is admitted that the Claimant and Ms Heard were both in 
Australia in March 20 I 5, paragraph 8a.8, 8a.9 and 8a. l O are denied. There was 
only the one incident referred to below: 

2.2H. l Immediately before 8 March 2015, Ms Heard had a conversation with 
the Claimant's then lawyers, Bloom Hergott who explained the Claimant's 
intention to enter into a post-nuptial agreement. On 8 March 2015 this caused Ms 
Heard to go into a prolonged and extreme rage. The Claimant had been retreating 
from Ms Heard throughout the day, seeking refuge in locked bathrooms in the 
house. Ultimately, the Claimant, who had not had a drink in over a year, sought to 
avoid Ms Heard by going to the downstairs bar in the house. She followed him, 
screaming at him abusively. The Claimant did not grab or hurt Ms Heard in any 
way. He did not threaten her, hold her by the hair or the neck, slap her or otherwise 
attack her in any of the ways described in paragraphs 8.a.8 - 8.a.10. The Claimant 
simply sought to remove himself to other parts of the house consistently throughout 
the day. 

2.2H.2 The Claimant poured himself a number of glasses of vodka and drank 
them. Ms Heard took a bottle and threw it at the Claimant's head, narrowly missing 
him. The bottle flew past his head, smashing into the mirror and bottles behind him. 
The Claimant poured and had another drink of vodka. Ms Heard took another bottle 
and threw it at the Claimant. The Claimant's hand was resting on the marble top 
of the bar, the bottle smashed against his finger, severing the top of his finger and 



MR JUSTICE NICOL 
Approved Judgment 

Depp v NGN and Wootton 

131. On 1 !'h October 2015, Ms Heard wrote to Mr Murphy. She forwarded the email chain 
above (It may be that Ms Heard also forwarded the emails from Marty Singer- below, 
as well) and said, 

'Kevin, what do you think???? Could you possibly reach out for us?? Do you think 
you could get her to do it?' 

132. On the same day, Mr Singer wrote an email to Ms Heard which included the following, 

'I don't know what your relationship with her [Kate James] is at this time since you 
fired her. You have to be careful that she will cooperate and will not go public if 
you ask her not to be truthful.' 

133. Ms Heard responded the same day saying, 

'Marty - I'm waiting to hear back from you before I reach out to Kevin to liaise 
with Kate.' 

134. I had no evidence that Ms James was ever, in the event, actually asked to sign a 
statement of any kind and, in any event, no evidence that she was asked to sign an 
untruthful statement. Mr Murphy said in his re-examination that he had refused to ask 
Ms James to make a statement. In any event, as Ms Wass submitted, the suggestion that 
Ms James might be asked to make a statement that was not truthful came from Marty 
Singer. 

135. As I have said, Marty Singer was one of Mr Depp's American lawyers. Mr Sherborne 
submitted that, for this purpose, he was representing Ms Heard. It was, after all, Ms 
Heard who was prosecuted in Australia, not Mr Depp. Ms Heard's account was that she 
was willing to accept responsibility for the offence because a conviction of Mr Depp 
might prejudice his future ability to gain a visa for Australia. While it was not open to 
either of them to decide unilaterally who was to be prosecuted, it meant that Mr Depp 
had a very real interest in the prosecution and there was also a very good reason why 
Marty Singer should continue to be involved as Mr Depp's lawyer. 

136. I accept Ms Heard's evidence in this regard. It is also supported by the video which Mr 
Depp and Ms Heard jointly made in which they apologised and underlined the 
importance of observing Australian restrictions on the importation of animals. As I have 
shown, Ms Callaghan was influenced by this video to sentence Ms Heard in the way 
that she did. 

137. A further piece of evidence in this regard is a deposition which was given by Mr Depp 
on 12th December 2018 in the course of litigation in Los Angeles in a case which he 
and others brought against Bloom Hergott and others. Mr Depp said (see File 3/72(a)/ 
F6.7), 

'Jake was involved, Marty Singer was involved. I also went to a couple of friends 
who had connections in the sort of upper echelon of Australian government and I 
was - ultimately that was the - - I was paying the lawyer lawyers here - - I was 
paying lawyers in Australia to deal with the case, and got it whittled down - - she 
was facing two misdemeanours or something.' 
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3 (9 to 12) 

9 11 

1 Q You've been deposed before, right? I Ms. Heard's counsel may object. Unless you 
2 A Yes. 2 specifically are directed by your counsel not to 
3 Q And you were deposed in Ms. Heard's divorce 3 answer the question, you should answer after all 
4 proceeding from Mr. Depp; is that correct? 4 objections have been stated. 
5 A Yes. 5 A Okay. 
6 Q Have you been deposed in any other matter? 6 Q If you need a break, please let me know. 
7 A No. 7 We can take a break as soon as practical. I only 
8 Q I know you've been deposed before, but rm 8 ask that we not take a break \\hile a question is 
9 nonetheless going to go over some ground rules with 9 pending. 
10 you so we're all on the same page. 10 All right? 
11 You understand that you're testifying under 11 A Okay. 
12 oath today, correct? 12 Q Ms. Pennington, if I refer to Ms. Heard or 
13 A Yes. 13 Mr. Depp's divorce proceeding, do you know what rm 
14 Q What is your understanding of what it means 14 referring to? 
15 to testify under oath? 15 A Yes. 
16 A To tell the truth. 16 Q And what is your understanding? 
17 Q You understand that you've been sworn - 17 A Of the divorce proceeding? 
18 you have sworn-- excuse me -- to tell the truth 18 Q Right. 
19 under the penalty of perjury; is that correct? 19 A That it was a divorce proceeding. It was a 
20 A Correct. 20 sett! ement of divorce. 
21 Q And do you understand that perjury is a 21 Q And I believe you already testified that 
22 crime? 22 you were deposed in connection with that divorce 
23 A Yes. 23 proceeding, correct? 
24 Q This deposition will be transcribed by a 24 A Correct. 
25 court reporter, meaning that the court reporter will 25 Q Did you also submit a declaration in that 

10 12 
I transcribe my questions and your responses. 1 divorce proceeding? 
2 Do you understand that? 2 A I don't remember what the specific thing 
3 A Yes. 3 that I submitted was. 
4 Q So the court reporter can accurately 4 Q Did you submit - do you remember 
5 transcribe your answers, please state your response 5 submitting a Mitten declaration of some form during 
6 clearly and refrain from responding with "uh-huh" or 6 Mr. Depp's and Ms. Heard's divorce proceeding and 
7 shaking your head, as these responses cannot be 7 Ms. Heard's obtaining a temporary restraining order? 
8 accurately transcribed. 8 A I remember writing something. I don't 
9 A Yes. 9 remember what the legal name ofit was. 
10 Q Because the court reporter cannot 10 Q And did you sign that document that you 
11 transcribe two people speaking at once, we must do 11 wrote? 
12 our best not to speak over each other. Please let 12 A I believe so. 
13 me finish my question before you respond, and I will 13 Q Did you submit that declaration on behalf 
14 do my best to allow you to finish your answer before 14 of Ms. Heard? 
15 I ask my next question. 15 MR. BRENNER: Objection; vague and 
16 Fair? 16 ambiguous as to "submit," assumes facts. 
17 A Okay. 17 MS. VASQUEZ: You can answer the question, 
18 Q And if you do not understand my question, 18 Ms. Pennington, if you understand it. 
19 please let me know and I will try to rephrase. 19 MR. BRENNER: You can answer if you 
20 All right? 20 understand. 
21 A Okay. 21 1HE WITNESS: Oh. 
22 Q And if you respond to a question I ask, I 22 I guess, yes, please define 11submit.11 

23 will assume that you understand the question. 23 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 
24 A Okay. 24 Q You don't understand my question; is that 
25 Q After I ask my question, your counsel or 25 correct? 
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19 (73 to 76) 

73 75 
I quote, get off his woman, end quote, what did you I lHE WllNESS: Yeah, I don't -- I don't 
2 personally observe Mr. Depp do that was, quote, 2 remember a specific time watching her take a sip of 
3 angry and aggressive, end quote? 3 a drink. 

4 A That was - that was what happened. 4 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 

5 11,en I think Amber - I think they were - 5 Q Was she holding a drink? 

6 Kelly and Amber were hugging on a chair out by the 6 A I don't remember. 
7 fire. He came out of nowhere, said that, and then I 7 Q This evening in Hicksville, did you see 

8 think that Amber and Johnny went back to the -- to 8 Mr. Depp consume any drugs or alcohol? 

9 their trailer. 9 A 1--1 didn't sec -- I don't have a 

10 Q Okay. My question is a little bit more 10 specific image in my mind of him consuming. 
11 speci fie. 11 Q You testified that, quote, you learned from 

12 Other than hearing Mr. Depp say something 12 Amber the next morning that Mr. Depp had been in a 
13 to the effect of'Get offmywoman,"what did you 13 rage and trashed the trailer; is that correct? 
14 personally observe Mr. Depp do that was, quote, 14 A I did testify that, yeah. 
15 angry and aggressive? 15 Q Did you personally witness Mr. Depp, quote, 

16 A That's it. 16 in a rage, unquote, that Ms. Heard described? 

17 Q Okay. How did Amber Heard react to 17 MR. BRENNER: Objection; vague. 
18 Mr. Depp's behavior? 18 MR. ROTIENBORN: Same objection. 

19 MR BRENNER: Object to form, vague. 19 1HE WllNESS: Did I personally witness the 
20 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 20 rage in the trailer? 

21 Q Was she embarrassed? 21 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 
22 A I wouldn't call it embarrassed. 22 Q Yes. 

23 Q Did she seem angry with Mr. Depp? 23 A No. 
24 A No. 24 Q Did you hear Mr. Depp yelling in the 

25 Q Did you hear Amber say anything to 25 trailer? 

74 76 
I Mr. Depp? 1 A No. 
2 A I don't remember her saying anything. 2 Q Did you hear Ms. Heard yelling in the 

3 Q Did you hear Amber Heard raise her voice 3 trailer? 

4 when speaking to Mr. Depp? 4 A No. 
5 A No. 5 Q Did you personally see that the trailer 

6 Q What, if anything, do you remember about 6 was, quote, trashed, as Ms. Heard described? 
7 Amber's reaction to Mr. Depp's behavior? 7 A The next morning? 
8 A She was trying to comfort him. 8 Q Yes. 

9 Q How was she trying to comfort him? 9 A Yes. 
10 A She got up and, you know, like gave him a 10 Q What specifically did you see in the 
11 hug and just tried to calm him down, say it's okay; 11 trailer? 
12 and then I believe that's when she took him back to 12 A The thing I remember specifically was the 
13 their trailer to cool off. 13 light fixtures had been knocked off. 
14 Q This evening at Hicksville, did you ever 14 Q But you didn't see Mr. Depp knock off the 
15 see Amber Heard consume any drugs or alcohol? 15 light fixtures in the trailer; is that correct? 

16 A I didn't see it. 16 A I did not see it. 
17 Q When you said you didn't see it, did you 17 Q So the only thing you know about miat 
18 assume she was doing drugs or drinking alcohol? 18 happened in that trailer is what Ms. Heard told you 

19 MR BRENNER: Object to form, foundation. 19 and your observations of the light fixtures being 

20 1HE WITNESS: I assumed she was drinking 20 knocked off; is that correct? 
21 wine. 21 MR. BRENNER: Objection; compound. 
22 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 22 lHE WITNESS: The only thing I know about 

23 Q You didn't see Ms. Heard drink any wine? 23 miat happened in the trailer is vmat she told me and 

24 MR. BRENNER: Object to form, asked and 24 what I saw the next morning. 
25 answered. 25 Ill 
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22 (85 to 88) 

85 87 
I Q Did you observe Ms. Heard consume any I Q Do you remember anyone that was still there 
2 alcohol before she went to look for Mr. Depp? 2 \\lien Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard came back downstairs? 

3 A Yes. 3 A I believe Josh and myself, David Heard, and 

4 Q What was she drinking? 4 1-- I don't remember anyone else specifically who 

5 A Redwine. 5 was still there. 
6 Q Did she seem drunk \\lien she went to look 6 Q Do you recall if Jack was still there? 

7 for Mr. Depp? 7 A I don't know. 

8 A No. 8 Q Did anyone comment on the change of 

9 Q Did she take anything with her \\lien she 9 clothes? 
IO went to look for Mr. Depp? IO A I don't -- I don't remember. 
11 A I don't know. II Q You testified previously, quote, that when 
12 Q How long were they both gone? 12 you asked Amber "11at happened, she told you that 

13 MR. ROTIENBORN: Objection; wgue. 13 Johnny bad thrown a bottle of wine at berin the 

14 1HE WITNESS: Less than an hour, more than 14 bedroom; is that correct? 
15 30 minutes. 15 MR. ROTIENBORN: Objection to the question. 
16 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 16 It's improper either impeachment or refreshing of 
17 Q Okay. And they returned together, correct? I 7 recollection. Whatever -- whatever you're trying to 

18 A I don't know. 18 do is inappropriate. 
19 Q Did you observe any injuries to Ms. Heard 19 MR. BRENNER: Objection; compound. 
20 \\lien they returned? 20 1HE WITNESS: Sorry. May-- can you ask 

21 A No. 21 the question again? 

22 Q Did you observe any injuries to Mr. Depp 22 MS. VASQUEZ: You testified that \\lien you 
23 \\lien they returned? 23 asked Amber \\liat happened, she told you that Johnny 

24 A No. 24 had thrown a bottle of wine at her in the bedroom. 

25 Q Now, you testified previously during your 25 Q Do you remember that testimony, 
86 88 

I deposition in July of2016 that they were both I Ms. Pennington? 
2 wearing different clothes. 2 A The testimony that I'm looking at right 
3 Do you remember that testimony? 3 now, Paragraph 17? 
4 MR. ROTIENBORN: Objection; form. 4 Q My-- my question is do you remember 

5 If you want to ask her about that, show it 5 testifying that \\lien you -- \\lien you asked Amber 

6 to her. 6 \\liat had happened, she told you that Johnny had 

7 TI-IE WITNESS: Yes, please show that to me. 7 thrown a bottle of wine at her in the bedroom? 

8 It - it's different than the document rm looking 8 MR. ROTIENBORN: Same objections. 

9 at it? 9 MR. BRENNER: Join. 

10 MS. VASQUEZ: Yes. Let me ask it this way. 10 TI-IE WI1NESS: Sarne question. This 

11 Q Do you remember \\lien Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard 11 testifying on Paragraph 17? 
12 crone downstairs, they were wearing different 12 MR. BRENNER: I think I can clear this up. 
13 clothes? 13 Sorry my video stopped working. 

14 MR. ROTIENBORN: Objection; improper 14 I think the disconnect is she doesn't know 
15 attempt to refresh recollection and impeach \\lJat 15 if you're asking her about did she testify about 
I 6 you're trying to do. 16 that before or if you're asking about her 

17 1HE WITNESS: Time to answer now/ 17 recollection of the incident now, so that1s --
18 MS. VASQUEZ: Yes. 18 that's the disconnect here you're walking into. 
19 1HE WITNESS: I don't remember Johnny 19 MS. VASQUEZ: Got it. 
20 changing clothes. I do remember that Amber changed 20 MR. BRENNER: And I'll try to get my 
21 clothes. 21 video --
22 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 22 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 

23 Q Mr. Depp and Ms. Beard's guests were still 23 Q Do you remember Amber telling you that 
24 present \\lien they returned; is that right? 24 Johnny had thrown a bottle of her- a bottle of 

25 A I don't remember who was still there. 25 wine at her in the bedroom? 
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23 (89 to 92) 

89 91 
1 A Yes. I 1HE WllNESS: No mention of any spilled 
2 Q And you testified in Paragraph 17 to that · 2 wine, correct. 
3 effect, correct? 3 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 
4 A Yes. 4 Q Do you recall seeing any spilled wine? 
5 Q You also testified that when-- quote, you 5 A I think there was wine -yeah, I think 
6 went to look and found that a full bottle of wine 6 there was also spilled wine on the bed and on the 
7 had hit and broken a piece of art that Amber really 7 ground. 
8 loved above the bed, and tliat broken glass was 8 MR. BRENNER: Can I just ask for a break 
9 scattered all over the bed. 9 when you're at a good breaking point? 
10 A Did I testify that? 10 MS. VASQUEZ: Sure. Just a couple more 
11 Q Yes. 11 questions. 
12 A Yes. 12 MR. BRENNER: Sure. 
13 Q Is that an accurate description of what you 13 MS. VASQUEZ: You testified that it was, 
14 saw? 14 quote, a full bottle of wine. 
15 A Yes. 15 Q Do you remember whether that bottle of wine 
16 Q And where did you see this? In what room? 16 was broken or not? 
17 A In their bedroom of PH3. 17 A I don't remember that the bottle was 
18 Q How did you get to this penthouse from 18 broken, but there's also plenty of glasses around 
19 Penthouse 5? 19 with wine in them that could have been part of that 
20 A I went upstairs in Penthouse - 20 There was glass everywhere. 
21 Penthouse 5, across the top story, which all three 21 Q So you specifically remember glass being 
22 penthouses were connected, through to Penthouse 3 - 22 everywhere upstairs; is that fair? 
23 the bedroom was also on the top story - and all the 23 A On the bed mostly. 
24 way through and around. 24 Q What kind of wine bottle was it? A magnum? 
25 Q Did Ms. Heard come with you when you went 25 Red? 

90 92 
I to take a look? 1 Do you remember? 
2 A I believe so. 2 A It would have been red. 
3 Q Did anyone else come v.rith you? 3 Q Was it a magnum bottle? 
4 A No. 4 A I don't think so. 
5 I actually- can I actually go back? I 5 Q What picture had been damaged? 
6 don't Im.ow if she was with me. 6 A I think it was one of - a Leonor Fini, I 
7 Q Do you remember -- 7 believe. 
8 A I might have gone by myself. I don't 8 Q What did-- apologies, Ms. Pennington. 
9 remember. 9 What did it look like? 
10 Q That's okay. 10 A I don't remember which one. 
11 Was the bottle of wine broken? 11 Q You dido~ witness Mr. Depp throw a bottle 
12 A I don't remember. 12 of wine at Ms. Heard that evening, correct? 
13 Q But in this witness statement in the UK, 13 A Correct. 
14 you testified, quote, a full bottle of wine had hit 14 Q And this is just what Ms. Heard told you, 
15 and broken a piece of art. 15 right? 
16 There's no mention of any spilled wine - 16 MR. ROTIENBORN: Object to form, misstates 
17 correct? -- in that witness statement in 17 testimony. 
18 Paragraph ·- 18 MR. BRENNER: Join. 
19 MR. ROTIENBORN: Object to form, incomplete 19 1HE WllNESS: The incident is just what she 
20 reading of that. 20 told me? 
21 1HE WllNESS: I'm sorry. Repeat it one 21 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 
22 more time? 22 Q TI1e fact that Mr. Depp -- Mr. Depp threw a 
23 MS. VASQUEZ: Do you mind having the 23 bottle at Ms. Heard that evening, you didn't see 
24 question read back, Rhonda? 24 that happen, so it's just based on what Ms. Heard 
25 (The question was read.) 25 told you, correct? 
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28 (109 to 112) 

109 111 
I 1HE WITNESS: Are we still in December? I remember? 
2 MS. VASQUEZ: Yes. 2 A No. 
3 1HE WITNESS: Is !here a part !hat you 3 Q Jfwe can go back to Ms. Pennington's 

4 wculd like for me to look at? 4 witness statement in the United Kingdom, that would 

5 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 5 be great. 

6 Q Before we go there, do you have any 6 So in Paragraph 20, Ms. Pennington, you 

7 independent recollection of seeing a laceration on 7 testified that after you saw Ms. Heard, you, quote, 

8 Ms. Heard's forehead? 8 called for assistance from a private nurse who is 
9 A There were many times that I saw injuries 9 part of the concierge medical service that Amber and 
10 on her. If you would like to show me a photo or IO Johnny use; is that correct? 
11 point me to another place where I can remember which 11 A Yes. 
12 injury was from which incidents, then I can answer 12 Q ls Erin Boerum the private nurse you1re 
13 the question. 13 referring to here? 
14 Q As of late December 2015, do you remember 14 A Yes. 
15 seeing a laceration on Ms. Beard's forehead? 15 Q Do you know approximately at what time you 

16 MR. ROTIENBORN: Objection; asked and 16 called Ms. Boerum? 
I 7 answered. 17 A Evening. 

18 1HE WITNESS: I don't remember \\hich date I 18 Q Do you recall what you told Ms. Boerum? 
19 saw her forehead. 19 A I believe I told her that Amber had gotten 
20 MS. VASQUEZ: Let's pull up 20 hit in the head and I was asking her what signs I 
2 I Ms. Pennington's July 24th -- actually, tltis is -- 21 should look for for a concussion. 
22 may we please pull up July 24th, 2020? 22 Q Did you tell her how Amber had gotten hit 

23 1his is, Ms. Pennington, your testimony in 23 in the head? 
24 the United Kingdom, Day 14. 24 A I don't remember. 
25 1HE VIDEOCONFERENCE IBCHNICIAN: Stand by. 25 Q Do you recall Ms. Boerum coming over to the 

110 112 
1 MS. VASQUEZ: If you could go to Page 28 of I penlhouse that night as well? 
2 the PDF, specifically Page 2309, \\hich is on the top 2 A I don't know if she came over that night. 
3 right of the page. 3 Q Do you recall at any point Erin Boerum 

4 Ms. Pennington, ifI could have you read to 4 saying to you that Ms. Heard had had a concussion? 

5 yourself from Line 5 through-- actually, I'm going 5 MR. ROTIENBORN: Object to form, 

6 to have you start on Page 2308, \\hich is the bottom 6 foundation. 

