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LEGAL STANDARDS

Virginia Rule of Evidence 2:401 defines “relevant™ evidence as tending to “make the
existence of any fact in issue more probable or less probable than it would be without the
evidence. Evidence is relevant if it tends to prove or disprove a “material” fact. See Kristensen
ex rel. Kristensen v. Spotnitz, 2011 WL 4380893, at *14 (W.D. Va. Sept. 21, 2011) (relevance
involves making any “material fact” more or less probable™).

Evidence that is “not relevant is not admissible.” Va. Sup. Ct. R. 2:402. In addition, even
if evidence could be relevant, it should be excluded in certain circumstances. Virginia Rule of
Evidence 2:403(a) provides that relevant evidence may be excluded if “the probative value of
the evidence is substantially outweighed by (i) the danger of unfair prejudice, or (ii) its
likelihood of confusing or misleading the trier of act.” Winston v. Commonwealth, 268 Va. 564,
598 (2004) (Prejudice must outweigh probative value to exclude evidence); Coe v.
Commonwealth, 231 Va. 83, 87 (1986) (Evidence which may be inflammatory, “must be
weighed against the tendency of the offered evidence to produce passion and prejudice out of
proportion to its probative value.”); accord Cousins v. Cousins, 56 Va. App. 257, 272 (2010).

“Unfair prejudice” involves “a genuine risk that the emotions of the jury will be excited
to irrational behavior, and that this risk is disproportionate to the probative value of the offered
evidence.” United States v. Ham, 998 F.2d 1247, 1252 (4th Cir. 1993); see also United States v.
Mohr, 318 F.3d 613, 619-20 (4th Cir. 2003) (noting that, under Rule 403, the Court should
exclude evidence “that damages an opponent for reasons other than its probative value, for

instance, an appeal to emotion”).




ARGUMENT

1. The Statement from the Headline from
Washington Post Should be Excluded and Redacted

In ruling on the Demurrer, former Chief Judge White held that three statements from the
Op-Ed may be potentially defamatory and therefore survived Demurrer. At the Demurrer stage,
all allegations of the Complaint are taken as true, and Mr. Depp asserted Ms. Heard made the
statement in the original headline of the Op-Ed: “Amber Heard: I spoke up against sexual abuse
— and faced our culture’s wrath. That has to change.”® There is only one instance of Ms. Heard
referring to sexual assault, and that was in the body of the Op-Ed: “Like many women, I had
been harassed and sexually assaulted by the time [ was of college age.” Att. 68, Op-Ed. The
Court did not find that statement to be an actionable statement in Mr. Depp’s Complaint.

After all the evidence has been taken in the case, Mr. Depp — who bears the burden of
proof - cannot establish through any evidence that Ms. Heard made the statement in the headline.

Ms. Heard has testified that she did not write the headline and did not see it prior to
publication:

By Mr. Chew:

Q: Now, let's go through this, The version -- this percent of the op ed is

entitled "Amber Heard: I spoke up against sexual violence and faced our

culture's wrath. That has to change." What are you referring to there?

Q: Who wrote the title?

A:1—-T"m not sure.

Q: But you approved the title, correct?

A: I never saw the title before it was -- before it was printed or -- or went

to press as far as I can recall.

Att, 70, Heard Tr. 205:3-9.

I When the same Op-Ed appeared in The Post’s print edition one day later, the editors changed
the title to “A Transformative Moment for Women.”
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Moreover, the evidence is clear the ACLU submitted the article to the Washington Post
for publication without any headline. Att. 69. At 4:23pm on December 18, 2018, the Op-Ed
was sent back to the ACLU from the Washington Post editors for finalization—without a
headline. It was approved—still without a headline—at 5:54pm and published online
approximately four minutes later. /d. There is absolutely no evidence that Amber Heard drafted,
was aware of, approved of, or even communicated about a headline to the Op-Ed with the
Washington Post at any time, let alone in the four-minute window from the time of approval by-
the ACLU of the draft to its publication. In addition, the ACLU Corporate Designee testified that
the Washington Post drafted the title of the article and it was not approved by Amber or the
ACLU:

By Mr. Chew:
Q: Directing your attention to the title, "Amber Heard: I spoke up against
sexual abuse - and faced our culture's wrath. That has to change."

Who came up with that title?
A: Based on my investigation, I'm not aware of any -- I'm not aware that
the ACLU had any role in writing the name of the op-ed piece, and my
understanding of how op-ed pieces work is, that the media, in this
case The Washington Post, would have drafted the name of the - the
title of the op-ed and not the person who wrote the op-ed.
Q: Did The Washington Post seek the ACLU's or Ms. Heard's approval of
its title?
A: I believe the answer to that is: No. There's nothing in the evidence
that shows that they reached out to us to do that, and it is inconsistent with
my understanding that these news outlets do not usually ask for the
permission of the author of the op-ed to -- you know, for when they come
up with the title.