7 left. Apologies for how annoying and confusing this 7 1HE WITNESS: I don't belie":: she -- she 
8 document is; but ifI could have you start on Line 9 8 wasn't there to diagnose. 
9 and read through Line 4 on 2310. 9 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 

10 So if you'll read the bottom left box, the 10 Q Do you recall Ms. Boerum providing any 
11 bottom -- the top right box, and halfway down the 11 advice or recommendations to you on the phone? 
12 bottom right box. 12 A I think she said to, maybe, not let her go 
13 Q So you testified that Ms. Heard had a 13 to sleep and to listen to her speech, keep an eye on 
14 laceration on her forehead when you saw her, 14 her. 
15 correct? 15 Q And you did that? 

16 A Yes. 16 A Yes. 
17 Q If you remember, where on her forehead was 17 Q You testified in Paragraph 20 that on 
I 8 this laceration? 18 December 15th, 2015, you took pictures of 
19 A By the hairline. 19 Ms. Heard's injuries on your phone; is that correct? 
20 Q Was it on the right or left side? 20 A Yes. 
21 A I don't remember. 21 Q Did you--

22 Q Was the laceration bleeding? 22 A I don't- I don't know ifit was on my 
23 A I don't think so. 23 phone or her phone. 
24 Q Sitting here today, did you observe any 24 Q Do you see the third I ine down, you say 'my 
25 other injury to Ms. Heard that evening that you 25 phone'? 
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31 (121 to 124) 

I Q How did you know that the hair clearly 

2 belonged to Amber? 

3 A Hair had been ripped out of her scalp and 

4 it was her color on the floor of her apartment. 

5 Q But you didn't see the hair get ripped out 

6 of her head, right? 

7 A Correct. 
8 Q So your understanding that this was 
9 Ms. Heard's hair that was ripped out of her head was 
IO based on ooat Ms. Heard told you, right? 

11 MR. BRENNER: Objection; misstates 

12 testimony. 

13 MR. ROTIENBORN: Sarne objection. 

14 THE WITNESS: Repeat the question, please? 

15 MS. VASQUEZ: Could I have it read back, 

16 please? 

I 7 (The question was read) 

18 THE WITNESS: My understanding that it was 
19 Ms. Beard's hair was ooat I saw on her body and on 

20 the floor. 

21 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 
22 Q And the fact that it had been, quote, 

23 ripped out of her head, that was based on ooat 

24 Ms. Heard told you, right? 
25 MR. BRENNER: Sarne objection. 

I MR. ROTIENBORN: Join. 

2 THE WITNESS: Yes, and common sense. 

3 MS. VASQUEZ: Move to strike everything 

4 after ''Yes." 
5 Ifwe could pull up Pennington Exhibit 7, 

6 please. It bears the Bates Pennington 13. 

121 

122 

7 lHE VIDEOCONFERENCE 1ECHNICIAN: Showing 

8 Exhibit 7 on the screen. 

9 MR. ROTIENBORN: And rll just object to 

IO those motions to strike just for the record. 

11 Obviously, you don't get to strike testimony just 

12 because you don't like it. 

13 MS. VASQUEZ: Andagainfmgoingto object 

14 to your speaking objections. You know better than 

15 that, Ben. 
I 6 (Exhibit No. 7 was marked for 

I 7 identification by the 

18 videoconference technician; 
19 attached hereto.) 

20 BYMS. VASQUEZ: 
21 Q Ms. Pennington, do you recognize the 

22 photograph? 

23 A Yes. 
24 Q Is this the picture of a clump of hairon 

25 the floor that you referenced in your prior 

I 
2 

3 

4 

5 
6 

testimony? 
MR. BRENNER: Objection; vagne. 

lHE WTINESS: Yes. 

BYMS. VASQUEZ: 
Q Did you take this photograph? 

A Yes. 
7 Q Did you take it on your phone? 

8 A Yes. 
9 Q And before you took this photograph, did 

IO you move the hair in any way? 

11 A No. 
12 Q So this picture is the clump of hair 

13 exactly as you found it, right? 

14 A Correct. 
I 5 Q And ooen did you take this photograph? 

16 A When I was taking the other photographs. 
17 Q Did you send this picture to Ms. Heard? 

18 A I don't remember. 
19 Q Did you send the picture to anyone? 

20 A I don't remember. 
21 Q And you didn't alter this photo in anyway, 

22 correct? 

23 A I did not alter this photo. 
24 Q Do you recall taking a photograph of a 
25 wooden platform bed which had a partially broken bed 

123 

124 

I frame? 

2 A !do. 
3 Q And did you photograph the bedjustas you 

4 found it? 

5 A Yes. 
6 Q You didn't move anything off or onto the 

7 bed? 

8 A No. 
9 Q Where was the bed broken, if you remember? 

10 A It was a platform bed and the edge of the 
11 platform had like a-- a long shard of wood off the 
12 corner w-or like off the edge. 
13 Q Where was the broken bed? In which 

14 penthouse? 

15 A 4. 
16 Q In which room? 

17 A The bedroom. 
18 MS. VASQUEZ: l'mgoingtoshowyoua 

19 document that wiJ(be marked Pennington Exhibit 8. 

20 It bears the Bates number Pennington 5. 

21 THE VIDEOCONFERENCE 1ECHNICIAN: Stand by. 
22 (Exhibit No. 8 was marked for 

23 identification by the 

24 

25 

videoconference technician; 
attached hereto.) 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

and Officer Hadden arrived? 

A Yes. 

Q Tell us about that. 

A You'll have to forgive me again. My -- my 

memory of these acts, circums of events -- sequence 

of events -- I'm sorry -- that transpired after all 

this is -- is a little foggy. 

If memory serves, Amber was damn near 

catatonic after all of this. We had gotten her into 

PH 1 so we could deadbolt the door and keep her safe 

until he left. 

A few minutes thereafter, I had gotten a 

little bit of a rundown from Raquel over what had 

transpired. Raquel got her to call her lawyer, 

Samantha Spector, to find out what to do. 

And if memory serves, Samantha 1 s 

recommendation was that we immediately put together 

a contemporaneous, matter-of-fact statement together 

of what had transpired that night and that 

ultimately it was up to Amber as to what she wanted 

to do with the police or whatever it may be. 

Q 

A 

in. 

Q 

Is Samantha Spector a criminal lawyer? 

I couldn't tell you what she specializes 

She 1 s a divorce lawyer; right? 

Veritext Legal Solutions 
866 299-5127 
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A. Yes. 

Q. How much wine did you see him spill? 

A. I don't remember. 

Q. A lot? The entire bottle? 

A. Not the entire bottle. What my -- so what 

I remember is it was flailing and it was -- there 

was definitely wine that was coming out. 

Q. Would you say that being sloppy is 

different than being combative? 

A. Yeah. I would say sloppy and combative 

are two different things. 

Q. And it's your testimony that Mr. Depp was 

on May 21st, 2016, both combative and sloppy, 

correct? 

A. Yeah. I would describe it that there was 

a little bit of both of -- yes, that combative and 

sloppy. 

Q. Was he more sloppy than he was combative? 

A. It felt more combative than sloppy. 

Q. And just to clarify, the only thing that 

was combative was the words he was speaking? 

A. No. It was his -- completely the way he 

entered into the room, rushed in, his energy, the 

way it felt like he was coming after me, like he 

almost felt like from my -- from where I was 
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standing, it felt like he was chargiµg towards me, 

it felt -- it felt and I was scared. It was 

yeah, combative. It felt I'm trying to look for 

another word that can describe what I felt, but it 

was -- you know, it was scary. My heart was beating 

really fast, very quickly, and I was freaked out. 

Q. When you exited Penthouse 5, did you see 

what happened to Josh and what Josh did or -- where 

he was? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay. When you left Penthouse 5, was Josh 

still in Penthouse 5 with Mr. Depp and his 

bodyguards? 

A. From what I remember, he was still there, 

yeah. 

Q. Okay. Did you hear Mr. Drew say anything 

to Mr. Depp? 

A. I don't remember hearing him say anything. 

Q. Okay. So you ran out of Penthouse 5; 

where did you go? 

A. I went up the stairs to -- there was a 

pool on the roof with, like, a workout room, and I 

just went up the stairs and turned to the left and, 

kind of, just stayed there. I hid, essentially. 

Q. Did you go into the room where the workout 
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Transcript of David Kipper, M.D. 
Conducted on February 22, 2021 

MR. NADLEHAFT: Objection; leading; 

speculation. 

A Yes, I believe so. 

Q If Ms. Boerum observed that Ms. Heard had 

any physical injuries, is this something that 

would have been documented in her patient notes 

for Ms. Heard? 

MR. NADLEHAFT: Objection; leading; 

speculation. 

A Yes, absolutely. 

Q Did Ms. Lloyd were report to you that she 

witnessed Mr. Depp physically abuse Ms. Heard? 

MR. NADLEHAFT: Objection; leading; 

hearsay. 

A No, never. 

Q In March 2015, you traveled down to 

Australia to attend to Mr. Depp; is that right? 

A Yes. 

Q And at the time Mr. Depp was already in 

Australia; correct? 

A Correct. 

Q And was Ms. Lloyd with him? 
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Complaint Investigations: A Guide for Supervisors 

Section 1 
Administration of Discipline 

Discipline 
According to the Department Manual (OM), it is essential that public confidence 
be maintained in the ability of the Department to investigate and properly 
adjudicate complaints against its members. Additionally, the Department has the 
responsibility to seek out and discipline employees whose conduct discredits the 
Department or impairs its effective operation. The rights of the employee, as well 
as those of the public, must be balanced and preserved. Every investigation, or 
hearing, arising from a complaint must be conducted in an open and fair manner 
with the truth as its objective. The Department accepts complaints against its 
members and fully investigates all such complaints to the appropriate disposition 
(OM 1/220.05). 

The Depaitment advocates the use of positive discipline to gain employees' 
compliance to policies, procedures, and daily tasks. Supervisors and managers 
are encouraged to lead through inspiration, explanation, and encouragement. 
When employees fail to respond to positive discipline, they are subject to punitive 
actions such as an Admonishment, Official Reprimand, suspension, demotion, or 
removal from office. Discipline may be administered after weighing the severity 
of the misconduct with the employee's complaint history, experience, motives, 
intent, and the damage caused. Finally, the penalty must be balanced with 
consideration to the employee, the Department, and the. public trust. 

Misconduct Defined 
The Department defines misconduct as: 

• Commission of a criminal offense. 
• Neglect of duty. 
• Violation of Department policies, rules, or procedures. 
• Conduct which may tend to reflect unfavorably upon the employee or the 

Department (DM 3/805.25). 

Public Complaint Defined 
The definition of a complaint includes any public complaint, anonymous or 
identified, regarding Department services, policy or procedure, claims for 
damages (which allege employee misconduct), or employee misconduct, 

Los Angeles Police Department 1 Internal Affairs Group 
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regardless of whether the complaint alleges misconduct as defined by DM 
3/805.25 (Misconduct Defined), and any complaint of misconduct initiated by 
Department employees. 

Exception: A complaint shall not be initiated when the sole reason 
consists of one or more of the following issues, unless the initial 
conversation with the complainant identifies attributable misconduct: 

• Disputed traffic citation; 
• Delay in service; 
• Low-flying airship; or, 
• Complaint by an inmate regarding accommodations, cell 

assignment, quantity/quality of food, etc. 

The delayed response of a patrol unit or a detective failing to conduct a 
follow-up interview due to workload is not considered a complaint, but rather a 
delay in providing service and no Complaint Form, Form 1.28.0, is required. If 
the preliminary investigation discloses there was negligence rather than a delay in 
providing.service due to workload (e.g., call lost when passed from one unit to 
another at change of watch), a Complaint Form shall be completed. 

Complaints shall be accepted from any source: written, verbal, in person or 
telephonic (or teletype (TTY), by mail, facsimile transmission, or electronic 
means, or anonymously, at PAB, any bureau, Area station or substation, at the 
offices of the Board of Police Commissioners and the Office of the Inspector 
General, or, any other police facility accessible to the public (DM 3/801 .05). 

Traffic Citations 
Supervisors shall conduct a preliminary investigation of the violator's complaint 
about the issuance of the traffic citation. lfno error was identified in the issuance 
of the citation, the complainant should be directed to the appropriate court for 
resolution, and no Complaint Form is required. However, if misconduct was 
alleged or discovered during the interview, then a Complaint Form is required. 

Vehicle Impound Complaints 
Supervisors shall interview the complainant regarding the incident that resulted in 
the vehicle being impounded. Ifno other allegation(s) is made regarding the 
vehicle impound itself, no Complaint Form is required and the complainant may 
be referred to the Vehicle Impound Hearing process as delineated in Manual 
Section 4/266.05. Jfthe interview discloses an allegation(s), a Complaint Form 
shall be initiated regarding the allegation(s) outside of the vehicle impound, and 
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1+13104984903 him (owner) +13104984903 him 
+19173653521 Bettany 
lrichardtat@aol.com Chris 
Dembrowski 

+13104984903 him (owner) +13104984903 him 
ft.18479127999 Kevin Murphy 
lrichardtatfmaol.com Chris 
Dembrowski 

13104984903 him (owner) +13104984903 him 
ft.18456644712 Patti Smith 

13104984903 him (owner) +13104984903 him 
ft.13107292814 Stephen Deuters 
richardtatln)aol.com Chris 
Dembrowskl 
1+13104984903 him (owner) +13107177556 Lily-Rose 
+13107177556 Lily-Rose 
richardtat(@aol.com Chris 
Dembrowskl 

1+13104964903 him (owner) +13107177556 Lily-Rose 
1+13107177556 Lily-Rose 
jrichardtat@aol.com Chris 
Pembrowski 

I'm gonna properly stop the booze thing, darling ... Drank all night before I picked Amber up to 
ly to LA, this past Sunday ... Ugly, mate ... No food for days ... Powders ... Half a bottle of 

Whiskey, a thousand red bull and vodkas, pills, 2 bottles of Champers on plane and what do 
vou get...??? An angry, aggro lnjun in a fuckin' blackout, screaming obscenities and insulting 
any fuck who got near ... 
I'm done. I am admittedly too fucked in the head to spray my rage at the one I love ... For little 
reason, as well I'm too o!d to be that guy But, pills are fine!!! 

Hey, brother .. So, Little Rocky may need to move into PH 1 tomorrow, instead of Tuesday!!! 
Doesn't sound great ... Am going to have Rocky call you directly!!! Please, treat her like a 
princess!!! She's a very kind, sweet, fragile girly ... Whatever she needs, brother ... Stock her up 
on good wine, great cheeses, fruits, coffee, etc ... You know the drill, pal... I know you'll take 
good care of her!!! I'm gonna let her live there as long as she wants/needs ... 
Love ya, senor!!! 
JD 

My darling, Patti Lee ... 
I miss you and worship you and there is nothing wrong between us!!! Never, ever could that 
happen!!! I've just been so beyond busy with film here In Boston and then back to LA for 
kiddies ... When I was in NYC ... They were brief visits, and fucked and charged by horrific 
1ghts with Amber ... I fucked up and drank and got shitty. Was so disappointed in myself ... 

Actually, almost walked to your place at about 3:30am the last time I was there ... Unable to 
stop he tears. 
I adore you and need you ... How I need to talk with you, see you, hold you ... I need to spill ... I 
need a friend ... I need a cry ... I need a giggle. I need you!!! Please, forgive my irresponsible 
Hence and my not being there for you when you needed me ... It is shameful. 

It will never happen again. I love you so much and hold our profound and unique friendship in 
such high esteem. You live in me ... You are my best friend!!! You at my somewhat sane lifeline 
in this grimy, slippery world!!! I would die for you, I would kill for you ... 
I love you so, doll.. 
Yours always ... 
Johnny 

Need Red wine!!! 

Should I bring joint roller 

Look at this one I rolled last night!!!! 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 

JOHN C. DEPP, II, 

Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant, 

v. Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff. 

COUNTERCLAIM PLAINTIFF AND DEFENDANT'S 
THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL AND REBUTTAL DISCLOSURE OF EXPERT WITNESSES 

Counterclaim Plaintiff and Defendant Amber Heard ("Ms. Heard") hereby identifies the 

following individuals who are expected to be called as expert witnesses at trial: 1 

Dawn M. Hughes, Ph.D., ABPP 
Clinical and Forensic Psychologist 
274 Madison Avenue, Suite 604 
New York, New York 10016 
(212) 481-7044 Telephone 
(212) 481-7045 Facsimile 
hughes@drdawuhughes.com 

Introduction 

Dr. Dawn Hughes was retained by counsel for Amber Heard, in connection with John C. 

Depp II v Amber Heard (Civil Action No. CL-2019-000291 I) which is pending in the Circuit 

Court of Fairfax County, Virginia. Ms. Heard is being sued for defamation by her ex-husband, 

John C. Depp II (known as "Johnny Depp"), in relation to her authoring an op-ed in the 

Washington Post on being a survivor of domestic violence. Although the op-ed never mentioned 

Mr. Depp by name, Mr. Depp stated in the complaint in this matter that he "never abused Ms. 

1 This Expert Designation addresses expert testimony and opinions relating to Ms. Heard's 
Counterclaim and Ms. Heard's defenses. 
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Heard." Ms. Heard then filed a counterclaim against Mr. Depp for defamation. Dr. Hughes was 

asked to conduct a forensic psychological evaluation of Ms. Heard to assess for the dynamics 

and consequences of intimate partner violence that may have been present in her relationship 

with her now ex-husband, Mr. Depp, and to assess for any psychological consequences 

stemming from the defamatory statements to the media made by Mr. Depp through his attorney 

and agent, Adam Waldman. 2 

Expertise and Qualifications 

Dr. Dawn Hughes is a clinical and forensic psychologist and an expert in interpersonal 

violence, abuse, and traumatic stress, which includes intimate partner violence, rape and sexual 

assault, physical assault, childhood maltreatment and abuse, and sexual harassment. For the past 

25 years, Dr. Hughes has conducted hundreds of assessments and psychological treatments of 

2 Specifically, Dr. Hughes will testify as to the psychological consequences on Amber Heard as a 
result of the following statements ("defamatory statements") included in the Counterclaim, at 
Paragraphs 45-47, and at Exhibits F, G and H to the Counterclaim: 

45. Depp, through Waldman, continued to claim that Ms. Heard was committing perjury to the 
Daily Mail, when he stated on April 8, 2020 that "Amber Heard and her friends in the media use 
fake sexual violence allegations as both a sword and shield, depending on their needs. They 
have selected some of her sexual violence hoax 'facts' as the sword, inflicting them on the public 
and Mr. Depp." 

46. Then on April 27, 2020, Depp, through Waldman, again told the Daily Mail that "Quite 
simply this was an ambush, a hoax. They set Mr. Depp up by calling the cops but the first 
attempt didn't do the trick. The officers came to the penthouses, thoroughly searched and 
interviewed, and left after seeing no damage to face or property. So Amber and her friends 
spilled a little wine and roughed the place up, got their stories straight under the direction of a 
lawyer and publicist, and then placed a second call to 911." 

47. On June, 24, 2020, Depp, through Waldman, falsely accused Ms. Heard in the Daily Mail of 
committing an "abuse hoax" against Depp. 
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both male and female victims of intimate partner violence, rape and sexual-assault, childhood 

sexual abuse, and sexual harassment in the workplace. She has significant training and 

experience regarding the dynamics and consequences of abuse, intimate partner violence, 

victimization, sexual harassment, and traumatic stress. Dr. Hughes has made numerous 

professional presentations, invited addresses, and conducted formal trainings (includingjudicial 

trainings) in the areas of interpersonal and intimate partner violence, abuse, and trauma. She is 

frequently contacted by judges and court administrations to conduct continuing legal education 

seminars on trauma and was selected by the Appellate Division of the State of New York to 

conduct their mandatory attorney trainings on intimate partner violence, traumatic stress, and 

how the psychological impact of exposure to violence and abuse may influence the victim's 

participation in the legal system. In addition, she routinely attends professional conferences and 

trainings, obtain continuing-education credits, read journal articles, and consult with peers as part 

of her general practice as a clinical and forensic psychologist to remain current with 

developments in her field of practice. 

Dr. Hughes is a Clinical Assistant Professor of Psychology in the Department of 

Psychiatry ofNew York Presbyterian Hospital-Weill Cornell Medical Center serving on the 

voluntary faculty for approximately 20 years. In this capacity, she contributes to the psychology 

training program, teaches an ethics seminar to interns, engages in other intern didactics, and was 

instrumental and active in the NYP-COPE program which provided much needed psychological 

first aid and resources to hospital staff who struggled with emotional, psychological, and 

traumatic effects from being on the front lines in battling the Covid-19 pandemic in NYC. 

Dr. Hughes is actively engaged in professional activities in several organizations, such as 

the American Psychological Association (Trauma Psychology Division and American 
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Psychology-Law Society), International Society of Traumatic Stress Studies, the Women's 

Mental Health Consortium, among others. She was a founding member and is President-elect of 

the Trauma Psychology Division of the American Psychological Association and has served on 

the Executive Committee for a good portion of the past decade. She recently completed her 

three-year term as an elected member to the Council of Representatives of the American 

Psychological Association representing the Trauma Division. Dr. Hughes was a founding 

member and past-President of the Women's Mental Health Consortium, a NYC-based 

multidisciplinary organization providing services and resources regarding women's mental 

health. 

Dr. Hughes is Board Certified in Forensic Psychology representing one of approximately 

350 psychologists in North America who are board certified in forensic psychology by the 

American Board of Forensic Psychology, a specialty board of the American Board of 

Professional Psychology (ABPP). This credential is intended to signify the highest levels of 

expertise and practice in forensic psychology. Dr. Hughes has been qualified as an expert 

witness by courts in the States of New York, New Jersey, Connecticut, and Pennsylvania, and in 

the United States District Courts for the Southern, Eastern, and Northern Districts of New York. 

She is licensed to practice in the States of New York, Connecticut, and North Carolina. Her 

curriculum vitae can be found in Att. 1. 

Summary of Opinions 

Dr. Hughes' opinions are based on more than 25 years of clinical and forensic experience 

assessing and treating victims of intimate partner violence and the empirical and social-science 

data pertinent to this subject matter. Further, these opinions are based on her forensic 

psychological evaluation of Amber Heard, a review of copious documents and materials that 
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have been made available to her in this case, and collateral interviews. The documents that she 

reviewed and relied on are listed in Att. 2. This designation represents a summary of Dr. 

Hughes' professional analysis and opinions and does not purport to represent all the information 

and data that was derived from the comprehensive forensic evaluation process. Dr. Hughes' 

opinions are offered to a reasonable degree of psychological probability and/or certainty. 

A brief summary of Dr. Hughes' professional opinions (which are discussed in greater 

detail below) are as follows: 

I. Amber Heard's report of violence and abuse in her relationship with Mr. Depp is 
consistent with what is known as intimate partner violence, a pattern of manipulation, 
fear, and control in a relational context that is maintained through the use of multiple 
abusive behaviors such as physical violence, psychological aggression, coercive control, 
emotional abuse, and sexual violence. 

2. The intimate partner violence inflicted upon Ms. Heard by Mr. Depp is categorized as 
severe because it consists of strangulation, punching, beating up, sexual violence, threats 
to kill, an increase in frequency and severity of abuse, and serious injuries such as black 
eye, facial bruising, nose injury, concussion, and loss of consciousness. 

3. Amber Heard has identifiable psychological symptomatology and distress as a result of 
the defamatory statements (as set forth in ,r,r 45-47 of the Counterclaim) made to the 
press and media about her. Each statement has its own properties that elevate 
psychological distress and emotional dysregulation; however, importantly, the 
defamatory statements exacerbate Ms. Heard's Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) by 
triggering painful and intrusive reminders of Mr. Depp's past physical, emotional, 
psychological, and sexual abuse toward her thereby greatly intensifying the psychological 
impact of each statement. Mr. Depp's defamatory statements are a continuation of the 
psychological abuse that was prominent in the relationship, such as denial, blame, 
avoidance ofresponsibility, and gaslighting. 

4. Ms. Heard was assessed to be a reliable historian. Psychological testing revealed that she 
approached the evaluation in a forthright matter with no evidence of malingering or 
feigning psychological distress. Additionally, Ms. Heard did not appear to distort or 
exaggerate the information she provided, nor did she try to portray Mr. Depp as worse 
than was likely accurate and continued to profess empathy for him and his own 
psychological struggles. Ms. Heard demonstrated the ability to offer both positive and 
negative aspects of herself, her behavior, her partner, her relationship, and her life. 

5. With respect to intimate partner violence, it is commonly understood that such acts often 
occur in private with few witnesses and with little external corroboration, however, that 
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does not appear to be the case in this matter. Dr. Hughes' analysis revealed significant 
corroborating evidence that is consistent with Ms. Beard's report of intimate partner 
violence including text messages, photographs, video tape, audio files, medical 
documentation, therapy records, collateral interviews, and witnesses to the aftermath of 
the violence. 

6. Dr. Hughes will provide expert testimony that is relevant, scientifically based information 
regarding the common experiences, perceptions, psychological consequences, and actions 
of individuals exposed to intimate partner violence as well as their participation, or lack 
thereof, in procedures and sanctions against their partner. In addition, Dr. Hughes' expert 
testimony will seek to dispel myths and misconceptions about intimate partner violence 
that are commonly held by lay persons about what the persons in such a relationship 
"should" do or "shouldn't" do, and why these are not correct assumptions. 

In support of these opinions, Dr. Hughes is expected to testify to the following: 

Methodology 

A standard forensic psychological evaluation of a particular individual contains several 

parts: psychological testing, comprehensive semi-structured clinical interview, review of 

materials relevant to the case (legal, medical, psychological), consultations, and interviews with 

collateral sources (ifrelevant and if available). Amber Heard was psychologically evaluated on 

six separate occasions-September 26, 2019; October 11, 2019; November 8, 2019; November 

11, 2019; January I 8, 2021, and December 27, 2021 -for a total of approximately 30 hours. Ms. 

Heard was administered several psychological tests which are detailed below. Ms. Heard was 

also queried as to her functioning with regard to work, motherhood, relationships, and any 

continued psychological impacts of the defamatory statements. Documents and materials 

relevant to her case were reviewed and are listed in Att. 2. Additionally, collateral interviews 

were conducted with both her therapists that she was in treatment with during her relationship 
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with Mr. Depp, including Dr. Bonnie Jacobs and Dr. Connell Cowan. A collateral interview was 

also conducted with her mother, Paige Heard, who is now deceased. 3 

Summary of Psychological Testing 

Dr. Hughes administered multiple psychological assessment measures to Ms. Heard: 

I. Personality Assessment Inventory (PAI) 
2. Trauma Symptom Inventory - 2 (TSI-2) 
3. Miller Assessment of Symptoms Test (M-FAST) 
4. Life Events Checklist (LEC) 
5. Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Checklist for DSM-5 (PCL-5) 
6. Beck Depression Inventory- II (BDI-II) 
7. Beck Anxiety Inventory (BAI) 
8. Mood Disorder Questionnaire (MDQ) 
9. Abusive Behaviors Observations Checklist (ABOC) 
10. Conflict Tactics Scale-2 (CTS-2) 
11. Danger Assessment Scale (DA) 
12. Clinician-Administered Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Scale for DSM-5 (CAPS-5)-Past 

Month Version 

Some of these psychological tests have validity indices that were designed to assess the 

individual's response style, consistency, carelessness, confusion, defensiveness, reading 

difficulties, exaggeration, malingering, and other factors that could potentially distort the results 

of the test. In a forensic context where a motivation may exist to falsely report or distort 

psychological symptomatology, the issue of malingering and exaggerating psychological distress 

and/or mental illness was carefully considered. Importantly, the stated objective of Dr. Hughes' 

initial forensic psychological assessment was not solely to determine whether Ms. Heard was 

suffering from any psychological effects or PTSD from the IPV by Mr. Depp. Results from 

psychological testing, when examined within the context of clinical examination, history, and 

3 Dr. Hughes is expected to testify as to her collateral interviews with Dr. Jacobs, Dr. Cowan, 
and Paige Heard which helped form her opinions in this case. Dr. Jacobs, Dr. Cowan, and Paige 
Heard corroborated that Ms. Heard made contemporaneous reports of physical, psychological, 
and emotional abuse by Mr. Depp. 
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corroborative data, suggest that Ms. Heard is not malingering or feigning psychological 

difficulties. 

The overall impression of the objective psychological testing suggests several clinically 

significant difficulties for Ms. Heard that likely cause notable impairments in functioning. Her 

profile is remarkable for significant anxiety, traumatic stress, fears, affective !ability, depressive 

experiencing, intrusive experiences, defensive avoidance, and difficulties in relationships. She 

endorsed a symptom picture that is consistent with traumatic stress, particularly interpersonally 

related trauma. 

Ms. Heard was administered the Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Scale for DSM-5 (PCL-

5). Intimate partner violence is recognized as a traumatic stressor capable ofresulting in 

posttraumatic stress symptomatology and related difficulties. Ms. Heard's responses on the 

PCL-5 support a DSM-5 diagnosis of Posttraumatic Stress Disorder with an etiology of the 

intimate partner violence she experienced by her former partner, Mr. Depp. Ms. Heard endorsed 

symptoms in all four clusters of PTSD: intrusive reminders of the trauma, avoidance of 

reminders of the trauma, negative alterations in cognition and mood, and alterations in arousal 

and reactivity. 

In addition, on December 27, 2021, Ms. Heard was administered the Clinician­

Administered Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Scale for DSM-5 (CAPS-5) -Past Month Version. 

The CAPS-5 is a structured clinical diagnostic tool that was developed at the National Center for 

PTSD to achieve a valid and reliable diagnosis of PTSD. Results of the CAPS-5 continue to 

support a DSM-5 diagnosis of Posttraumatic Stress Disorder utilizing the index trauma of the 

intimate partner violence by Mr. Depp. Ms. Heard's responses on the CAPS-5 indicate that she 

is experiencing symptoms in all four clusters of PTSD. 
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Multiple alternative hypotheses were considered during previous and this current 

assessment vis a vis their relationship to these PTSD symptoms and diagnosis. Ms. Heard has 

experienced other traumatic life events that qualify as a Criterion A traumatic stressor, notably 

childhood physical and emotional abuse by her father, and witnessing intimate partner violence 

and abuse by her father toward her mother. Empirical data has demonstrated a strong association 

between exposure to childhood violence and later adult victimization, such as IPV. Although 

such a link is not simple or direct, robust research indicates that childhood experiences with 

violence make an individual vulnerable to new experiences of violence, and abuse and exposure 

to a subsequent trauma can exacerbate traumatic effects of a new trauma. During previous 

assessments of Ms. Heard as well as this most recent one, it was determined that these other 

traumas are not manifesting themselves in current symptomatology and are not currently a 

source of psychological concern for her. The traumatic event that causes Ms. Heard significant 

psychological distress and traumatic stress symptoms continues to be the violence and abuse by 

her former husband, Mr. Depp. 

For an assessment of intimate partner violence (IPV) related behaviors, Ms. Heard was 

administered the Abusive Behavior Observation Checklist (ABOC) and the Conflict Tactic Scale-

2, both of which measure common characteristics of intimate partner abuse. Results revealed the 

presence of severe IPV including physical abuse, physical injury, sexual violence and abuse, 

coercion and threats, intimidation, isolation, and minimization and denial of the abuse. She was 

also administered the Danger Assessment Scale, a 20-item measure that assesses for risk factors 

that have been associated with homicides in violent relationships. The Danger Assessment Scale 

revealed that Ms. Heard was in a very serious situation with Mr. Depp and at risk for serious, 

repetitive, and deadly intimate partner violence. 
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Analysis of Intimate Partner Violence 

This evaluation and review of the evidence revealed that Ms. Heard's report of her 

relationship with Mr. Depp is consistent with a pattern of chronic and severe intimate partner 

abuse, including physical violence, psychological abuse, sexual violence, and controlling 

behaviors. 

The Center for Disease Control (CDC) has determined that intimate partner violence 

(IPV) remains a serious public health problem that affects millions of Americans. Intimate 

partner violence is described by the CDC as physical violence, sexual violence, stalking, and 

psychological aggression (including coercive acts) that are utilized by a current or former 

intimate partner. Intimate partner abuse is often part of a larger coercive relational dynamic that 

is characterized by a pattern of manipulation, fear, and coercive control that is maintained 

through the use of multiple abusive behaviors, such as(!) physical abuse; (2) psychological 

abuse (i.e., a pattern of behavior that functions to instill fear, intimidate, threaten future harm, 

and maintain power and control over another individual); (3) emotional abuse (i.e., behaviors 

that serve to denigrate a person's self-worth through offensive put-downs, slurs, name-calling, 

insults, constant criticism, humiliation and subjugation); ( 4) economic abuse (i.e., withholding or 

making all financial decisions); and (5) sexual abuse (i.e., when one is forced, either by threats, 

coercion, or physical force, to submit to sexual activity against their will). 

The alternating cycle of violence and abuse in the relationship is often interspersed with 

neutral and/or positive moments and times without violence. These good times keep the victim 

psychologically attached to their partner and instill false hope for positive change. However, the 

overarching dynamic of these relationships is the perpetrator's unchecked power, manipulation, 

and control over the battered victim, and his relentless use of violence and abuse, which 
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deteriorates the psychological functioning of the victim, diminishing her coping resources and 

strategies, and ultimately rendering it difficult for her to extricate herself from the abusive 

relationship. 

Physical Violence 

Ms. Heard described a significant amount of physical abuse perpetrated by Mr. Depp 

throughout the course of their relationship. It is severe based on types of abuse, the duration of 

the abuse, and the frequency of the violent acts. Specific physically abusive behaviors that were 

reported in this case include: grabbed, pushed, and shoved her; physically restrained her; pulled 

her by the hair; strangled her; punched her on her face, head, body; slapped her with the front 

and back of his hand which was adorned with heavy metal rings; kicked her; headbutted her; 

slammed her against the wall and floor; dragged her across the floor; threw her into a glass table; 

threw objects at her; flicked a cigarette at her; pulled her by the hair; and beat her up. 

Physical Injury 

Ms. Heard reported sustaining significant pain and numerous injuries as a result of Mr. 

Depp's physical and sexual assaults. She often did not seek medical evaluation or treatment for 

assault-related injuries as is common for abuse victims. Notwithstanding, there were several 

times when she did seek medical treatment from Dr. Kipper's practice and his nurses. In 

addition, photos were taken of her injuries on multiple occasions by herself and her friends. 

Specific injuries that were reported in this case include: excruciating pain; bruises on her 

face and body; black eyes; busted lip; loss of consciousness; vaginal pain; cuts; concussion; nose 

injury and pain; lost hair; and cuts on her feet and arms from broken glass. 
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Psyc/wlogical Aggression and Abuse 

Ms. Heard reported that Mr. Depp engaged in repeated psychological aggression and 

abuse which is a pattern of behavior that functions to instill fear, to intimidate, to denigrate a 

partner's self-worth, to threaten future violence, and to maintain power and control over an 

intimate partner. Mr. Depp repeatedly demonstrated not only his ability, but his willingness, to 

use multiple and serious forms of physical assaults and sexual violence against Ms. Heard which 

decreased her psychological functioning and increased her fear and helplessness. 

Mr. Depp's abuse of Ms. Heard was punctuated and exacerbated by his chronic addiction 

to drugs and alcohol. Whereas alcohol and substance abuse can be present in relationships 

characterized by intimate partner violence, it does not cause the violence and abuse. What it 

does do is increase the risk to the victim because one's level of internal controls are markedly 

reduced when one is intoxicated. This substance-fueled raged also pulled for Ms. Heard to adopt 

a caretaking role with Mr. Depp and offer herself and others repeated excuses for his behavior 

thereby obfuscating the abuse and the harm caused to her. 

Psychologically abusive behaviors that were reported in this case include but are not 

limited to: intimidation by throwing things, slamming things, and erratic behavior; antagonistic 

behaviors about her career; criticized her ambition; constant unreliability then blamed her for not 

waiting for him or for addressing it; obsessive jealousy about male co-stars; offensive and 

degrading comments (whore, cunt, bitch, easy, ugly, fat ass); constant accusations of flirting and 

infidelity; controlling her clothing choices ("no woman of mine if going to dress like a whore"); 

surveillance and tracking efforts ( calling directors and male co-stars to check on her; showing up 

on set; insisting on using his security detail; having to "prove" things to him; searching her 
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phone); threats to kill her; criticized her body; and emotional manipulation (threats of suicide; 

threats and actual engagement of self-harm), among others. 

Mr. Depp's psychological instability, as evidenced by his chronic substance abuse, erratic 

violent outbursts, deranged writing on walls, tables, mirrors, etc., repeated property damage, 

frequent throwing of objects, acts of violence toward himself and self-harm, and withdrawal 

from the relationships for long periods of time where he was unreachable, among others, are not 

only highly dysfunctional, but forms of psychological abuse, intimidation, and emotional 

manipulation. These acts continued to keep Ms. Heard psychologically unstable, hypervigilant, 

anxious, emotionally dependent, and often left her walking on eggshells as to what Mr. Depp 

was going to do next. The illusion of safety and calm was always short lived. Mr. Depp's 

instability required Ms. Heard to continue to deal with days of chaos and trauma, always trying 

to calm Mr. Depp first, and then seek safety for herself second. The unpredictability, volatility, 

and severity of Mr. Depp's behavior increased Ms. Heard's fear of him and his ability to 

maintain power and control in the relationship. This dynamic created formidable psychological 

obstacles for Ms. Heard to identify the abuse and extricate herself from the relationship. 

Sexual Violence 

This evaluation revealed significant sexual violence perpetrated by Mr. Depp toward Ms. 

Heard. Sexual violence is forcing or attempting to force a partner to take part in a sex act, sexual 

touching, or a non-physical sexual event ( e.g., sexting) when the partner does not want to or 

cannot consent. Intimate partner sexual abuse is any form of sexual violence that takes place 

within a current or former intimate relationship and it often co-occurs with other forms of abuse. 

Ms. Heard reported that there were multiple instances when Mr. Depp forcibly and 

aggressively grabbed Ms. Heard's head coercing her to engage in fellatio, and times when he 
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forcibly performed cunnilingus on her. Whereas she did not say no, Ms. Heard was desperate to 

make him feel loved, be less mad at her, and make him feel that they were "okay." Thus, she 

tolerated these aggressive violations, always hoping that such acts would turn "romantic," yet 

they rarely did. She often made excuses for Mr. Depp in order to psychologically shield herself 

from the reality and psychic pain of these violations. 

Mr. Depp also engaged in serious sexual violence during instances of rage and violence 

in which he forcibly penetrated Ms. Heard's vagina with the neck of a liquor bottle during one of 

the most violent episodes in their relationship. Other times, he forcibly and violently thrust his 

fingers up her vagina, moved her body by holding onto her vagina, and yelled obscenities at her. 

None of these acts were to initiate sex and none of them consensual. Quite the contrary, they 

were acts of sexual violence reflecting an abuse of Mr. Depp's power and control over her, and 

specifically perpetrated to humiliate and subjugate Ms. Heard. These repeated sexual violations 

were often accompanied by vulgar and degrading verbal assaults toward her. These sexual 

violations were psychologically devastating to Ms. Heard and physically painful. The research 

has suggested that women who are exposed to both physical and sexual violence in an intimate 

relationship are at risk for more severe psychological and traumatic symptomatology. 

Danger Assessment 

The Danger Assessment Scale is an empirically validated measure specifically designed 

to assess for risk factors that have been associated with severe and lethal intimate partner 

violence. In examining the factors present in this case, there is statistical support to suggest that 

the intimate partner violence perpetrated by Mr. Depp toward Ms. Heard was serious, severe, and 

dangerous. When someone scores in that range and is still in the relationship, assertive safety 

planning and risk reduction strategies are recommended. 
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Specific lethality risk factors that were identified over the course of the relationship 

include: 

• an increase in violence and abuse 
• threats to kill 
• forced sexual violence 
• strangulation 
• use of illegal drugs and problematic drinking 
• controlling behaviors 
• persistent jealousy 
• destruction of property 
• surveillance behaviors 
• threats to commit suicide. 

There were two very serious abusive incidents worth noting in which Ms. Heard thought 

Mr. Depp could kill her. The first time was in Australia in March 2015 when Mr. Depp engaged 

in an all-out assault upon her whereby he hit her, slapped her, threw her around, pinned her on 

her back on a counter, squeezed her neck strangling her, ripped off her nightgown, and raped her 

with a Jack Daniels bottle while screaming over and over again, "You ruined my life. I hate you. 

I'm going to fucking kill you." As noted above, strangulation, sexual violence, destruction of 

property, substance abuse, and threats to kill are significant risk factors for severe and lethal 

intimate partner violence. 

Then, in December 20 I 5 in Los Angeles, Mr. Depp perpetrated another severe assault 

against Ms. Heard wherein he repeatedly punched and slapped her with his ring-adorned hands, 

dragged her by the hair across the apartment, headbutted her, and strangled her while yelling "I 

fucking hate you. I hate you. I'm going to fucking kill you." Making a threat to kill increases 

the likelihood of an act of serious harm and when combined with a perpetrator's use of violence, 

psychological instability, and substance abuse represents a very high-risk and dangerous 

situation. 
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Copi11g Responses to Viole11ce a11d Abuse 

The research has demonstrated that women who are involved in abusive relationships 

employ a variety of formal, informal, and personal strategies to cope with the abuse, avoid the 

abuse, protect themselves from the abuse, and escape from the abuse. They do many things - it 

just does not stop their partner's abuse and victimization. Some strategies represent formal help­

seeking behaviors such as calling the police, obtaining protection orders, seeking medical 

assistance, going to a shelter, obtaining counseling, and terminating the relationship. 