Att. 71, Dougherty Tr. 303:13-304:16. Even Mr. Depp’s expert, Richard Marks, agreed that in
the “newspaper business, they usually have someone on staff write the — the headline, if you
will.” Att. 85, Marks Tr. (rough) 59:7-10.

There is no evidence Mr. Depp can proffer that would establish Ms. Heard drafted the title of

the Op-Ed, was aware of it before publication, or approved it. Instead, the only evidence is that



she did not. The burden of proof is on Mr. Depp, and they are unable to present any evidence to
support their position on this statement.

Therefore, the statement in the headline should not be considered by the jury for
defamation, and the headline should be redacted from all evidence submitted to the jury and
should not be considered in evidence.

2. Any Evidence, Testimony, or Allegations of Criminal Conduct Against
Ms. Heard Should be Excluded Based on Virginia’s Rules of Evidence and Relevance

Throughout this case, and as explained below, Mr. Depp has repeatedly made various
allegations respecting conduct of Ms. Heard to prove “she is a liar” and claims that she has been
convicted of or has engaged in criminal conduct, and has repeatedly referenced and attempted to
insert them into the case, as if they establish that Ms. Heard must be lying about the abuse at the
hands of Mr. Depp. However, in Virginia, only the “fact that a party in a civil case...has
previously been convicted of a felony, or a misdemeanor involving moral turpitude, and the
number of such convictions may be elicited during examination.” Va. Sup. Ct. R. 2:609(a)(i)
(emphasis added). In no event may “the details of prior convictions be elicited,” unless offered
to rebut other evidence concerning prior convictions. /d. at (a)(iii). Despite Virginia’s clear rules
on this type of evidence, Mr. Depp has repeatedly attempted to obtain discovery of matters far
outside of the parameters of Rule 2:609 to harass Ms. Heard, including serving extensive third-
party discovery.

First, Mr. Depp seeks to introduce evidence related to an arrest at the Seattle-Tacoma in
King County, Washington in 2009, where Ms. Heard was arrested and quickly released, and the

charges (assault — Ms, Heard grabbed her partner’s wrist to get her attention when the rental bus



was leaving) were dropped, and the arrest record was later expunged.” It is undisputed that no
criminal charges were ever brought against Ms. Heard in King County, let alone resulting in a
conviction. Therefore, evidence, testimony, or references to this arrest or the alleged underlying
alleged conduct are inadmissible pursuant to Va. Sup. Ct. R. 2:609, and also the “details”
underlying these charges may not be “elicited” by Mr. Depp at trial. This information is also not
relevant to the issues in this case, and the risk of prejudice far outweighs the probative value.

Second, Mr. Depp also seeks to introduce evidence related to an incident involving Ms.
Heard’s customs declaration in 2015 when she and Mr. Depp brought their dogs into Australia
while Mr. Depp was filming Pirates 5, again to suggest Ms. Heard has “a criminal record” and
has “found to be dishonest by a Court.” As with the King County matter, “there is no conviction
recorded” because the Australian Court instead “discharge[d] the person [Ms. Heard] without
proceeding to conviction.” Att. 1, Tr. 4/18/2016 Australia Proceedings, at 5:39-45; Att. 2
(Australian Crimes Act 1914, § 19B).

Relatedly, testimony emerged in the UK trial when a third-party witness (an employee of
Mr. Depp) claimed Ms. Heard asked him to make false statements in the Australian proceeding,
but he refused. Ms. Heard denies this, but since she never even had a conviction recorded in
Australia, the testimony falsely accusing her of attempting to manufacture testimony is also
inadmissible under 2:609(a). Such evidence should also be excluded as irrelevant to the issues at
trial, and any possible relevance is far outweighed by the potential prejudice. The notion that
signing an airport form relating to the immunizations of Mr. Depp and Ms. Heard’s dogs

suggests she is lying about being abused by Mr. Depp is untenable.