Commonly, women in abusive relationships attempt to stop and deal with the abuse from within 

the relationship. Examples of these informal strategies include talking with their partner to try to 

get him to change, complying with his demands, acquiescing, talking to family members and 

friends, passive and active forms of self-defense, and physically fighting back. Importantly, the 

research also demonstrates that it ultimately remains the perpetrator's choice to cease his use of 

violence and abuse regardless of the strategies employed by the victim. 

A woman's difficulty in extricating herself from an abusive relationship does not in any 

way indicate that she is unconcerned about the abuse or wants it to occur. Rather, the victim is 

absolutely concerned about the abuse but engages in psychological avoidance, minimization, 

denial, and suppression efforts herself in order to maintain the relational status quo, because she 

is emotionally attached, and in order to stay safe. An abused woman's decisional analysis to stay 

or leave is mediated by multiple and complex factors such as personal resources, tangible 

resources, ongoing abuse, psychological functioning, emotional attachment, love and hope for 

change, vulnerability factors, and threats ofretaliation. 

This evaluation revealed that Ms. Heard utilized many formal and informal strategies to 

cope with the violence and abuse inflicted upon her by Mr. Depp. Informal strategies included 
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efforts to work with and negotiate with Mr. Depp on ways to stop the violence and abuse. She 

attempted to please Mr. Depp, appease him, avoid angering him, and comply with his eccentric 

ways to prevent further abuse and degradation. She hid her scripts and refrained from practicing 

lines to obviate an altercation. She altered her choice of clothing to satisfy him and prevent 

being told she dressed like a whore. She avoided going to cast parties, rap parties, and talking 

with her male co-workers because this made Mr. Depp irrationally jealous, often resulting in 

verbal and physical fights. She repeatedly tried to talk with Mr. Depp to persuade him to stop his 

abusive behaviors, stop his significant drug addiction and excessive alcohol abuse, and engage 

with her in positive ways. She pleaded with him and constantly encouraged him to get treatment 

for his own abusive childhood which she saw as a contributing factor to his self-loathing, self­

destructive tendencies, and his polysubstance abuse. She repeatedly requested that Mr. Depp 

engage with her in couples therapy which they did on a few occasions of limited duration and 

minimal success. She repeatedly encouraged and assisted him in obtaining professional treatment 

and support for his substance abuse. 

· Other informal and personal coping strategies involve obtaining support from others. Ms. 

Heard disclosed the abuse to her mother, her sister, and multiple friends, all in an attempt to 

receive emotional support in the aftermath of an explosive incident. At times, in her 

conversations with others, Ms. Heard also engaged in minimization, suppression, and denial of 

the true extent of Mr. Depp's violent and abusive behavior and this is because Ms. Heard knew 

that others would tell her to leave Mr. Depp. She did not want to be criticized for staying and did 

not want Mr. Depp to be negatively judged as she still loved him and was committed to working 

on the relationship despite the abuse, thus she maintained the secret. In addition, Mr. Depp 

actively sabotaged Ms. Heard's efforts at self-care and external support, vilifying and sometimes 
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excommunicating those individuals with whom she relied on. Engaging in deliberate behavior 

that isolates victims from social support is a common tactic of abusers. 

Another informal coping strategy utilized by Ms. Heard in response to the violence and 

abuse by Mr. Depp was her own use of passive and active forms of physical and defensive 

actions during an abusive incident. This is not uncommon. A high percentage of women in 

abusive relationships use some form ofresponsive violence against their partner. Importantly, 

Ms. Heard's use of defensive physical actions did not prove to be an effective strategy as it did 

not stop the assault, but rather increased Mr. Depp's anger and violence toward her. It is 

important to recognize that there is a distinction between relationship "fights" and "assaults." 

Partner assaults differ from fights because of the motive, dynamics, and consequences. Assaults 

function to hurt, denigrate, punish, subjugate, exploit, dominate, and control an intimate partner 

and, importantly, they are not attempts to resolve conflict. Partner assaults are repeated over 

time, tend to escalate, and have marked asymmetry in the amount of injury sustained. Intimate 

partner violence has long been understood as comprising more than just hitting, but rather a wide 

array of abusive tactics, such as psychological degradation, coercion, abuse of power and 

control, threats, manipulation, the instillation of fear, sexual violence, and surveillance controls. 

Importantly, when taking Ms. Heard's reactive violence into account, this evaluation revealed 

that there was a significantly differential impact of the violence and abuse utilized by Mr. Depp. 

There was a serious imbalance of power and control, a disparity of size and strength, differential 

perpetration of severe violence, differential threat and risk of serious injury, sexual violence, 

differential impact of actual physical injury and psychological harm, and an imbalance of fear 

and danger. 
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Ms. Heard also engaged in formal strategies to cope with the intimate partner violence 

including engaging in psychological treatment with multiple providers and engaging with Mr. 

Depp's providers. She actively spoke with Mr. Depp's medical team, conceptualizing his drug 

and alcohol addiction as a core dysfunctional aspect of their relationship and a functional cause 

of the abuse. She attended Al-Anon meetings and actively participated in efforts to help Mr. 

Depp achieve sobriety. She read countless books about substance abuse, and dysfunctional and 

abusive relationships. Ms. Heard's efforts to help Mr. Depp get safe and sober were repeated 

over and over again throughout the course of the relationship thereby funneling her 

psychological resources to caring for him and away from her own needs and the full realization 

of the severity of the abuse inflicted upon her. 

Another formal strategy was Ms. Heard's own psychological treatment. Ms. Heard 

engaged in psychotherapy with multiple treatment providers, including Dr. Connell Cowan and 

Dr. Bonnie Jacobs, over the course of the relationships to try and figure out what she could do to 

stop Mr. Depp's abuse upon her. This is a common misattribution error in cases ofintimate 

partner violence where the abused victim eventually comes to believe her partner's claims that 

she is the cause of his aberrant behavior. She constantly felt responsible for his abuse, apologized 

often, and contemplated what she could do "better" to not have him hurt her. Notwithstanding, 

Ms. Heard spoke to Mr. Depp on countless occasions that she could no longer sustain any further 

abuse. Sometimes he indicated he understood and promised to do better, and yet other times he 

denied the abusive incidents even occurred, denied hurting her, minimized the extent of the 

abuse, and blamed her for his use of violence. Despite desperately wanting him to change, Mr. 

Depp's alcohol and drug addiction remained chronic and his controlling and violent tendencies 

persisted. Mr. Depp did not change. In fact, the abuse toward Ms. Heard worsened over time, 
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increasing in frequency and severity. In the end, she obtained a temporarily restraining order 

against him. 

Importantly, Ms. Heard was embroiled in the profound paradox that is the hallmark of 

intimate partner violence where love and violence are intertwined. Women can be in love and 

afraid at the same time and this phenomenon is clinically understood as a tolerance for cognitive 

inconsistency. It is a myth that women just leave at the first sign of trouble or "should leave" if 

it is truly that bad. It is normal to give one's abusive partner second, third, and sometimes 

unlimited chances to redeem themselves. But, over time, the violent acts become normalized as a 

central feature of the relationship that needs to be tolerated- not accepted but tolerated. Ms. 

Heard was no exception. She was caught in a web of love, emotional attachment, genuine 

loyalty and concern for Mr. Depp, and the illusion that he would finally come to his senses and 

change for the better. As such, she often concealed and minimized his violence and abuse (to 

family, friends, and even treatment providers) to protect him, and herself at some point, from 

public condemnation. She assumed the best and denied the worst in order to hold on to the 

positive aspects of the relationship and the love she had for Mr. Depp. However, eventually, 

those psychological defenses broke down and were no longer effective as the physical and 

psychological injury became too great to bear and the positive aspects became all too infrequent 

resulting in the decisional analysis for Ms. Heard to finally terminate the relationship. 

Psychological Impact of Defamation 

In cases of intimate partner violence, leaving the relationship does not always end the 

violence and abuse. In fact, ending an abusive relationship is statistically a very dangerous point 

in time for the abused victim. Whereas Ms. Heard left Mr. Depp, filed for a restraining order due 

to domestic violence, and eventually divorced him, she was not free. Mr. Depp's psychological 
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and emotional abuse continued. Mr. Depp's defamation suit and false statements to tbe media 

halted her healing from the traumatic effects of victimization and introduced new levels of 

psychological abuse, intimidation, degradation, and gaslighting which continued that cycle of 

abuse that she thought she escaped from, this time abusing Ms. Heard tbrough the legal system 

and through media attacks. The overarching theme of Mr. Depp's attacks are that Ms. Heard is a 

liar. For a victim of intimate partner violence, fear that they would not be believed ranks among 

tbe highest reasons why they do not speak out about their abuse and why violence against 

women is the most underreported crime. This has had devasting consequences for Ms. Heard. 

The psychological impact of three of Mr. Depp's defamatory statements (through Adam 

Waldman, his attorney and agent) were specifically assessed (April 8, 2020; April 27, 2020; and 

June 4, 2020). Whereas it was determined that these comments had notable psychological 

impact, tbey represent a continuation and exacerbation of the totality of Mr. Depp's abusive 

behaviors. Ms. Heard suffered repeated attacks on her credibility with Mr. Depp's frequent lies 

to tbe media, a particularly significant problem when one is in the public sphere. The problem 

with every lie is that one must refute that lie, and that requires intense psychological resources. 

As such, with each unpredictable media comment made by Mr. Depp, havoc and chaos were 

again thrust into her life to no fault of her own, forcing her to deal with the negative 

consequences of having to explain and "prove" the lie. These lies resulted in numerous losses, 

such as tbe loss of time and energy; loss of friendships; loss of jobs; and financial loss, all of 

which greatly impacted her daily functioning and her capacity to cope. 

As a result of Mr. Depp's defamatory statements (through Adam Waldman, his attorney 

and agent), Ms. Heard suffered notable psychological distress and an exacerbation of 

posttraumatic stress disorder that stems from the initial pattern of violence and abuse. Each time 
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Mr. Depp released a defamatory statement to the media calling her a liar or that her account of 

violence and abuse in the relationship was a "hoax," Ms. Heard suffered (and continues to suffer) 

from stress, anxiety, nightmares, crying, flashbacks, feeling afraid, emotional numbing, 

dissociation, struggles with trusting others, significant sleep disruption, relationship and intimacy 

problems, interpersonal disconnection, hypervigilance, and intense psychological pain. 

In addition, Mr. Depp's defamatory statements activated long held feelings of shame and 

humiliation about the abuse and the relationship in general, common consequences of 

victimization. This was particularly true with Mr. Depp's April 8, 2020 remarks about "fake 

sexual violence" and a "sexual violence hoax." Rape and sexual violence are one of the most 

humiliating, violating, and shame inducing experiences that an individual could endure, and it is 

one of the most powerful predictors of PTSD in both men and women. The sexual violence that 

Ms. Heard experienced by Mr. Depp is one of the most private, vulnerable, and painful aspects 

of her life. For Mr. Depp to call her account "fake" and for her to have to refute it, has resulted 

in significant psychological distress, emotional pain, humiliation, and an exacerbation of PTSD. 

While in the abusive relationship, Mr. Depp repeatedly utilized abusive tactics whereby 

he minimized his abuse and violence, blamed her for the abuse, denied that the abuse even 

occurred, and reversed the attack on her claiming that he was the victim, and she was the abuser. 

But Ms. Heard successfully extricated herself from that awful dynamic of violence and abuse 

and yet Mr. Depp's abuse continued through his false media comments. This forced her to 

confront the whole cycle of abuse, violence, blame, gaslighting, and condemnation all over 

again. 

TI1e psychological consequences and harm to women because of partner violence have 

been well documented, and include decline in general mental health, depression, anxiety, 
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posttraumatic stress disorder, substance abuse, suicidality, shame, humiliation, self-blame, and 

diminished self-worth and self-efficacy, among others. This evaluation revealed that Ms. Heard 

meets DSM-5 criteria for Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) with an etiology of the violence 

and abuse perpetrated by Mr. Depp. Ms. Heard endorsed symptoms in all four clusters of PTSD: 

intrusive reminders of the victimization, violence, and abuse (flashbacks, memories, nightmares); 

conscious avoidance efforts to detract her from reliving the violence and abuse; negative effects 

on her thinking and mood; and an increase in hyperarousal and physiological reactivity. 

Importantly, PTSD is a cue-related disorder and environment stimuli serve to trigger the 

disorder with accompanying psychological reactivity. Each time Mr. Depp released a media 

statement branding her a liar, that served as a trauma trigger activating memories of the horror 

and truth of the abusive relationship. Mr. Depp's comments are so inextricably connected to the 

original trauma that they result in additive psychological and traumatic effects. His statements 

also activate the PTSD dimension of hyperarousal and hypervigilance as Ms. Heard experiences 

greater concern for her personal safety, resulting in anxiety, an acute awareness of her 

surroundings, and continual scanning for danger. 

Errors in Methodology and Analysis of Dr. Shannon Curry, Psy. D. in administration of 
the CAPS-5 to Ms. Heard on December 17, 2021 

Dr. Curry's conclusion that Ms. Heard does not meet the threshold for PTSD is flawed 

and incorrect. Given that Dr. Curry administered the CAPS-5 on December 17, 2021,just ten 

days earlier from Dr. Hughes' assessment on December 27, 2021, a comparison of findings is 

warranted. Importantly, Dr. Curry failed to utilize the proper anchor point for the index trauma 

for Ms. Heard thereby yielding incorrect results. Dr. Curry erroneously utilized only the sexual 

assaults by Mr. Depp on the CAPS-5 for all the subsequent symptom queries that were posed to 

Ms. Heard even though Ms. Heard identified "the worst of the violence in the marriage" as her 
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trauma. But contrary to standard practice in the field and the instructions and intent of the test, 

Dr. Curry limited the queries to the sexual assaults by Mr. Depp. As such, Ms. Heard answered 

truthfully and honestly, not linking specific current symptoms to her sexual assault experiences 

because Ms. Heard's PTSD encompasses so much more than those incidents. 

Ms. Heard's responses on the CAPS-5 to Dr. Curry do, in fact,' demonstrate traumatic 

stress related to the overall abuse by Mr. Depp, but that was not assessed by Dr. Curry. If you 

give a limited prompt and restricted anchor, you are going to obtain skewed results. The CAPS-5 

instructions require the identification ofa single index trauma(s), or a group of thematically 

related traumatic events, to serve as the basis of symptom inquiry. Moreover, when the 

individual indicates that his/her worst trauma exposure was due to multiple incidents of the same 

type of event ( e.g., multiple instances of childhood sexual abuse, multiple combat exposures, or 

multiple incidents of intimate partner violence), the multiple events of the same type would be 

treated as a singular exposure. Dr. Curry failed to adhere to the stated instructions and intent of 

the test and thus did not properly query Ms. Heard's for the full breadth of her trauma-based 

sequelae. 

For the CAPS-5, in general, if the symptoms expressed by the individual can be 

connected to the overall trauma exposure, then it would be counted toward the PTSD diagnosis. 

Ms. Heard provided enough details to Dr. Curry on the CAPS-5 as to her symptomatology and 

functioning as a result of the IPV, and Ms. Heard replied many times, "not in the last month." 

This should have prompted Dr. Curry to exercise due diligence and administer the Worst Month 

Version of the CAPS-5 to truly ascertain the extent of Ms. Heard's trauma-based symptoms. Dr. 

Curry failed to do so. Moreover, by listening to Ms. Heard's responses, a skilled examiner 

would have realized that narrowing the range of symptoms to only the sexual assaults was 

24 
CONFIDENTIAL 



flawed and thus would have queried, "Are you having any other symptoms in the last month 

related to the abuse and violence and not just the sexual assaults?" in order to accurately assess 

for PTSD symptomatology. Dr. Curry again failed to do so. As a result, Dr. Curry's flawed 

administration yielded an unreliable and invalid conclusion. 

That said, the content of Ms. Heard's responses on the CAPS-5 to Dr. Curry on December 

17, 2021 was generally consistent with Ms. Heard's responses to Dr. Hughes' administration of 

the CAPS-5 on December 27, 2021, and with Ms. Heard's accounting of her trauma symptoms to 

Dr. Hughes during multiple assessments over the past three years. Dr. Hughes correctly did not 

limit Ms. Heard's frame ofreference to only the sexual assaults. If one removes that anchor, Dr. 

Hughes and Dr. Curry yield remarkably similar results with enough symptoms that satisfy PTSD 

criteria. 

Prognosis 

Ms. Heard's prognosis is guarded and her treatment is likely to be long term. 

Psychological recovery from the traumatic effects of intimate partner victimization is more than 

just the physical healing of cuts and bruises because the psychological damage from the 

relational betrayal and emotional abuse runs deep. Ms. Heard has continually availed herself of 

professional treatment and has been motivated for healing to occur, but her treatment is currently 

in the infancy stage because it has necessitated a focus on crisis management and psychological 

stabilization resulting from the defamatory statements by Mr. Depp. Her physical and emotional 

safety continues to be threatened, thereby exacerbating her PTSD. Interpersonal violence-related 

PTSD can be a chronic condition, often waxing and waning throughout a person's life, being 

triggered by environmental and life stressors. Ms. Heard will require treatment to address and 

ameliorate these trauma triggers as they arise. In addition, she will require treatment for 
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victimization-associated traumatic sequelae, such as shame, self-blame, humiliation, intimacy 

problems, interpersonal disconnection, and trust difficulties. Her psychological care will be 

palliative and function to remedy the psychological impact of the trauma arising during her life. 

Ronald S. Schnell 
Director 
Berkeley Research Group 
1111 Brickell Ave 
Suite 2050 
Miami, Florida 33131 
(305) 548-8546 
rschnell@thinkbrg.com 

Mr. Schnell's C.V. is attached as Att. 3. Mr. Schnell is an accomplished executive with a 

history of running large technology organizations, from early stage startups to large divisions of 

S&P 500 corporations. Mr. Schnell has also served as a testifying and consulting expert witness 

on high-profile cases in the areas of intellectual property, software licensing, cyber security, and 

other highly technical matters. He has knowledge of over forty computer languages, and is an 

adjunct professor at Nova Southeastern University, teaching computer security and operating 

systems in the computer science department. 

Mr. Schnell is expected to testify as an expert in the field of statistical and forensic analysis 

of social media. As an expert in this field, Mr. Schnell and his firm, Berkley Research Group, 

conducted an investigation relating to posts on social media, primarily Twitter, that contained and/or 

expressed negative comments and negativity ("negative posts" or "posts") about Amber Heard, 

from April 8, 2020 through the present. Mr. Schnell located and collected, and is expected to 

testify, that there are over a million negative posts relating to Amber Heard from April 8, 2020 

through the present. Specifically, from the beginning of April 2020, until the end of January 

2021, there were 1,243,705 negative posts relating to Amber Heard, including one or more of the 

tags #JusticeForJohnnyDepp, #AmberHeardlsAnAbuser, #AmberTurd, or 
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potential and competency, or consultants are asked to recommend a treatment regimen. To ask them to 
perform a personal examination in each case would be impractical and prevent such agencies from 
benefiting from psychiatric consultation. The psychiatrist must, of course, observe the rules of 
confidentiality (Section 4, Annotation 4, APA) and of proper relationships with other health 
professionals (Section 5, Annotations 2, 3, and 4, APA). (1976) 
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@ef@anijsj@ptQ.\1aJit:§lre11dertan10p1n1on!\%fasJilusTethrcali4 

Answer: ~ee Section 7, Annotation 3 (APA): On occasion psychiatrists are asked for an opinion 
about an individual who is in the light of public attention or who has disclosed information about 
himsel:t!herself through public media. In such circumstances, a psychiatrist may share with the public 
his/her expertise about psychiatric issues in general. However, it is unethical for a psychiatrist to offer a 
professional opinion unless he/she has conducted an examination and has been granted proper 
authorization for such a statement. @lonjus10riJhaSlaJjt§en16:91itafom1.mne1secopd1senten@Jai5§£e1anctliioll 
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CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL-AEO INFORMATION 
Transcript of Jessica Kovacevic 

Conducted on March 1, 2022 

their conversation was specifically about changing 

people's views. 

Q Do you know what L'Oreal's view was of --

with respect to changing people's view of Amber? 

MS. BREDERHOFT: Objection to the form of 

the question. 

Go ahead. 

THE WITNESS: I don't know. I know that 

-- all I know is that L'Oreal has wanted to 

support Amber and has been positive with her 

throughout their relationship with her. 

Q When she writes "further alienate her,'' 

were people alienated to Ms. Heard as of October 

of 2018? 

MS. BREDERHOFT: Objection to the form of 

the question. 

Go ahead. 

THE WITNESS: The -- I'm sure she's 

referring to, like, the Johnny, you know, online, 

you know, fans and bots who would go after her. 

Q What bots went after her? 

A The -- there was consistently -- you know, 
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CONTAJNS CONFIDENTIAL-ABO INFORMATION 
Transcript of Jessica Kovacevic 

Conducted on March 1, 2022 

on her Instagram consistently a barrage of 

negative comments and echoing a lot of the things 

that Adam would put out, you know, calling her the 

abuser, a liar, that she made everything up, 

things like that. 

Q What's a ''bot''? 

A A bot is a fake account that's created to 

execute a certain objective. 

Q What bas- -- what basis do you have for 

your assertion that there were fake accounts being 

used to criticize Ms. Heard? 

A Because if you click on a lot of them, 

which I did many times over the years, you'll 

click on the account and the account will have no 

followers or it will be -- you know, and have no 

posts themselves. They'll have, you know, a 

picture of just Johnny or, you know, weird you 

can just tell the difference between a real 

person's and a bat's. They just look strange and 

fake and no history. 

-
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Cc: Jodi Gottlieb□odi@independentpr.com]; Warren Zavala[WZavala@WMEAgency.com] 
To: Jessica Kovacevic[JKovacevic@WMEAgency.com] 
From: KSlater@WMEAgency.com 
Sent Thur 05/28/2020 2:15:57 AM UTC 
Subject Re: AH issues 
Received: Thur 05/28/2020 2:15:59 AM UTC 
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KS1ater@WMEAgency.com 
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Can I get on the phone w them to nip it in the bud? There is zero truth 
Warners doesn't even acknowledge these statements exist, and ive had zero calls of concern from 
anyone at the studio 

Jessica Kovacevic I WME 
JKovacevic@WMEAgency.com 

310.248.3050 

From: Jodi Gottlieb <jodi@independentpr.com> 

Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 at 5:37 PM 

To: Katie Slater <KSlater@WMEAgency.com>, Warren Zavala <WZavala@WMEAgency.com>, Jessica 

Kovacevic <JKovacevic@WMEAgency.com> 
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Subject: RE: AH issues 

I EXTERNAL I 

I believe they are just rumors from crazy Johnny supporters, but WZ/ JK to advise. 
And to be honest, our company with 3,000 followers gets killed consistently on lnstagram when we post 
about Amber. There has to be a algorithm that they follow as there is no way they would know what 
@independentpublicrelations is doing and posting unless they have a way of tracking us in other ways. 
Additionally, I have clicked on many of those making obscene comments and they all seem like bots. 

Privileged 

[illllllllllllllll 

Jodi Gottlieb 
Email: iodi@independentpr.com 
Direct: 323-488-5822 

-------------------
From: Katie Slater <KSlater@WMEAgency.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 5:32 PM 

To: Warren Zavala <WZavala@WMEAgency.com>; Jessica Kovacevic <JKovacevic@WMEAgency.com>; Jodi Gottlieb 
<jodi@independentpr.com> 

Subject: Fwd: AH issues 

See below re L'Oreal and Amber. 

There's no truth to the Aquaman 2 rumors, right? 

If there is anything else helpful and reassuring to share with L'Oreal please let me know. 

Privileged 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Kress, Kimberly (NYC-MEW)" <Kimberly.Kress@mccann.com> 
Date: May 27, 2020 at 9:30:37 AM PDT 
To: Katie Slater <KSlater@wmeagency.com> 
Cc: Katie Slater Assistant <KSlater.assistant@WMEAgency.com> 
Subject: AH issues 

CONFIDENTIAL 

I EXTERNAL 

Hi Katie, 

There has been another wave of negative IG comments on L'Oreal's IG after two 
posts featuring Amber (her Preference commercial and her Cannes women/cinema 
image/quote). 

WME_0000628 



Someone also found an article saying she is about to be dropped by Aqua man 2 
due to the change.org petition to remove her from the film and all the bad press 
she gets. Is this article true? I can't imagine that it is but there is real concern. 

I know this is not new news and that we have weathered this in the past but there 
is a new high level person across all L'Oreal business in the Americas and he's 
throwing up the warning signs again ... 

Please let me know ASAP about Aqua man 2 and if you have any info on the latest 
spate of negative IG comments. 

Also, it's been awhile since we heard from her attorneys but assuming there is no 
update on the UK and US trials due to Covid, right? 

Best, 
KK 
This message contains information which may be confidential and privileged. Unless you 
are the intended recipient (or authorized to receive this message for the intended 
recipient), you may not use, copy, disseminate or disclose to anyone the message or any 
information contained in the message. If you have received the message in error, please 
advise the sender by reply e-mail, and delete the message. Thank you very much. 

Katie Slater I WME 
KSlater@WMEAgency.com 
310.246.3148 

CONFIDENTIAL WME_0000629 
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#internationalswomenday 

Consumers participating 
in the negative buzz are: 
1) Showcasing a general 
outcry on her actions 
2) Feeling like this 
spokesperson does not 
represent their values 
3) Shaming support for 
her 
4) Showing support for 
Johnny Depp 

CONVERSATION TO KEEP 
MONITORING 

Weak signal: 1 comment 
mentioning that there 
should be no difference in 
the action taken for 
Munroe vs. Heard 

• 
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Mentions that includes support for Johnny Depp represents 7% (17 mentions) out of the total 
mentions associated to Amber Heard. 
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~OR~L 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Transcript of Detective Marie Sadanaga, Designated Representative 
Conducted on March 12, 2021 

I'll let Elaine ask whatever follow-up questions 

she wants to ask at this point, but hopefully we 

can get you out of here soon. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: I'll try to make it 

very quick. 

FURTHER EXAMINATION BY COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT 

BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 

Q You testified about being a patrol 

officer. 

Do you recall what years you were a 

patrol officer? 

A It was October 2003 until January 2009. 

Q You were asked some questions by -- by 

counsel for Mr. Depp about potential motivations 

for officers to follow policies or protocols or 

not follow them. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Alex, I'm going to ask 

you to bring up Plaintiff's Exhibit -- or 

Deposition Exhibit Number 49, please. 

AV TECHNICIAN: (Technician complies.) 

BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 
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Q Detective, I'm going to show you what 

has been marked as Deposition Exhibit Number 49, 

and it's a -- it was provided to us by the LAPD in 

discovery in this case, and it's the first page 

of it is an Internal Affairs Group Complaint 

Investigations. 

Do you see that? 

A Yes. 

Q It's dated May 2015. 

Do you see that? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. I'm going to go to the second 

page, and they have misconduct defined. 

What, if any, understanding do you have 

that if a patrol officer violates department 

policies, rules, or procedures, whether that would 

con- -- would constitute misconduct under the LAPD 

policies and procedures? 

MR. MONIZ: Objection. Improper, 

incomplete hypothetical. Lacks foundation. Calls 

for speculation. Vague and ambiguous. 

The document and the policies speak for 
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themselves, and it goes beyond the scope of the 

topics on which this witness was designated to 

testify. 

THE WITNESS: Violation of department 

policies, rules, or procedures is misconduct. 

BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 

Q And what, if any, understanding do you 

have of whether neglect of duty would constitute 

misconduct under the policies, procedures, and 

rules as of May 2016 for misconduct? 

MR. MONIZ: Objection. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: You know, I asked that 

really badly, and it got all jumbled. Let me try 

that one again. 

BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 

Q What, if any, understanding do you have 

of whether neglect of duty constitutes misconduct 

under the LAPD policies and procedures in effect 

in May of 2016? 

MR. MONIZ: Objection. Beyond the 

scope of the topics for which this witness was 

designated to testify. Calls for speculation. 
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Lacks foundation. Improper, incomplete 

hypothetical. Vague and ambiguous as to the 

phrase ''neglect of duty,'' which is an inherently 

nebulous phrase. Calls for an opinion, and the 

document speaks for itself. 

THE WITNESS: It's misconduct. 

BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 

Q Okay. And what, if any, understanding 

do you have of whether conduct that tended to 

reflect unfavorably upon the employee or the 

department constituted misconduct in May of 2016? 

(The Reporter clarified the record.) 

BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 

Q What, if any, understanding do you have 

of whether conduct which may tend to reflect 

unfavorably upon the employee or the department 

constitutes misconduct under the policies and 

procedures of the LAPD as of May 2016? 

MR. MONIZ: And objection. The 

document and the policies speak for themselves and 

are the own best evidence of what the actual 

policies are. 
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Lacks foundation. Calls for 

speculation. Vague and ambiguous, and including 

as to the phrase "conduct which may tend to 

reflect unfavorably," relevance. And calls for an 

opinion. 

THE WITNESS: It is also misconduct. 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Thank you. 

Alex, you can take this away. 

AV TECHNICIAN: (Technician complies.) 

BY MS. BREDEHOFT: 

Q There were a number of questions asked 

about if observe injury, if observe property 

damage, back and forth, and both of us have asked 

you a lot of questions about this, and so I just 

want to make sure that it's very clear. 

If a police officer responding to 

domestic violence call sees injury, regardless of 

whether the victim cooperates, what is the police 

officer's obligation? This is as of May 2016. 

MR. MONIZ: Objection. Incomplete 

hypothetical. Lacks foundation. Calls for 

speculation. 
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a fight that they had. So the trial court in the 

next case said, we're going to all.ow that testimony 

about the fight that occurred to be admitted in this 

case. And the Supreme Court said the trial .court 

did ·rtot abuse its qiscretion. That's exactly wh~t 

this testimony is about, the fight that occurred. 

There was certainly a verbal confrontation. There 

wasn't an actual fight. And so the court admitted 

9 that. 

10 Azalea Drive-In, from the Eastern 

11 District of Virginia, this is their case. :t will 

12 quote from the court, "Since the same allegations 

13 are made here as were made by Azalea in state cour~t, 

14 the requirement that the issues be substantially 

15 similar is met," and that's 1974 Westlaw 1014, at 

16 asterisk 2. 

17 The only case that Ms. Heard could cite 

18 what was decided the other way, was the Hub case out 

19 the Ninth Circuit, a 1982 case. But the Hub case is 

20 completely inapposi te. The party was seeking to 

21 use -- the parties seeking to use the prior 

22 deposition. . . "failed to show that the deposition 
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DEPOSITION OF KATHRYN ARNOLD, CONDUCTED VIA 

ZOOM VIDEOCONFERENCE. 

Pursuant to notice, before Karisa J. 

Ekenseair, Certified Shorthand Reporter in and for 

the States of Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Illinois; 

National Registered Professional Reporter, Notary 

Public in and for the State of Arkansas. 
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BROWN RUDNICK, LLP 

601 THIRTEENTH STREET, NW, SUITE 600 
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BROWN RUDNICK, LLP 
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617-856-8149 
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said, which was that because he couldn't get 

specific data from Twitter, that he took the word 

"bot campaign" out and was using words to the 

effect of 11 coordinated campaign," "social media 

campaign." 

Q Okay. Turning over to page 38, your 

disclosure reads, quote, "Mr. Schnell has 

identified these tweet patterns as an orchestrated 

bot campaign by Depp and his representatives that 

is triggered by statements in the press by or 

about Ms. Heard.", unquote. 

Did I read that correctly? 

A Yes. 

Q Ms. Arnold, are you aware that Mr. Schnell 

during his deposition taken last week testified 

that he did not form any opinion about the bot 

campaign? 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of 

the question. Go ahead. 

A 
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MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of 

the question. Mischaracterizes the testimony, but 

go ahead. 

., 1i = ll @l:§lilDtt = 1i @km)D(s !lmm9 ~ ~ 

~g©®\gi!©ml. ~ e1.!!.l!, ~ i!@ Is® lslml liillmim 

Q Is your opinion impacted or in any way 

affected by Mr. Schnell's testimony last week that 

his opinion does not connect these tweets to 

Mr. Depp or to Mr. Waldman? 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection. 

Mischaracterizes the testimony. Assumes facts not 
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in evidence. Go ahead. Form of the question. Go 

ahead. 

A No. Because what I relied upon was the 

number of tweets and the timing of tweets and the 

number of negative tweets and other social media 

posts that were done that I relied upon. 

Q So who is responsible for the tweets 

doesn't impact your decision in any way? 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of 

the question. Go ahead. 

Q Let me restate the -- I'll strike that 

question. 

So the fact that Mr. Depp or Mr. Waldman 

may not have any connection with these tweets does 

not in any way impact your opinion? 

MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of 

the question. Assumes facts not in evidence. 

Mischaracterizes the testimony. Go ahead. 

A Well, I'm not sure whether it has been 

found by the trier of fact and in the court 

whether there was or wasn't a connection. It is 

my understanding that these tweets came after the 
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statements were made and that many of the tweets 

used similar language that are in the statements 

by Waldman. 

So that is how I have made the connection 

and that is how Ms. Jessica K. and other members 

of Amber's team have also shared in their 

deposition testimony and in their e-mails and in 

their conversations with me that there was a de 

facto connection between the two. 

Q What is the basis of your understanding 

that there's a de facto connection between the 

two? 

A The timing of the tweets, and the language 

of the tweets that is similar to the statements 

made by Mr. Waldman. 

Q Going back to page 37, which is one page 

before this, at the top of page 37, your 

disclosures read, quote, "Ms. Arnold has been 

asked to offer her expert opinion and assess the 

reputational harm and economic opportunities lost 

by Ms. Heard as a result of the defamatory 

statements described in paragraphs 45 through 47 
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Q What are you relying on to form this 

opinion? 

A Conversations with Amber's agent at 

William Morris and some e-mails that I saw back 

and forth between Loreal and either -- I believe 

it was William Morris who handles her endorsement 

contracts, Katie. 

Q Which agent at William Morris did you 

speak with? 

A Katie. 

Q And what did Katie tell you about the 

Loreal contract? 

A That they had made the contract, that they 

really liked Amber. They were very supportive of 

her. They weren't going to be able to use her as 

much as they wanted to. They were, I believe, 

going to renew the option, but they were going to 

postpone, but it -- but they weren't going to 

raise any money on the option or future contracts 

until after the trial and all the publicity about 

the current trial subsided. 

Q And you spoke about seeing particular 
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e-mails between William Morris and Loreal. What 

e-mails are you referring to? 

A 
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Q Who coordinated the negative media 

campaigns against Amber? 

A I don't know who coordinated -- there's 

been conversations about who coordinated, but I 

don't know specifically who coordinated it. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Mr. Depp 

coordinated it? 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 

JOHN C. DEPP, II, 

Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant, 

v. Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911 

AMBER LAURA HEARD, 

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff. 

COUNTERCLAIM PLAINTIFF AND DEFENDANT'S 
THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL AND REBUTTAL DISCLOSURE OF EXPERT WITNESSES 

Counterclaim Plaintiff and Defendant Amber Heard ("Ms. Heard") hereby identifies the 

following individuals who are expected to be called as expert witnesses at trial: 1 

Dawn M. Hnghes, Ph.D., ABPP 
Clinical and Forensic Psychologist 
274 Madison Avenue, Suite 604 
New York, New York 10016 
(212) 481-7044 Telephone 
(212) 481-7045 Facsimile 
hughes@drdawnhughes.com 

Introduction 

Dr. Dawn Hughes was retained by counsel for Amber Heard, in connection with John C. 

Depp II v Amber Heard (Civil Action No. CL-2019-0002911) which is pending in the Circuit 

Court of Fairfax County, Virginia. Ms. Heard is being sued for defamation by her ex-husband, 

John C. Depp II (known as "Johnny Depp"), in relation to her authoring an op-ed in the 

Washington Post on being a survivor of domestic violence. Although the op-ed never mentioned 

Mr. Depp by name, Mr. Depp stated in the complaint in this matter that he "never abused Ms. 

1 This Expert Designation addresses expert testimony and opinions relating to Ms. Beard's 
Counterclaim and Ms. Heard's defenses. 
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IKftlim;nfA'rnolill 
1155 N. La Cienega BI., PH 8, 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 
(323) 610-2029 
kathryna2z@gmail.com 

Expertise and Qualifications 

Ms. Arnold's C.V. is attached as Att. 5. She is an award-winning film producer and 

executive with over twenty years of experience in film production, acquisition, distribution, 

international sales, and film financing. Ms. Arnold has extensive experience in script 

development, screenwriting, casting, packaging, contract negotiation, production, sales, 

distribution and chain of title. She has worked with talent agents, producers, studio and 

distribution executives, investors, and lawyers in the development, production, financing and 

distribution offeature film projects, television, and online programming. Ms. Arnold has 

produced and/or executive produced six feature films, been involved in the development and 

production of dozens of feature film and television projects, produced a live streaming web 

series, and directed a documentary film on the iconic band Earth Wind & Fire. 

From 1988-1991, she served as an executive at Guber-Peters Entertainment (the 

company that produced Rainman, Batman,) based at Warner Brothers Entertainment. From 

1991-1996, she served as an executive and head of development for Secondary Modem Motion 

Pictures based at Universal Studios, and then from 1996-1999 as Head of Production and 

Development at the independent production company Cineville, LLC. Finally, prior to starting 

her own entertainment consulting company, she served as head of development and production 

for Monte Cristo Entertainment from 2000-2008. 
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Since 2008, Ms. Arnold has provided consultant services to attorneys, financiers, 

investors, production companies, international sales organizations, and film commissions in all 

areas related to entertainment industry standards and practices. 

In addition to her consulting services, she has served as an expert witness and consultant 

on cases involving entertainment industry standards and practices, loss of wages, earning 

capacity, economic and reputational damage analysis, intellectual property rights, copyright 

issues, chain of title, hiring probabilities, defamation, estate claims, financial forecasting, new 

media, licensing, contracts, and business practices. Her clients have been both plaintiffs and 

defendants and have included the OWN Network, Merrill Lynch, Innovative Artists, Hoffman La 

Roche, the John C. Steinbeck Estate, actors, writers, producers and production companies. She 

has been qualified and testified as an expert witness in the following courts: Superior Court of 

California, County of Los Angeles; United States District Court, Los Angeles County; United 

States District Court, Central District of California; High Court of Justice, Queens Bench 

Division, Bristol District Registry, England; Circuit Court for the 13th Judicial Circuit in and For 

Hillsborough County Fl., Civil Division; US District Court Southern District of Texas Houston 

Division; US District Court, North San Diego County; United States International Trade 

Commission; testified in US State and Federal courts, as well as at arbitration. 

Ms. Arnold has also presented an online video course for attorney continuing education 

for Attorney Credits Online, as well as published a text entitled The Entertainment Industry­

Points to Consider When Evaluating a Case June 22, 2009. Additionally, she has written a series 

of entertainment industry-related articles and served as an entertainment media consultant to 

Bloomberg News, MSNBC, CCTV, NPR, and Associated Press International, among others. 
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Summary of Engagement for Counterclaims 

Ms. Arnold has been asked to offer her expert opinion and assess the reputational harm 

and economic opportunities lost by Ms. Heard as a result of the defamatory statements described 

in Paragraphs 45-47 of Ms. Heard's Counterclaim and Exhibits F-H attached to the 

Counterclaims ("the defamation" or "the defamatory statements"). Specifically, Ms. Arnold will 

testify as to the economic consequences on Amber Heard as a result of the following statements 

("defamatory statements") included in the Counterclaim, at Paragraphs 45-47: 

45. Depp, through Waldman, continued to claim that Ms. Heard was committing perjury 
to the Daily Mail, when he stated on April 8, 2020 that "Amber Heard and her friends in the 
media use fake sexual violence allegations as both a sword and shield, depending on their needs. 
They have selected some of her sexual violence hoax 'facts' as the sword, inflicting them on the 
public and Mr. Depp." Exhibit F. 

46. Then on April 27, 2020, Depp, through Waldman, again told the Daily Mail that 
"Quite simply this was an ambush, a hoax. They set Mr. Depp up by calling the cops but the 
first attempt didn't do the trick. The officers came to the penthouses, thoroughly searched and 
interviewed, and left after seeing no damage to face or property. So Amber and her friends 
spilled a little wine and roughed the place up, got their stories straight under the direction of a 
lawyer and publicist, and then placed a second call to 911." Exhibit G. 

47. On June, 24, 2020, Depp, through Waldman, falsely accused Ms. Heard in the Daily 
Mail of committing an "abuse hoax" against Depp. Exhibit H. 

Sources Consulted 

In conjunction with the rendering of her opinion in this litigation, Ms. Arnold has 

reviewed pleadings, discovery, documents provided in discovery by both parties, trial and 

deposition testimony, has spoken with Ms. Heard and her publicist and management team, has 

conducted research, and has relied on her extensive experience and resources in the 

entertainment industry. The documents that she reviewed and relied on are listed in Att. 6. 

Ms. Arnold has also consulted with Ron Schnell, a forensic expert in computer and social 

media data, also identified in this Designation. Mr. Schnell has reported to Ms. Arnold that there 
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are over a million negative posts relating to Amber Heard from April 8, 2020 through the present. 

Ms. Heard has been the subject of over 1,243,705 negative tweets and posts arising after the 

defamatory statements, from the beginning of April 2020 until the end of January 2021, 

including one or more of the tags #JusticeForJohnnyDepp, #AmberHeardlsAnAbuser, 

#AmberTurd, or #WeJustDontLikeYouAmber. Some of them are overlapping. The total 

number of distinct tweets that fall into that category is 1,019,433. Mr. Schnell has identified 

these tweet patterns as an orchestrated "bot" campaign by Depp and his representatives that is 

triggered by statements in the press by or about Ms. Heard. The bot campaign was specifically 

used to generate signatories to a "Remove Amber Heard from Aquaman 2" petition. 6 

As Ms. Arnold will testify, this is significant because the entertainment industry relies 

heavily on the reputation of actors in social media and frequently will run searches on any actors 

being considered for any role. Likewise, entities considering actors for commercial opportunities 

place substantial importance on the actor's reputation in social media in determining the actor to 

best promote their products and services. The defamatory statements, widely disseminated by 

the bot campaign, have made it nearly impossible for Ms. Heard to promote herself for personal 

appearances, speaking engagements and industry events as normal circumstances would permit. 