2 Tasya van Ree, the person whose wrist Ms. Heard grabbed to get her attention to go to the
rental car bus, has stated that Ms. Heard “was wrongfully accused” and that “[c]harges were
quickly dropped and she was released moments later.” Att. 30, Heard Tr. Ex. 826.
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Third, the UK trial (and a witness Kate James — Ms. Heard’s former assistant who was
fired by Ms. Heard - designated by Mr. Depp for this trial and on this subject) included
testimony related to Savannah McMillen, an assistant to Ms. Heard while she was filming in the
UK, and the status of her employment relationship with Ms, Heard in the United States. Ms.
Heard provided a letter to the Immigration department in support of Ms. McMillen in 2014 after
Ms. McMillen had been stopped and questioned at an airport. There were never any charges
brought against Ms. McMillen (or Ms. Heard), so these allegations that Ms. Heard lied to
Immigration authorities about the true status of Ms. McMillen’s employment status in the US are
not admissible and should be excluded under Rule 2:609(a). Such evidence is also completely
irrelevant to the issues at trial — whether Ms. Heard allegedly lied to Immigration authorities
about the employment status of her UK assistant has no bearing on whether Ms. Heard is lying
about the abuse committed by Mr. Depp against her. The potential for prejudice far outweighs
any possible relevance.

Fourth, at deposition Mr. Depp cross-examined Ms. Henriquez, Ms. Heard’s sister (but
never questioned Ms, Heard) respecting Ms. Heard’s juvenile driving record, including driving
on a suspended license in Texas when she was a teenager. Att. 3, 2/3/22 Tr. Henriquez, at 70:6-
77-10. These driving violations were when Ms, Heard was a minor, and even then, are neither
felonies nor “misdemeanors involving moral turpitude.” Va. Sup. Ct. R. 2:609(a)(i). And even if
the convictions could be elicited, which they cannot, in no event may “the details of prior
convictions be elicited.” Id at (a)(iii). Such evidence should also be excluded as irrelevant to
the issues at trial — whether Ms. Heard had speeding tickets as a minor and drove on a suspended
license as a minor have no bearing on whether Ms. Heard is lying about whether Mr. Depp

committed domestic abuse of her, and the prejudice far outweighs any potential relevance.



Fifth, at deposition Mr. Depp also cross-examined Ms. Henriquez, suggesting her sister
was driving the vehicle at the time of the tragic death of Ms. Heard’s close friend Logan when
they were both teenagers. Att. 3, 2/3/22 Tr. of Henriquez, at 70:6-77-10. This suggestion was
made even though there is not a stitch of evidence to support this outrageous allegation — Ms.
Heard was nowhere near the county in which the accident occurred at the time and was
devastated when notified. There is no evidence whatsoever, let alone any charges or convictions,
that Ms. Heard had anything to do with this tragic death. Such evidence should also be excluded
as irrelevant to the issues at trial, and even the malicious suggestion that Ms. Heard was driving
at the time of the accident should be excluded from trial.

Sixth, for the same reasons, Mr. Depp should be precluded from claiming or suggesting
to the jury by any means that Ms. Heard has a “criminal record.” Mr. Depp’s counsel has
repeatedly made such assertions during various Court hearings, in third party depositions, and
even in meet and confers, regardless of its relevance to each proceeding, and Ms. Heard expects
counsel to do the same in the presence of the Jury at trial, absent this Court’s intervention. Such
prejudicial statements and references should also be excluded for all the reasons set forth above,
and any possible relevance is far outweighed by the potential prejudice to the Jury of such
allegations and accusations.

As noted above, all the above evidence should further be excluded because the probative
value of such evidence is substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice and the
likelihood of confusing or misleading the jury on these matters. Va. Sup. Ct. R. 2:403.

Finally, for the same reasons as above Mr. Depp’s Trial Exhibits 112-14 and 424 should

also be excluded. Att. 4.



For these reasons, any evidence, testimony, allegations, or references by counsel
respecting these matters should be excluded from trial.

3. Evidence Respecting Either Amber Heard’s or
Mr. Depp’s Pledges or Donations to Charities Should Be Excluded

a. Evidence of Amber Heard’s Pledges and Donations to Charity Should be Excluded

At virtually every hearing and deposition, counsel for Mr. Depp has adamantly
pronounced that Ms. Heard is “a liar” because she said she donated the $7 million she received
from the divorce proceedings to charity, and she has not, and she has deprived children with
cancer needing surgery. The reality is that Ms. Heard has been responsible for donations of
roughly $1 million towards each charity, and fully intends to complete her pledges to both, but
because she was sued by Mr. Depp in this lawsuit, she has been unable to fully fulfill the pledges
yet. Both organizations have testified there is no expiration date on the pledges.

Significantly, this has nothing to do with whether Mr. Depp abused Ms. Heard. Yet it is
the lynchpin of virtually every effort in Court, in third party depositions, and in the press, to
discredit Ms. Heard, and suggest because she has not yet fulfilled the entire amount of th;:
pledges, she is “a liar” and therefore the jury should conclude because she lied about not yet
paying all of the $3.5 million pledged to Children’s Hospital, and not yet paying all the $3.5
million pledged to the ACLU, she must be lying about Mr. Depp abusing her.