The inability for Ms. Heard to promote herself as an actor has further exacerbated her economic 

damages. 

Summary of Ms. Arnold's Opinions 

Ms. Arnold will testify that film studios and production companies evaluate the 

reputation ofan actor in the public sphere when determining whether to offer an actor a role, and 

6 Robart Lio, How Social Bots Created an Anti-Amber Heard & Aquaman Campaign, 
Medium.Com, Feb. 17, 2021, available at https://medium.com/@aquaman-bots/how-social-bots­
created-an-anti-am ber-heard-aquaman-campaign-e68e 1663 7 d3 a. 
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on what terms to hire that actor. Similarly, Ms. Arnold will testify that companies looking to 

market products evaluate an actor's reputation in the public sphere to determine whether, and on 

what terms, to hire an actor to promote such products in advertising. Ms. Arnold will testify to 

the importance of actor's reputation in the entertainment industry, and the negative impact on 

Ms. Heard's reputation and the opportunities she may receive when she is accused of the conduct 

described in Paragraphs 45-47 of the Counterclaim and Exhibits F-H. 

Because of the defamatory statements, Ms. Arnold is expected to testify that Ms. Heard 

incurred reputational damages and economic loss. Ms. Arnold is expected to testify that a 

reasonable way in the entertainment and commercial industry to calculate the reputational and 

economic damages suffered by Ms. Heard is to measure against reasonable comparators in the 

industry. Based on such comparisons, Ms. Arnold is expected to testify that Ms. Heard's 

economic losses as a result of the defamatory statements over a 5-year period range from $47 

million to $50 million. Ms. Arnold will also testify that, based on her experience in the 

entertainment industry, it is difficult to repair an actor's reputation, especially where there has 

been so much negative reaction in the social media since the defamatory statements, they are not 

erasable, and it may take many years to repair and/or restore Ms. Heard's reputation. 

Ms. Heard 's Career was Flourishing Before the Defamation 

Ms. Arnold's bases for her opinions includes her review of Ms. Heard's career as a 

working actress. Ms. Heard has been a working actress in film and television for over 15 years 

with over 50 productions to her credit. Ms. Heard received critical and box office acclaim in 

movies such as THE DANISH GIRL released in 2015 and most notably her starring roles in 

JUSTICE LEAGUE (2017) and AQUAMAN (2018) alongside Jason Momoa. Throughout this 

period, Ms. Heard was able to power through and overcome the negative publicity she received 
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surrounding her divorce from Mr. Depp in 2016. 

Ms. Arnold will also testify as to Ms. Heard's press opportunities before the defamation. 

Ms. Heard's performances in DANISH GIRL and AQUAMAN created tremendous awareness 

and momentum throughout the world. Ms. Heard was traveling around the world for press events 

and was on the cover of a variety of global magazines. Examples include: 

After the DANISH GIRL: 

• November 2015 -California Style cover story 

• December 2015 - Marie Claire cover story 

• December 2015 - Elle cover story 

After filSTICE LEAGUE 

• December 2017 GQ Australia Collector's Edition Story as "Woman of the year" 

After AQUAMAN 

• December 2018 - Marie Claire UK cover story 

• December 2018 - Shape cover story 

• December 2018-Glamour Mexico cover story (Considered a "role model of the 

world") 

• December 2018- ln Style Russia cover story 

• December 2018 - Porter The Edit 

• January 2019-Glamour US cover story 

Ms. Heard's Reputation and Career Suffered 
Significant Negative Impact After the Defamation 

Ms. Arnold will testify that Ms. Heard's career gains were severely damaged if not 

destroyed by the defamatory statements, beginning in April 2020 and continuing through the 

present. Outside of the AQUAMAN franchise, Ms. Heard has obtained only one role since the 

release of AQUAMAN in 2018, and it was obtained prior to the defamatory statements. 

Ms. Arnold is expected to testify that as a result ofDepp's defamatory statements, on 

February 22, 2021, Ms. Heard was "released" from her AQUAMAN THE LOST KINGDOM 
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("AQUAMAN 2") contract. Ms. Heard was ultimately "re-hired" on the movie, but she was 

unable to re-negotiate her deal to include a salary increase and bonuses because the effort was 

focused, necessarily, on keeping her in the film. Ms. Arnold will further testify based on her 

industry knowledge and experience, such renegotiation is customary in the industry when a film 

is as successful as AQUAMAN-over $2 billion in box office to date. Typically, after an actor's 

successful film in a franchise, an actor will renegotiate a 50% to I 00% increase in her salary. 

Ms. Heard's breakout role was in JUSTICE LEAGUE (2017) which led to roles in the 

ancillary films, including, AQUAMAN, ZACK SNYDER'S JUSTICE LEAGUE and 

AQUAMAN 2. Ms. Heard's contractual salary in AQUAMAN was $4M. Ms. Arnold will testify 

that under normal circumstances, Ms. Heard's salary could be renegotiated to between $6 and $8 

million. This represents a loss of$2-4 million on this one film alone. Jason Momoa, an actor 

with equivalent franchise experience, was able to renegotiate his salary and bonuses for a 

significant increase, while Ms. Heard was not. 

In addition, Ms. Arnold will testify that but for Mr. Depp's statements, Ms. Heard's role 

in the AQUAMAN 2 would have been far more prominent. As written in the original script, 

which Heard read early on, her role in the sequel was quite extensive. As in the first 

AQUAMAN, the sequel was to portray Ms. Heard as the co-lead with Momoa, which included a 

strong romantic arc, as well as an extensive action sequence in Act III, where she played both her 

character and the arch enemy/clone of her character that battles with Momoa. When Heard was 

finally re-hired, her part was rewritten and marginalized to a minimal role. Heard had trained 5 

hours a day, 5 days a week with a trainer from May 2021 -October 2021 (six months) to get 

ready for the battle sequence in which she would no longer be participating. 

Ms. Arnold is also expected to testify that due to Mr. Depp's defamatory statements 
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Warner Brothers also did not include Ms. Heard in the promotion for DC Fandome in October 

2021, including posters, promotions, and release events where every other main character was 

presented, which has exacerbated the damage. An example is below: 

The current trailers and promotional videos for AQUAMAN 2 released in October and 

December 2021 barely include her, if at all. Warner Brothers has cited the press concerns, in 

other words, the defamatory statements as the cause for her absence. Being absent from the 

promotional material is a significant setback for Heard, and her public awareness campaign, 

which is integral to keeping her career alive. 

Moreover, in contrast to before the defamatory statements, where Ms. Heard was actively 

involved in publicity campaigns for every project she was involved in, Ms. Heard starred in the 

TV series "The Stand," but, after the defamatory statements, Ms. Heard has not been involved in 

any press activity surrounding the project due to the negative social media blowback she faces. 

Even though "The Stand" is based on a Stephen King novel, and all the other lead actors 
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participated in the publicity campaign, which Ms. Arnold will testify should have garnered 

tremendous interest for her as well. LA Style magazine, which wrote a piece on the series, was 

planning to place Ms. Heard on the cover. After the defamatory statements came out, her cover 

story was pulled. In fact, since the defamatory statements have been released, Ms. Heard's 

world has been virtually silent- she has received zero press requests. Also due to Depp's 

defamatory statements Ms. Heard has fewer requests to assist charitable organizations with 

raising awareness for various causes she is passionate about. She has recently been turned down 

for many philanthropic opportunities including a campaign to assist Syrian Refugees. 

Ms. Heard's endorsements opportunities have also nearly come to a standstill. In April of 

2018, between the release of JUSTICE LEAGUE and AQUAMAN, Ms. Heard signed an 

endorsement deal with L'Oreal for $1.5 million for a period of two years, with the option to 

renew for an additional year. Although L'Oreal had the right to utilize Ms. Heard's services for 

20 days, it has only utilized Ms. Heard for a few days since the contract was signed. L'Oreal has 

received significant push back and negative commentary on social media from their community, 

driven by Depp's defamatory statements, with social media users stating that they won't use 

L'Oreal product if Heard is the L'Oreal spokesperson. It is essentially impossible for the 

company to utilize her in any of their marketing campaigns. As a result, Ms. Heard was unable to 

renegotiate a new contract, which is standard, (See "Talent Agreement with L'Oreal USA, 

P.7(b)). Instead, L'Oreal extended, on the same terms, but has put her on "unpaid" probation 

until May 2022. 

Ms. Arnold is expected to testify that Ms. Heard has not been hired for any other 

endorsement deals. 
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Comparable Actors to Ms. Heard Have Received Many More Projects than Ms. Heard 

Ms. Arnold reviewed Ms. Heard's career trajectory to that of comparable actors during 

similar time frames. Actors in similar age ranges and acting styles, who broke out around the 

same time as Ms. Heard, have watched their careers sky-rocket, while the damage to Ms. 

Heard's reputation has effectively stalled her career. Ms. Arnold will testify to the following 

comparators: 

Jason Momoa, Ms. Heard's co-star in AQUAMAN, has worked outside of the franchise and 

earned significant dollars: 

• SEE / Apple+ TV series 

• DUNE/ feature film with $165M budget 

• SWEET GIRL (Netflix for which he is acting and producing) 

• SATURDAY NIGHT LIVE (excellent publicity event) 

• THE SIMPSONS (a relevant social marker in today's zeitgeist) 

Gal Gadot, starred in WONDER WOMAN, a female superhero movie like Ms. Heard, but unlike 

Ms. Heard, has worked outside of the franchise and earned significant dollars: 

• DEA TH ON THE NILE/ ($55M budget for Fox) 

• RED NOTICE/ ($160M budget for Netflix) 

• HEDY LAMARR I Limited series for Apple+, Gadot also Ex. Prod. 

• THE SIMPSONS / Voiceover for hit TV show 

Zendaya, SPIDERMAN, an actress in a superhero movie like Ms. Heard, but unlike Ms. Heard, 

has worked outside of the franchise and earned significant dollars: 

• EUPHORIA on HBO Emmy - Best Actress in. a Drama 

• THE GREATEST SHOWMAN w/Hugh Jackman ($84M budget for Fox) 

• DUNE-($! 65M Budget) alongside Jason Momoa 

• MALCOM & MARIE-$30M sale to Netflix, owns a piece of the film 

• Several animated films 
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Ana De Amas, BLADE RUNNER 2049, an actress in a superhero movie like Ms. Heard, but 

unlike Ms. Heard, has worked outside of the franchise and earned significant dollars: 

• KNIVES OUT ($40M budget for Lionsgate) 

• DEEP WATER (Adriane Lynne directing with a $49M budget) 

• NO TIME TO DIE (the new James Bond film with a budget of$250M) 

• BLONDE ($41 M budget) 

• THE GRAY MAN ($250M budget for Netflix) 

Chris Pine, STAR TREK BEYOND and WONDER WOMAN: 

• WRINKLE IN TIME ($103M budget for Disney) 

• OUTLAW KING ($120M budget forNetflix) 

• SPIDERMAN INTO THE SPIDER VERSE ($90M budget for Sony) 

• WONDER WOMAN 1984 ($200M budget for WB) 

• VIOLENCE OF ACTION 

• DON'T WORRY DARLING ($20M for New Line) 

• ALL THE OLD KNIVES (Amazon) 

In contrast to these comparables, Ms. Heard has obtained only one project outside of the 

franchise since 2018 (and prior to the April 2020 statements), and Ms. Arnold will testify that it would 

be expected that without the defamation and subsequent harm to her reputation, Ms. Heard would have 

been as active as any one of these actors. 

In addition, Ms. Arnold examined these comparables to Ms. Heard in terms of endorsements. 

Ms. Heard only has had the limited endorsement with L'Oreal. By contrast, the actors listed in the 

"comparables" section above have entered into multiple endorsement contracts since their break-out 

hits: 

Jason Momoa, Heard's co-star in AQUAMAN: 

• Rocket Mortgage - Super bowl campaign 

• Harley Davidson 

• Mananalu Water 
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• So Ill climbing gear 

• + several offers that have been passed on. 

• 3-5 appearance engagements at $250,000 each 

Gal Gadot, WONDER WOMAN: 

• Revlon 

• Smart Water 

• Huawei 

• Reebok 

• Tiffanys 

• ASUS 

• Wix 

• Boss Zhphin (China only) 

• Bolan (China only) 

• Hot TV provider (Israel only) 

• + offers that have been passed on 

Zendaya, SPIDERMAN: 

• Lancome beauty and fragrance 

• Tommy Hilfiger fashion collaboration 

• Bvlgari jewelry 

• Dolce & Gabbana Spring/ Summer fashion campaign 

• Covergirl 7 

Rebuttal to Mr. Bania's Opinion Regarding O Scores and Social Media ofComparables 

Mr. Bania has failed to analyze the Q scores of the comparable actors within the correct 

timeframe. Mr. Bania's analysis uses a vague timeframe of"before April 2020" for all of the 

comparable actors as the baseline for his analysis of social media followers and Q scores, but the 

7 This endorsement came out the year before SPIDER-MAN's release, but after the studio announced 
she was part of the film. Ms. Arnold is expected to testify that many brands will lock in talent upon 
hearing they have been cast as part of a large film franchise, so the brand can take advantage and piggy­
back off the marketing and publicity of the film. In fact, L 'Orea! did this with Ms. Heard - they signed 
her May 2018 and AQUAMAN was released December 2018. 
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appropriate baseline should be after the release of Aquaman in 2018, which, but for the defamatory 

statements, would have been a breakout role for Ms. Heard. Instead, Mr. Bania compares Ms. Heard's 

"Winter 2019" Q scores with the comparable actors' Q scores at least one year later, in "Winter 2020". 

Ana de Annas' Q score data used by Mr. Bania is from more than one and a half years after Ms. 

Heard's. Q scores for Ms. Heard in Mr. Bania's data do not account for the significantly successful 

Aquaman movie, which was released in December 2018, whereas Jason Mamoa's Winter 2020 Q scores 

account for his rise in popularity from his lead role in the film. Furthermore, many of the comparable 

actors do not have official Facebook or Twitter pages, so a comparison of that information is likewise 

not a reliable indicator of Ms. Heard's reputational harm. 8 Mr. Bania is, in essence, comparing apples to 

oranges, and his analysis is therefore unreliable and unreasonable. Mr. Bania's opinion that Ms. 

Arnold's selection of comparable actors is "contradictory and unreasonable" therefore is not supported 

by the data. 

Calculation of Ms. Heard 's Damages 

Based on Ms. Arnold's review of the materials, knowledge and experience in the film and media 

industry, she is expected to testify to a reasonable degree of certainty that the defamatory statements 

have directly caused Ms. Heard to lose acting opportunities, such as a more prominent role in 

AQUAMAN 2 and a higher salary for the film, and other film and television projects. In order to assess 

the economic damages the defamation caused to Ms. Heard, Ms. Arnold calculated the money ranges 

Ms. Heard's comparables have been receiving over the same or similar time period. Based on her 

review of the materials described above and her knowledge, experience and sources within the industry, 

8 According to Mr. Bania's data, Jason Momoa does not have an official Facebook or Twitter 
account. Ana De Annas does not have an official Face book or Twitter account, and Chris Pine 
does not have an official Facebook, Twitter, or lnstagram account. 
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Ms. Arnold is expected to testify it is reasonable that but for the defamation, Ms. Heard would have 

realized as part of her career, during the past 18 months and the next three to five years, the following: 

• A renegotiated salary for AQUAMAN 2, earning her an additional $2-4 million 

for the film; 

• A streaming TV series, earning her at least $1 million per episode for 8 episodes; 

• Starring in several feature files, earning at least $5 million plus residuals and back 

end per project; 

• Landing several endorsement deals, earning her several million dollars; 

• Producing and starring in a movie, earning approximately $12 million. 

Ms. Arnold is also expected to testify that as Ms. Heard performed in more projects, her 

earning power would have grown exponentially, allowing her to negotiate for even more money 

per film. In total, Ms. Arnold estimates, based on the above, and specifically considering the 

comparables, Ms. Heard's economic damages for lost career opportunities range between $47 

and $50 million. 

All of Ms. Arnold's opinions are within a reasonable degree of professional certainty. 

Ms. Arnold may also testify in response to the testimony and opinions of the Mr. Depp's expert 

witnesses, if any, and reserves the right to consider and supplement her opinions based on further 

discovery and documentation or facts which become available to her. 

Summary of Engagement of Mr. Depp's Claims 

Ms. Arnold has been asked to offer her expert opinion to analyze John C. Depp II's 

("Plaintiff') alleged damages and lost earning capacity due to an Op-Ed piece written by Amber 

Laura Hard ("Defendant") in the Washington Post distributed online on December 18, 2018 and 

in print on December 19, 2018 ("Op-Ed"). In her analysis she examined Defendant's 

reputational damages and loss of earning capacity, if any, due to the Op Ed his career trajectory 

pre and post Op-Ed; the impact of any negative media publicity and negative social media 
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reaction from the industry and fans during Plaintiff's overall career leading up to and after the 

Op-Ed; and loss of career momentum if any post Op-Ed. 

Summary of Ms. Arnold's Opiuious 

Ms. Arnold will testify that Plaintiff did not incur economic or reputational damages as a 

result ofto the publication of the Op-Ed. Similarly, Ms. Arnold will testify that Plaintiff was not 

fired (taken out of consideration lead role of future installments of the) from the Pirates of the 

Caribbean franchise, nor the Fantastic Beasts franchise, as a result of the publication of the Op 

Ed. Instead, it is Ms. Arnold's opinion that Plaintiff's erratic behavior, including drug and 

alcohol abuse, over a period of time, his lawsuits and particularly the lawsuit Plaintiff brought 

against "The Sun" and its Editor in Chief in England, and the resulting Judgment against him in 

that litigation, and lack of professional conduct on the sets of movies such as Mortdecai, Murder 

on the Orient Express, and several of the Pirates of the Caribbean movies led to any reputational 

or economic damage he may have incurred. Ms. Arnold will testify that production overages on 

Pirates of the Caribbean: Dead Men Tell no Tales, the poor box office performance of that film, 

and story fatigue in the franchise, were predominant factors in Disney letting Plaintiff go from 

the film franchise. Furthermore, there is no evidence the Op-Ed played any role in Disney's 

decision not to pursue Plaintiff for a lead role in the sixth Pirates of the Caribbean or any other 

future installments. 

Overview of the Case 

Plaintiff is a well-known movie star with a long-standing career in movies and television, 

including leading roles in EDWARD SCISSORHANDS, DONNIE BRASCO and most notably 

as "Jack Sparrow" in the PIRATES OF THE CARIBBEAN series. Plaintiff is claiming damages 
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of$50 million dollars due to defamation of character and negative publicity he allegedly 

received after the publication of an Op-Ed piece that Defendant wrote on the subject of being a 

victim of domestic abuse for the Washington Post distributed online on December 18, 2018 and 

in print on December 19, 2018. Plaintiff claims that, although he is never mentioned by name in 

the piece, the article implied he was the perpetrator of the abuse, and that he has therefore 

allegedly lost acting roles, endorsement contracts and consequently his future earnings capacity 

has been diminished due to this publication. 

The Op-Ed has never been cited in any of the publications discussing Plaintiff as the 

reasons for his declining reputation, or loss of popularity and any roles. 

In fact, Plaintiff continued to work in movies, appear in product endorsements and press 

engagements, well into 2020. It wasn't until the press surrounding Depp's trial in the United 

Kingdom against the Daily Sun and the subsequent loss of that trial, and his consistent poor 

behavior on film sets and press engagements, that he lost ont on opportunities and was fired from 

a major studio film. It is Ms. Arnold's opinion that Plaintiff's career had begun a downward 

trajectory as early as 2010, and any slow-down in his career trajectory or reputational or 

economic damage he has incurred during any period, was due to his own actions and the press 

snrronnding his various lawsuits, rather than a single Op -Ed piece in the Washington Post. 

Mr. Depp's Roles post-Op Ed 

Ms. Arnold will testify that Plaintiff's career did not slow down due to the Op-Ed in 

2018. Plaintiff starred in the film MINAMATA, which was filmed in January and February of 
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2019. 9 Industry trade magazine Variety published an update on the film's production and release 

dates, without a single mention of the Op-Ed, nor any news surrounding the matter. The article 

noted that Plaintiff was starring in the lead role and has a producing and production credit on the 

film. MINAMATA's sales agent was quite optimistic about the film's prospects: 

This uplifting, emotional story will be a definitive illustration of triumph over 
adversity," said Janina Vilsmaier, sales manager at Hanway. "We are excited to 
be able to share some exclusive updates with distributors we are meeting 
at Fi!Mart in Hong Kong. 10 

Plaintiff did not shy away from the limelight or publicity tours after the Op-Ed, and the 

fans and press seemed to continue to be drawn to him. He was invited to major film festivals to 

promote his most recent work WAITING FOR THE BARBARIANS. He participated in 

extensive promotional work for at the Venice Film Festival September 6, 2019 and at the 

Deauville American Film Festival on September 8, 2019. Here he is seen signing autographs for 

screaming fans crowding him on the red carpet at Venice. 

9 pro.imdb.com/title/tt9179096/details. 

1° FilMart: Johnny Depp to Reveal U.S. Photographer's Japanese Redemption in 'Minamata' by Patrick 
Frater, Variety.com March 19, 2019. 
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Up until November 2020, Plaintiff was scheduled to star in the film "Fantastic Beasts: 

The Secrets ofDumbledore" for Warner brothers, and even b/lgan filming the movie, which 

I 
started production on November 4, 2020. It wasn't until threy days after the UK High Court 

issued its decision against Depp in his trial against "The Sun" was announced on November 2, 

2020 11 that he was let go of the film (November 5, 2020). Tlie Hollywood Reporter announced 
' 

on November 6, 2020: "Johnny Depp Forced Out of 'Fantastic Beasts' Franchise, Warner Bros. 
' 

' 

to Recast." 12 In fact, Mr. Depp's longtime publicist Robin Baum testified that Mr. Depp was 

fired from "Fantastic Beasts" as a result of the Judgment. (Dbposition of Robin Baum 105:7-14). 

Ms. Arnold will testify that now that some of the pres~ regarding the UK Trial has 
I 

subsided, Plaintiff is regaining some traction in his career. On January of2022 it was announced 

11 "Johnny Depp loses libel case over Snn 'wife beater' clJim", BBC, November 2, 2020 by 

Ian Yonngs. 

12 "Johnny Depp Forced Out of 'Fantastic Beasts' Franchise,! Warner Bros. to Recast" 12, The 
Hollywood Reporter, November 6, 2020 by Mia Galuppo. 
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that Depp will star in a new French film about Louis XV, which will start shooting in the 

summer of2022 according to Variety magazine. 

Johnny Depp will star as French king Louis XV in the next film directed by 
French helmer Maiwenn ("Polisse," "Mon Roi") whose shoot will begin this 
summer, Variety has confirmed. 13 

That same article, published on January 21, 2022, went on to discuss Depp's popularity 

in Europe. 

Although he's fallen from Hollywood's good graces since the accusations and his 
libel case against U.K. tabloid The Sun. Depp hasn't faced much backlash in 
Europe. He recently received honorary awards at the Karlovy Vary Festival and 
San Sebastian Film Festival. Depp was also celebrated at the Deauville American 
Film Festival, in the French Normandy, in 2020, and received an award from the 
hands of Catherine Deneuve. 

Mr. Depp's Endorsements Post Op-Ed 

Plaintiff continued with his endorsement work as is evidenced by images from the Dior 

campaign that was released in the summer of 2019. According to a November 27, 2020 article in 

The Guardian, Plaintiff was hired by the Christian Dior men's fragrance for a contract worth 

between $3 and $5 million. Below is an image from the campaign: 

13 "Depp to Staras French King Louis XV in Maiwenn's Next Film" Variety, January 21, 2022 by Elsa Keslassy. 
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The Op-Ed did not cause Dior to release Depp from his contract. 

Mr. Depp's Career Downturn 

The above notwithstanding, Plaintiff attributing a career downfall and economic loss due 

to the Op-Ed, by the creation of a false narrative, is unreasonable and is not taking into account 

his erratic and unhealthy behavior over the past 12 years. Ms. Arnold is expected to testify that 

Plaintiff's destructive conduct, drug and alcohol abuse and disruption of film production­

costing the studios millions of dollars - has been well documented by the press, studio and 

production executives in the industry, as well as his own agent. 

Tracey Jacobs, a partner at United Talent Agency, and one of the industry's most 

acclaimed talent agents, represented Mr. Depp for over 25 years - from approximately 1990 to 

2016, when she was fired by Plaintiff. She took notice of Mr. Depp when he starred in the 

popular television series "Jump Street 21" and worked diligently to develop him into one of the 

most popular and successful movie stars of his generation. That said, according to Ms. Jacobs, 

who had a day to day relationship with Mr. Depp and those who hired him, Plaintiff's 
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relationship to the industry and his ability to maintain his star status began to diminish around 

2010. 

According to deposition testimony, Ms. Jacobs stated the following: 

Q. Was Mr. Depp a difficult client to represent? 

A. He wasn't initially. It became far more complicated in the last ten years of 

representing him. 

Q. And how ... 

A. His unprofessional behavior. 

Q. What do you mean by Mr. Depp's unprofessional behavior in the last ten years 

of your representation 

A. Showing up late to set consistently on virtually every movie. I would get yelled 

at. (See Deposition of Tracey Jacobs: Depp v. Heard, January 28, 2021, p.31:9-19; 

p.32:1-5) 

In deposition testimony relating to another lawsuit Mr. Depp filed against his former 

business manager, Ms. Jacobs testified as follows: 

Q. And I think you testified previously that starting in or around 2010, you had more 

and more difficulty getting jobs for him, or you know, movies for him, because word 

was out that he was difficult, things of that nature. Did the drug use figure into those 

concerns as well? 

A. Yes (See Tracey Jacobs Deposition - Depp. V. Mandel, May 30, 2018: p.127: 6-

15) 

Q. And what types of difficulties did that cause for Mr. Depp? 
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A. Well, initially crews loved him because he was always so great with the crew, but 

crews don't love sitting around for hours and hours and hours waiting for the star of 

the movie to show up. And it also got around town. I mean, people talk, it's a small 

community. And it made people reluctant to use him towards the end. (Ms. Jacobs 

was fired by Depp in June 2016.) (See Tracey Jacobs Deposition - Depp. V. Mandel, 

May 30, 2018: p. 32:15-22 - p. 33:1) 

In deposition testimony relating to another lawsuit Depp filed against his former lawyer, 

Jacobs testified as follows: 

Every single movie. I would get calls on "Mordechai" which I believe was 2014, 

where I would get calls from Lionsgate. I would get calls from Gwyneth Paltrow 

because he just wouldn't show up. And that was a movie not only was he starring in, 

but he was producing it. Then he didn't show up to his press conference in Japan 

because he was sleeping .... (See Tracey Jacob Deposition Depp v. Bloom, May 13, 

2019: p. 127:3-9) 

According to deposition testimony from Ms. Jacobs regarding Mr. Depp's request in 

2015 to get a film role with a $25 million fee to help him pay off debts, she had this to say: 

Q. Why did you think it was unrealistic to try to secure $25 million dollars in 

deals by the end of the year? 

A. Because it was August. Movies like the kind of prices where he was getting, 

20 plus million dollars to perform in movies at that time were not just falling off 

of trees. 

Q. And by that point in time, had Mr. Depp's value in the marketplace changed? 

A. Yes 
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A. At that time he had already appeared drunken and stoned on stage, on 

television, in front of a live audience, giving an award to somebody. And I got 

calls from every studio head saying: "What the hell is wrong with your client?" 

He would show up hours late and people didn't want to deal with his lateness, his 

not showing up. No-one knew how he would show up and it became a serious 

problem. I mean very serious. (See Tracey Jacobs Deposition Depp v. Bloom, 

May 13, 2019, p.125:17-23 andp.126 2-4 and 13-19.) 

Mr. Depp's request for a $25 million loan/advance from UTA came after several 

incidents of poor behavior on the set of PIRATES OF THE CARIBBEAN: DEAD MEN TELL 

NO TALES ("Pirates 5"), which were documented in many press articles and confirmed by Ms. 

Jacobs. 

A 'Pirates' staffer was reportedly tasked with following Depp's every move 

THR also unearthed unflattering stories about Depp's work on the set of "Dead 

Men Tell No Tales" from production sources. Depp's lateness to the set of the 

movie on certain days reportedly led to hundreds of extras waiting hours for the 

star to show up, causing the movie's producer Jeri)' Bruckheimer and Disney 

production chief Sean Bailey to huddle to figure out how to shoot around him. 14 

(2017) 

In another portion of Ms. Jacob's deposition in the Depp v. Mandel matter, Ms. Jacobs 

testified about Plaintiff's poor behavior on Pirates of the Caribbean: Dean Men Tell No Tales 

("Pirates 5"): 

14 "Johnny Depp reportedly drank heavily and was constantly late on the new 'Pirates' movie set'' - Business Insider 
May IO, 2017 by Jason Guerrasio. 
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Q. Do you recall difficulties that Mr. Depp had during Pirates 5? 

A. Yes 

Q. What do you recall? 

A. That some days he wouldn't show up at all. or he'd show up seven hours late. 

Q. And how was that being expressed to you as a problem? 

A. The head of Disney studios (Sean Bailey) called me to complain. (See 

deposition testimony ofTracey Jacobs, Depp v. Mandel p.33:12-21) 

A. . .. something to the effect of, this has to go stop. It's costing us a fortune. It's 

forcing overages. It's very expensive. It's unprofessional. (See deposition 

testimony of Tracey Jacobs, Depp v. Mandel p.34:9-12) 

Ms. Jacobs made similar statements regarding Plaintiff's behavior on Pirates 5 in her 

testimony in the matter of Depp v. Bloom. 

Q. And what eventually happened on the filming of P5? It obviously got done. 

A. Well, they shut it down for over a week because he cut his finger off. 

Q. And that shut down the whole production? 

A. Yes 

Q. And do you have any idea of what that would cost the studio, to shut a 

production of that size down for a week? 

A. Millions and millions of dollars. (See deposition testimony of Tracey Jacobs, 

Depp v. Bloom p. 167:18-25 and 168:1-3) 

Other industry professionals have criticized Mr. Depp, including an executive from his 

days working on the Pirates of the Caribbean franchise. Former Disney executive, Nina 
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Jacobson (President of the Walt Disney Motion Picture Group in 2005 and 2006), told the 

"Without Fail" podcast in 2018 she found Mr. Depp's performances "pretty out there." 

She said "his performances in the dailies came back in haphazard quality, with a 

character that was drunken and fey." She continued on to say that the films 

worked in the end but she found the experience of working with Depp "scary". 

"As an executive, you've got to watch the bottom line and it's scary." 15 

As Plaintiff's agent, Ms. Jacobs felt the brunt of trying to get work for her client after 

years of bad behavior. By 2016 it had really taken its toll on her ability to procure work for her 

client. 

Q. In your experience -- again, for as many years as you've been a talent agent, 

when you have this kind of conduct, and related behavior, over and over, over 

period of years, what does that do to one's career? 

A. It certainly doesn't help one's career progress in the right direction. It makes it 

more and more difficult to procure employment, to keep his price rate up and to 

give him the opportunities that I wanted him to have. 

Q. And by the time that you, by the time that he terminated you, was it at a crisis 

point, in your mind? 

A. Yes. (See deposition testimony ofTracey Jacobs, Depp v. Bloom p.169:9-25; 

170:1-2) 

In the year following his split from Ms. Heard, Mr. Depp's firing of Ms. Jacobs, his agent 

of three decades, was widely announced in the press. 

" "Johnny Depp's lifelong love of drugs laid bare" - New Zealand Herald, July 4, 2020 by Phoebe Loomes. 
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A Disney employee was quoted as saying Ms. Jacobs was "the only person who could 

ever rein him in." The same article reported the following: 

When careers start to go down the tubes, what do they do? They fire their 
agents," one UT A agent said. "He bit the hand that fed him. It was a very big 
blow. Tracey got him. She understood the bad-boy thing. 16 

Word about Mr. Depp's behavior over the years was well-known and well-documented. 

Shoots, interviews. He never hid his partying. But he finally hit the wall 
on Murder on the Orient Express. Right when rehearsals began, in 2017, he 
walked in late the first day and Ken Branagh, who directed, very calmly said: 
'That's not the way I work. I don't allow lateness. If you choose that behavior, 
you can leave the film. Right now. It's fine."' An unnamed executive from the 
Disney recently discussed the actor's unprofessional behavior while 
shooting Murder on the Orient Express. 17 

Mr. Depp's agent with Creative Artists Agency ("CAA") after he left Ms. Jacobs at UTA, 

Christian Carino, even admitted in his depositions in this lawsuit that Mr. Depp's lateness was 

well-known within the industry and thus far the industry had accommodated Mr. Depp's 

tardiness. 

Q. Were you aware of Mr. Depp engaging in alcohol and drug use, may be tardy, 

any of those issues during the filming of Pirates 5? 

A. I'm aware of him being tardy, but he's been tardy on everything in his entire 

life. 

Q. Were you aware of whether that was troublesome to Disney during the filming 

of Pirates 5? 

16 https://www.insider.com/johnny-dep0:career-could-be-over-after-losing-libel-suit-2020-l 2 "Insiders say Johnny 
Depp may never work in Hollywood again after losing 1wife beater' libel suit", Business Insider, Dec. 29, 2020, by 
Merle Ginsberg. 
17 https://wegotthiscovered.com/movies/johnnv-depps-lifestyle-started-affecting-work-murder-orient-express/ 
"Johnny Depp's Habits Started Affecting His Work During Murder On The Orient Express", We Got This Covered, 
Jan. 12, 2021, by Jonathan Wright. 
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A. I think it's troublesome to everybody, but everyone has learned how to 

produce a film to deal with it. 

Q. Working around Mr. Depp? 

A. Yes. (See Christian Carino Deposition Depp v. Heard, p. 164-5:22-12) 

As Nina Jacobson and Ms. Jacobs confirmed, the entertainment industry is relatively 

small and tight knit. Word about poor behavior on and offset has a direct connection to one's 

hire ability. Film productions cost millions and often hundreds of millions of dollars and studios 

cannot take the risk of continuing to cast actors whose behavior can affect the bottom line. Ms. 

Arnold will testify that this is what happened to Plaintiff with regard to his role in the Pirates of 

the Caribbean franchise. 

Mr. Depp's Loss of Pirates of the Caribbean 6 

In his Complaint, Depp alleges that because of the Op-Ed, "The reaction to Ms. Heard's 

false and defamatory op-ed was swift and severe. Just two days after the op-ed appeared in the 

Washington Post's online edition, Disney publicly announced that Mr. Depp would no longer be 

a part of the Pirates of the Caribbean franchise. (See, Complaint, paragraph 73.) 

As much as Plaintiff would like to place blame on the publication of the Op -Ed as the 

cause of Disney announcing that Depp would no longer be a part of the Pirates film franchise, 

Hollywood does not work that fast- particularly with multi-billion-dollar IPs such as Pirates of 

the Caribbean. Ms. Arnold will testify the problems with Plaintiff and the Disney franchise 

included the following: 

• Multiple late arrivals on set over the course of several film shoots, that had the crew 

waiting for hours on end, costing overages; 
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• The loss of two weeks of production on Pirates 5 due to Plaintiff's finger injury, costing 

overages; 

• The last film in the franchise, Pirates 5 underperformed compared to Pirates 4. Pirates 4 

earned $1.5 billion at the worldwide box office, whereas Pirates 5 earned $795 million 18; 

• The Jack Sparrow character in the franchise has come to the end of its creative arc with 

the release of Pirates 5; 

Ms. Arnold will testify the knowledge of his bad behavior was already well-established 

within the industry rank and file and had been well-documented by the press and his own talent 

agent. As far back as 2017, the discussion of Mr. Depp's waning career was making headlines. 

The Hollywood Reporter article on May 27, 2017, after the poor performance of "Dead Men Tell 

No Tales" was titled "Pirates of the Caribbean: The Diminishing Returns of Johnny Depp." 

The article continued on to say that although there has been a tremendous amount of 

press surrounding sexual abuse allegations: "Depp's career has been stuck in a fallow period for 

a few years, and movie fans had begun to turn on him even before those allegations." 

The 2017 article continued to say that, "Mr. Depp's last well-received film, either 

critically or financially, was Rango, back in 20 I I, though the new Pirates was tipped to be a 

commercial if not critical, hit. Since then, Mr. Depp has appeared in a slew of films that were 

either ignored, derided or worse." 19 

The news of Plaintiff's character, "Jack Sparrow's," actual demise first broke in a UK 

Daily Mail article published on October 25. 2018. This is notably two months prior to the Op-

Ed's publication. The headline read: 

18 Box Office Mojo searches for "Pirates of the Caribbean: On Stranger Tides" and "Pirates of the Caribbean: Dead 
Men Tell No Tales" 
19 "Pirates of the Caribbean: The Diminishing Returns of Johnny Depp", The Hollywood Reporter, May 27, 2017 by 
Josh Spiegel. 
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2018: 

"Hide the Rum! Johnny Depp is OUT as Jack Sparrow in Disney's Pirates of the 
Caribbean film franchise as actor battles financial issues and personal dramas." 
'Original Pirates script writer Stuart Beattie is the first to publicly confirm that the 
Disney Studios appears to be ditching the star. ' 20 

The Hollywood Reporter then came out with the news in an article dated October 28, 

Disney is in the midst of concocting a Pirates of the Caribbean reboot, but 
it will most likely be missing one very important ingredient. Original Pirates of 
the Caribbean screenwriter Stuart Beattie has strongly hinted that Johnny Depp 
will no longer be involved with the franchise. 

It's beginning to look like the Pirates of the Caribbean franchise will 
receive the reboot treatment. The studio is reportedly eyeing Deadpool writers 
Rhett Reese and Paul Wernick to take over the new project. With that being said, 
it looks like Johnny Depp would have been out either way. 21 

It followed up with a story on November 16, 2018: 

It has been rumored that Disney is replacing Johnny Depp with a female 
actress in their Pirates of the Caribbean reboot. Paul Wernick and Rhett Reese are 
writing the new project, but a finished script has yet to be turned in. Depp has 
been in the news a lot lately with accusations of domestic abuse, violence on 
movie sets and general erratic behavior, which has more than likely made Disney 
take pause to reevaluate the Pirates of the Caribbean franchise. 22 

Disney's head of production, Sean Bailey, confirmed the rumors in an article published in 

the "Independent'' on December 22, 20 I 8 from an interview with "The Hollywood Reporter": 

Johnny Depp's tenure as Captain Jack Sparrow has officially come to an 
end, following a Disney executive's confirmation that the actor will no longer be 
a part of the Pirates of the Caribbean franchise. The studio's production chief, 
Sean Bailey, was speaking about the previously announced reboot - set to be 
written by Deadpoo/'s Paul Wernick and Rhett Reese - when he was asked 
whether the series could survive without Depp. 

20 'Johnny Depp is OUT as Jack Sparrow in Disney's Pirates of the Caribbean Franchise", Daily Mail, October 25, 
2018, by Ryan Parry and James Desborough. 
21 "Johnny Depp Probably Won't Return as Jack Sparrow in Pirates of the Caribbean Reboot'' The Hollywood 
Reporter, October 28, 2018 by Kevin Burwick. 
22 "Johnny Depp's Jack Sparrow Character will be Replaced by Female Lead in Pirates Reboot?" The Hollywood 
Reporter, November 16, 2018, by Kevin Burwick. 
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Rather than deny the reports, Bailey told The Hollywood Reporter: "We 
want to bring in a new energy and vitality. I love the [Pirates] movies, but part of 
the reason Paul and Rhett are so interesting is that we want to give it a kick in the 
pants. And that's what I've tasked them with." 

Ms. Arnold is expected to testify the reasons for Disney's decision do not include the 

Op-Ed, but do include the following: 

1) The storyline and the character had gotten tired; 

2) The last film in the franchise, "Dead Men Tell no Tales" had perfonned poorly at 

the box office; 

3) Depp's lateness to set and leaving the production for two weeks cost millions of 

dollars in overages; 

4) Depp's hefty price tag was a drain on the budget. 

A Screen Rant article dated June 30, 2020 examined the trajectory to better understand 

Depp and his character's demise: 

If On Stranger Tides demonstrates Jack isn't protagonist material, Dead 
Men Tell No Tales suggests Disney's run out of ideas for what to do with the 
character. The film's version of Jack is a thin caricature of the rascally pirate in 
the original Pirates of the Caribbean movie and his stale schtick drags everything 
down whenever he's on screen. Depp's perfonnance is all the more tired for it 
and he seems to have lost the zest he once had for playing the trouble-making 
buccaneer. The actor's involvement has also caused problems for the franchise 
off- screen, with his every growing salary contributing to its ballooning budgets. 

Dead Men Tell No Tales was not only the second lowest-grossing Pirates 
of the Caribbean film so far, both it and On Stranger Tides made less in the U.S. 
than The Curse of the Black Pearl (two other films in the Franchise), even without 
adjustments for inflation. It's no wonder Disney's taking steps to move on 
without him ... 23 

According to his agent Ms. Jacob's, she testified in her deposition in the matter of Depp 

v. Mandel, that as powerful a character as Jack Sparrow was in the Pirates franchise, no contract 

23 "Pirates of the Caribbean 6, Why Disney is Rebooting the Franchise", Screen Rant, June 30, 2020 by Sandy 
Schaefer. 
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or commitment on the part of Disney to hire Plaintiff on future installments, had ever been in 

place. 

Q. And as you sit here today, can you recall anyone at Disney committing in any 

way that Johnny Depp would be in Pirates 6? 

A. No. (See Tracey Jacobs Deposition Depp v. Mandel, p. 84:21-22-p. 85:1-2) 

According to Plaintiff's current agent, Jack Whigham, who had conversations with Sean 

Bailey at Disney and Jerry Bruckheimer, a producer of the Pirates films, about Mr. Depp's 

ability to continue on with the Pirates franchise: 

Q. Did you ever have any conversations with Jerry Bruckheimer in 2018 about 

whether Disney was still considering having Mr. Depp in Pirates or was no longer 

considering him? 

A. My memory of it was that Jerry was supportive of Johnny ... my memory is that 

he thought it was an uphill battle with Disney. (See Jack Whigham Deposition 

Depp v. Heard, p. 45-6:16-11) 

Additionally, as of the writing of this report, no start date for a Pirates 6 film has been 

announced. 

Plaintiff's Own Actions have caused his demise 

As stated above, Ms. Jacobs testified that as early as 20 IO Plaintiff was creating problems 

in his personal life that were beginning to have an impact on his career. This had been 

acknowledged by his agent and has been well documented in the press over several years. By 

2015, they were at a high point. 

Q. And by that point in time, (August 2015) had Mr. Depp's value in the 

marketplace changed? 
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A. Yes 

A. At that time he had already appeared drunken and stoned on stage, on 

television, in front of a live audience, giving an award to somebody. And I got 

calls from every studio head saying: "What the hell is wrong with your client?" 

He would show up hours late and people didn't want to deal with his lateness, his 

not showing up. No-one knew how he would show up and it became a serious 

problem. 1 mean very serious. (See Tracey Jacob's Deposition in Depp v. Bloom, 

p.126: 2-4 and 13-19.) 

The Rolling Stones published a well-documented article in June of2018 that recounted a 

myriad of issues and challenges Plaintiff had been facing in the years prior. 

Over the past 18 months, there has been little but bad news for Depp. In 
addition to the financial woes, there were reports he couldn't remember his lines 
and had to have them fed to him through an earpiece. He had split from his 
longtime lawyer and agent. And he was alone. His tabloid-scarred divorce from 
actress Heard is complete, but not before there were persuasive allegations of 
physical abuse that Depp vehemently denies. Depp's inner circle had begged him 
to not wed Heard or to at least obtain a prenup. Depp ignored his loved ones' 
advice. And there were whispers that Depp's recreational drug and alcohol use 
were crippling him. 

Depp seems oblivious to any personal complicity in his current 
predicament. Waldman seems to have convinced Depp that they are freedom 
fighters taking on the Hollywood machine rather than scavengers squabbling over 
the scraps of a fortune squandered. 24 

Plaintiff's current agent, Jack Whigham, testified that the article in Rolling Stone "was 

not positive for Johnny" in terms of his personal or professional reputation or career, and his 

publicist, Robin Baum, likewise said the article was not positive .... " (See Jack Whigham 

Deposition Depp v. Heard, p. I 10-1:I0-3; Robin Baum Deposition Depp v. Heard pp. 84:2-85:5) 

24 ';The Trouble With Johnny Depp - Multimillion-dollar lawsuits, a haze of booze and hash, a marriage gone very 
wrong and a lifestyle he can't afford- inside the trials of Johnny Depp", Rolling Stones magazine, June 21, 2018 by 
Stephen Rodrick 
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The Gulf News reported on November of2018 in an article entitled "ls Johnny Depp's 

career reaching its end?" 

"As his PR liability rating creeps higher, we wonder why he's still nabbing 

lucrative jobs." 

Plaintiffs recent movies had not done as well at the box office as they had in the early 

2000's, and his erratic behavior had reached a crescendo. 

To a critic who has spent the past eight years watching Depp floundering 
professionally, while his PR liability rating creeps even higher [reflecting on why 
he had been hired on Fantastic Beasts]. 

So what else has the present decade yielded? Half-formed vanity projects 
(The Rum Diary), wacky-goth diminishing returns (Dark Shadows, Alice Through 
the looking Glass), glorified cameos (Into the Woods, Lucky Them), corny 
throwbacks (The Tourist) and outright abominations (Mordecai). There were also 
two notable box office bombs, The Lone Ranger and Transcendence, both heavily 
marketed on Depp's involvement. Neither is as bad as you've heard, but with 
combined losses of around $300 million, they suggest the public appetite for 
Depp is conditional on galleons and Jolly Rogers. 25 

Ms. Arnold will testify that the myriad of lawsuits Depp has filed ("Depp v. The Sun", 

"Depp v. Mandel", "Depp V. Bloom", "Depp v. Heard") has kept his personal trials and 

tribulations in the limelight. In fact, Mr. Depp's CAA agent, Christian Carino, testified in his 

deposition in this lawsuit on the negative implications of public spotlight on entertainment 

litigations. Mr. Carino said that "the sooner the litigation was over the better it was for Johnny's 

career and well-being." 

Q. Why did you think that? 

A. I think anytime somebody is in litigation publicly, it is at a minimum a 

distraction to that person's career. And in a lot of cases ... it negatively impacts 

"'ls Johnny Depp's Career Reaching Its End, Hollywood," The Gulf News, November 20, 2018 by Robbie Collin, 
London 2018. 
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that person because there's attention drawn to them that is outside of what people 

want to know about that person. 

Q. And what do you mean by it distracts from their career? 

A. I mean that-with somebody who is well known, people don't want to hear 

they're in a lawsuit with anybody about anything. 

A. Because that's just not what they want to know or hear news about people. 

A. Based on my experience in this world for the past 16 years. 

Q. Do you also believe that that impacts career decisions by producers, directors, 

companies, brands, things of that nature? 

A. Yes. 

A. Because the general public doesn't want to hear that people that they look up 

to are in litigation. And when it - the more oxygen it takes up in the overall news 

or coverage of an individual, and the less focused it is on that person's career, the 

less interested studios, brands, the general public becomes in that person. 

Q. And therefore less opportunities? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So any media coverage of the Bloom litigation or the Mandel litigation would 

be negative; correct? 

A. In my opinion, yes. 

Q. And that's based on your years as a talent agent in the industry? 

A. Yes, and just being a human being. That's my opinion. (See Christian Carino 

Deposition Depp v. Heard, p. 39-42: 19-5; p. 81 :7-14) 

69 
CONFIDENTIAL 



Ms. Arnold is expected to testify that Plaintiff's trial against The Sun is a perfect example 

of how the microscope has been brought down on the couples' divorce and claims of abuse and 

kept it in the limelight since the settlement in 2016-17. 

In a Hollywood Reporter article in November 2019, Legal observers' question "why 

Waldman (Depp's longtime attorney and confidant) has advised Depp to bring suits against both 

Heard and Bloom, both of which only threaten to reignite Heard's domestic violence claims." 26 

The Hollywood Reporter reported in November of2020 on Warner Brother's decision to 

release Depp from his Fantastic Beasts role. 

The studio's film chief Toby Emmerich had made the decision the 
previous day ( day before Depp was removed from the shooting schedule,) to 
sever ties with the star who was reprising his role as dark wizard Gellert 
Grindelwald in the five-film franchise. The call was prompted by a U.K. judge 
dismissing Depp's defamation claims in a closely watched trial that pitted the 
actor against the publisher of The Sun after the British tabloid referred to Depp as 
a "wife~beater." 

Sources tell The Hollywood Reporter that Warner wanted to allow due 
process to take its course before making a decision on the embattled star's future 
in the franchise. Once Judge Andrew Nicol ruled that he accepted Heard's 
testimony, which was detailed and painted a picture of Depp as an abuser, 
Emmerich's decision was afait accomp/it', with the studio opting to recast the 
role less than midway through the franchise. 27 

In a November 12, 2020 article, Insider.com wrote the following about Plaintiff's career: 

Depp's career was on a downward trend before any a/legations of domestic abuse 
The "Pirates" films, thanks to Depp, were a jewel in Disney's box-office 

play book; the five movies made a combined $4.5 billion worldwide. But over the 
past few years, Depp has failed to reach similar box-office heights. New 
offerings such as "Transcendence," "The Lone Ranger," and "Dark Shadows" -
directed by Burton, a longtime collaborator- tanked among critics and 
disappointed at the box office, signaling that the public had grown tired of his 
gothic shtick. 

26 "Johnny Depp's Lawyer Battle Drags in Elon Musk, Kevin Tsujihara" Hollywood Reporter, April 18, 2019 by 
Tatiana Siegel. 
27 "Behind Warner Bros.' Decision to Sever Ties With Johnny Depp", The Hollywood Reporter, November 9, 2020 
by Tatiana Siegel. 

70 
CONFIDENTIAL 



Neama Rahmani, a former federal prosecutor, told Insider, "Depp should 
get out of the defamation-lawsuit business while he still has a fragment of a movie 
career ... " 

Stacy Jones, the CEO of"Hollywood Branded," a marketing and 
advertising agency, also stated in the article ... "that the only way forward for 
Depp would be to 'admit fault, accept responsibility,' and truly begin to reform. 
"At no point until then," she said, "will Depp's career have a fighting chance of 
survival. "28 

In a January 12, 2021 article in Business Insider, it was reported that "Johnny Depp's 

Habits Started Affecting His Work During Murder on the Orient Express" (filmed in November 

2016). 

An unnamed executive from the Mouse House (Disney) recently discussed 
the actor's unprofessional behavior while shooting Murder on the Orient Express. 

"Shoots, interviews. He never hid his partying. But he finally hit the wall 
on Murder on the Orient Express. Right when rehearsals began, in 2017, he 
walked in late the first day and Ken Branagh, who directed, very calmly said: 
'That's not the way I work. I don't allow lateness. If you choose that behavior, 
you can leave the film. Right now. It's fine.' Johnny just said, 'I hear you sir, I 
won't do it again.' It humiliated him in front of the stars, as big as he was," the 
source revealed. 

None of the above articles refer to the Op-Ed as the reason for career's downfall. Rather, 

each and every piece points the finger at Plaintiff's own erratic and often negative behavior, 

dating back as far as 20 IO as the cause of his decline. 

Plaintiff's O Rating and What That Means for Plaintiff 

Ms. Arnold will testify that the Q rating is a metric used in the entertainment industry to 

ascertain the viability of an actor's participation in a film - both with respect to the feasibility 

of an actor to enhance international sales for financing purposes, and for consumer awareness as 

it impacts the theatrical box office and ancillary sales. 

28 https://www.insider.com/fantastic-beasts-johnny-depp-career-is-over "'Fantastic Beasts' is just the start. Johnny 
Depp's career is over. experts say." November 12, 2020 by Zac Ntim. 
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IMDBpro is a resource utilized by the industry to understand an actor's position in the 

consumer zeitgeist vis a vis comparable actors in their category. 

Ms. Arnold is expected to testify that in the past 5 years, Plaintiff's IMDB rating was the 

highest in May of2017, around the release of Pirates 5. The score has radically risen and fallen 

over the years since that release from a high of 5 in May 2017, to a low of233 as of this writing. 

One month after the release of Pirates 5 the rating was 103 in June of 2017, compared to 135 in 

April of 2018. In December of 2018, the period within which the Op-Ed was published, 

Plaintiff's IMDB rating was 119. This is within range of all the other "low" points in his career, 

and not as low as it currently is now, after the UK Judgment, and as the press surrounding the 

upcoming Virginia trial has surfaced again. 

Additionally, Ms. Arnold will rely on the opinions as set forth in the Expert Designation 

of Mr. Alan Jacobs, an expert in finance, econometrics, and statistics, as follows: 

• There is no evidence in the data that the Depp positive Q score is lower as a result of a 

12/20 I 8 event. 

• There is no evidence in the data that the Depp negative Q score is higher as a result of a 

12/2018 event. 

• Even if the estimates of the effect of 12/2018 on Depp Negative Q scores were 

statistically significant, the actual estimates of the effect is negligible: an estimated higher 

negative Q score of only 0. 7 points. 

• There is no evidence in the data of any effect on Depp Q scores of a 12/2018 event. 

• There are significant changes in Depp Q scores unrelated to the 5/20 I 6 information event 

or the 12/2018 information event. There are likely other information events or other 
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factors which are driving the variation in Depp Q scores than the 5/2016 event or the 

12/20 1 8 event. 

Mr. Jacob's opinions contained in the Expert Designation confirms the ratings on IMDB and Ms. 

Arnold's opinions, primarily that the demise in Plaintiff's career has nothing to do with the 

publication of the Op-Ed, and everything to do with his films' performances, his erratic behavior 

that includes multiple lawsuits and a highly publicized Judgment in the UK that Mr. Depp is in 

fact a "wife beater," and a general understanding within the industry that Plaintiff is a 

demonstrable financial risk. 

Summary of Ms. Arnold's Opinions 

Ms. Arnold is expected to testify that by 2015, Plaintiff had become one of the highest 

paid actors in the business, earning $20,000,000 plus bonuses on the last Pirates film, and having 

earned over $650,000,000 in fees over his career. Although his team was able to negotiate large 

sums of money for the actor, his career had been filled with erratic behavior, negative publicity 

about his overspending and drug and alcohol abuse, and a large number of box office flops in the 

last ten years. 

The tremendous attention Plaintiff has brought onto himself with the filing ofa multitude 

of lawsuits against The Sun, his lawyer, his manager and now Ms. Heard, have kept his bad 

conduct- on and off the set- and the allegations of domestic abuse in the limelight. The short 

life cycle of the Op-Ed piece only further supports this. 

From the facts produced in this case, and Ms. Arnold's 20 plus years of experience, Ms. 

Arnold will testify that Plaintiff himself has caused his career to take a downfall and to make it 

difficult for studios to continue hiring him and paying him significant salaries, not the Op-Ed. 

All of Ms. Arnold's opinions are within a reasonable degree of professional certainty. 
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Kathryn Arnold 
Entertainment Consultant and Expert Witness 

Professional Experience 

Kathryn Arnold has over 20 years of hands on experience in the film development, 
production, finance and distribution arenas. Having produced and/or directed over 6 
feature films, Live streaming television, dozens of commercials, corporate videos and 
events, as well as working in both the studio and independent film environment in film and 
television, Ms. Arnold understands the inner workings of the entertainment industry, its 
hiring practices, business development, financing/distribution and the economic 
complexities and nuances involved in a world that very few understand. Working closely 
with each client, she brings the full benefit of this valuable experience to bear on the client's 
unique case. 

Legal Experience & Services 

Ms. Arnold has been retained as an expert witness and consultant on over 6 dozen cases, 
with plaintiffs and defendants, such as producers, production companies, studios, media 
companies, banking institutions, financing entities, investors, actors, writers, directors, on­
air personalities, spokespersons, production crew, and other entertainment related 
personnel. 

She has provided expert testimony, reporting, consultation, financial forecasting and 
referrals for clients on cases regarding economic damage and lost wages from copyright 
infringement, breach of contract, film and television financing, sales and distribution, 
reputational harm, disfigurement, personal injury, wrongful death, and economic downturn. 
Ms. Arnold has prepared expert reports and provided deposition and trial testimony in 
matters before state and federal courts and in arbitration. Clients include Gibson, Dunn & 
Crutcher; Jackson Walker; Jenner & Block, Haynes & Boone; Shook, Hardy & Bacon, 
Dummit, Buchholz & Trapp; Hosp, Gilbert, Bergsten & Hough among others. 

BIO 

Kathryn Arnold's career has straddled the Studio system and Independent Film worlds, as 
well as Corporate Sponsorship Programs. Starting out as an assistant at ICM Talent 
Partners and then as a script reader for the William Morris Agency, Arnold learned the 
inner workings of the talent agency system and the processes of managing and packaging 
talent and scripted material for motion pictures and television. She then became an 
executive at The Maltese Companies, where she developed and produced television and 
feature projects financed by Wall Street ad agencies. She oversaw the production of 
"Pound Puppies", an animated feature produced with Kushner Locke, and was an 
Associate Producer on "Manhunt Live", a reality-based crime show for ABC. 

At The Guber-Peters Entertainment Co. Ms. Arnold was involved in the development of 
feature films and television shows, with the company that produced "Rain Man" and 
"Batman". She was the Assoc. Producer on "Pizza Man", written and directed by Jonathan 
Lawton of "Pretty Woman" fame, and procured the financing and co-produced "The 
Webers' Fifteen Minutes" with Jennifer Tilly and David Arquette. 

1155 N. La Cienega BL, PH 8, Los Angeles, CA 90069 
www.theentertainmentexpert.com 

CONFIDENTIAL 



Kathryn Arnold 
Entertainment Consultant and Expert Witness 

Arnold then began her partnership with Louis Venosta. Venosta wrote and co-produced 
the Mel Gibson romantic comedy, "Bird on a Wire", as well as the Tri-Star release, "The 
Last Dragon". Their company Secondary Modern Motion Pictures was based at Universal 
studios where they developed projects for Venosta to write and produce. Arnold was 
directly involved in the writing of both studio and independent feature scripts with Venosta. 
They launched Venosta's directing career, with the highly acclaimed featurette "The 
Coriolis Effect" which won the 1994 Venice Film Festival in its category. 

Arnold went on to produce "Nevada", starring Amy Brenneman, Gabrielle Anwar, Kirstie 
Alley and Angus Macfadyen, and as head of Production at Cineville Films, Inc, was the 
Executive Producer on "Fac;:ade", starring Eric Roberts and Angus Macfadyen, and "The 
Velocity of Gary" with Vincent D'Onofrio, Salma Hayek, Thomas Jane, and Ethan Hawke 
among many others. 

She was instrumental in launching Cineville lnternational's foreign sales division in 
Cannes of 1997, and handled financing, foreign and domestic sales, and acquisitions, in 
addition to packaging, development and production responsibilities for Cineville's slate of 
pictures. Her relationships with the banks included Union Bank, Imperial, Lou Horwitz 
Organization, Banque Paribas, Co-America among others. 

Arnold then produced "Cowboys and Angels", starring Adam Trese, Mia Kirshner and 
Radha Mitchell, which won the Crystal Heart Award. The highlight of 2000 was writing and 
directing "Shining Stars": "The Official Story of Earth", "Wind & Fire", a documentary film 
based on the electric and legendary band, released on DVD and Television Internationally 
in 2001. Arnold went on to be a consultant and then Head of Production at Monte Cristo 
Entertainment, an international sales and production company, which has a library of over 
50 films. At Monte Cristo, Arnold oversaw script development, talent packaging, co­
production/financing agreements, and US and international distribution deals in 
conjunction with the Directors of the Company. 

Interwoven throughout her film production career, Arnold has a history in corporate 
relations and licensing. Starting with the Corporate Relations Department with the Los 
Angeles Olympic Organizing Committee, Arnold and her department were responsible for 
the licensing and usage of the LAOOC logo on product, advertising and promotional 
materials. Their team worked with major sponsors such as Adidas, Coco Cola, and 
Southland Corporation among others overseeing image usage, product approval, product 
placement and promotional campaigns. Their department oversaw the licensing of over 
300 products during her two-year tenure. 

Arnold worked with Internet Studios, an online film sales company, and raised close to US 
$500,000 in a 6-week period for the Sundance Online Film Festival. She then went on to 
work with lnfinnity, Inc, producing infomercials, corporate videos and marketing events for 
National Corporations. And woven in through that period, Arnold produced and production 
managed commercials for well-known brands such as Certs. 

Arnold produced the live streaming show Secrets of the Red Carpet: Style From the Inside 
Out, on www.empowerme.tv/secrets, which reached the top of the ltunes charts and 
nominated for 2 Streamy Awards in its first season and maintained its top 5 status in 
Fashion and Arts during its tenure. 
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Kathryn Arnold 
Entertainment Consultant and Expert Witness 

Currently Arnold consults with several investment/production companies on international 
sales, financing and packaging film and television projects. She has written a series of 
entertainment industry-related articles and have served as an entertainment media 
consultant to Bloomberg News, MSNBC, CCTV, NPR, and Associated Press International, 
NPR, The Market on the topics of entertainment standard and practices and business 
development. 

Arnold graduated from UCLA with a BA in Economics, speaks French, and has lived in 
France, Italy and Mexico. 
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Documents Reviewed by Kathryn Arnold 
Depositions 

Tracey Jacobs - The Mandel Company v John C. Depp, II - May 3 0, 20 I 8 

Tracey Jacobs - John C. Depp, II v Bloom Hergott Diemer Rosenthal Laviolette Feldman 

Schenkman & Goodman, LLP-May 13, 2019 

John C. Depp-November 10-12 2020 

Christian Carino (with exhibits) -January 19, 202 I 

Jack Whigham (with Exhibits) - January 20, 202 I 

Tracey Jacobs (with exhibits) - January 28, 2021 

Amber Heard - January 12-14, 2022 

Robin Baum -January 20, 2022 

Legal Documents 

Subpoena Duces Tecum - Attorney Issued - William Morris Endeavor Entertainment, LLC -

November 3, 2021 

Subpoena Duces Tecum -Attorney Issued- Warner Bros. Entertainment Inc. - November 3, 

2021 

Plaintiffs Supplemental Designation of Expert Witnesses - January I 8, 2022 

Defendant's Objections and Responses to Plaintiff's 4th Set oflnterrogatories - February 9, 2022 

Documents 

Amber Heard TV and Film Contracts -ALH_000l7109-472 

Amber Heard TV and Film Contracts, Tax Returns, IMDB Page - ALH _ 000 I 0429-486 

DEPP000I9565-200092 
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Amber Heard various text messages, emails, scripts - Aquaman - ALH _ 00017992-1 8280 
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