This is precisely the type of collateral issue that should be excluded under Virginia Rules
of Evidence 2:401 and 2:402 as completely irrelevant and likely to lead to significant prejudice
and confusion by the jury. Information related to Ms. Heard’s pledge to donate $7 million - the
proceeds of her divorce settlement - to charity does not make it more or less probable that Mr.
Depp domestically abused her. Mr. Depp has testified that the settlement proceeds had nothing

to do with any claims of abuse by Ms. Heard: “None of the $7 million that [Ms. Heard] was



awarded in the divorce had anything whatsoever to do with any-any of her claims, any of that,
no.” Att. 5, 11/10/20 Depp Tr., at 70:20-71:6, 74:6-9. There is not even a remote nexus between
her donations and any claim, either by Mr. Depp or Ms. Heard in this case, and there is no
mention of donations in either pleading. While Mr. Depp argued in the UK proceeding that Ms.
Heard’s allegations were motivated as “an insurance policy” and “to build a dossier” — neither of
which relate to the $7 million pledge to charity - Ms. Heard’s sole motivation for claiming abuse
as alleged by Mr. Depp in this litigation is to further her career. Compl. Y 64-68. There is
absolutely no allegation by Mr. Depp that Ms. Heard’s settlement proceeds had anything to do
with her allegations of abuse, and as noted above, Mr. Depp specifically denied the $7 million
payment to Ms. Heard had anything to do with the allegations of abuse. Ms. Heard’s
announcement that she would be donating the money to the ACLU and Children’s Hospital was
more than two years prior to the publication of the Op-Ed - the subject of Depp’s defamation
claim, and, contrary to Mr. Depp’s common refrain, she has never “tied her donations to her
motivation for alleging abuse,” the idea of which is risible.

Even if this Court deems the evidence of Ms. Heard’s donations somehow relevant, Mr.
Depp should be precluded from offering it under Rule 2:403(i) and (ii), as its probative value
would be greatly outweighed by (i) “the danger of unfair prejudice” and (ii) “its likelihood of
confusing or misleading [the jury].” Mr. Depp has raised the issue of the donations on countless
occasions before this Court to allege in dramatic fashion that Ms. Heard lied about donating to
“kids with cancer.” See e.g. Att. 6, 4/30/21 Hearing Tr. 53:13-54:1. Mr. Depp’s commonly
repeated suggestion that Ms. Heard is abandoning sick children would serve no purpose other
than to significantly prejudice a jury. Furthermore, the details of the multiple transactions

pertaining to the donations, including transactions from donor-advised funds; how they are



classified and credited toward her pledges; and the legal impact of signing of a pledge form, are
complex and require legal expertise, and will create a confusing sideshow that will distract from
the already-complicated issues in the case. Moreover, Mr. Depp has not designated an expert for
thié topic.

In addition, Mr. Depp has repeatedly attempted to tie Elon Musk to the donation issues
(as well as frivolously suggesting he has been paying for her attorneys’ fees, when not asserting
the ACLU is paying her attorneys’ fees), but this Court has already ruled there is no relevance to
the anonymous donation. /d. at 66:22-67:2. Such references or suggestions would also only serve
as prejudicial to Ms. Heard and is not probative of any element of Mr. Depp’s defamation claim,
or any other claim or defense in this case.

All evidence pertaining to Ms. Heard’s donations to charity should be excluded, and Mr.
Depp should be precluded from referencing in any manner her donations. Finally, for the same
reasons as above, the Mr. Depp’s Trial Exhibits 4, 6, 9-11, 15, 24, 27, 32, 36, 117, 204, 205, 939,

and 940 should also be excluded.

b. Evidence of Mr. Depp’s Charity Donations of Money or Time Should be Excluded

Evidence of Mr. Depp’s Charitable donations, including but not limited to any monetary
or in-kind donations and donations of time, and any photographs of Depp at any hospitals
dressed as Jack Sparrow, should be excluded pursuant to Virginia Rules of Evidence 2:401 and
2:402 as irrelevant to this case. This Court, at a hearing on Ms. Heard’s Motion to Compel
Eleventh and Twelfth Requests for Production of Documents on December 10, 2021, denied the
requests, ruling that evidence of Depp’s donations to charitable organizations, whether monetary
or donations of time, are irrelevant. Att. 8, 12/10/21 Hearing Tr. 7:7-18:15. Ms. Heard had

sought documents identifying Mr. Depp's donations to any charitable organizations, “including
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any documents referring to any time given or donated by Mr. Depp to any charitable
organizations even if no monetary donation was involved.” In his Opposition, Mr. Depp took the
position that “Mr. Depp's charitable donations are totally irrelevant. Mr. Depp has never
tied his charitable donations to this case, has never indicated that he intends to present
evidence about his own donations, and does not intend to do so.” Att. 9, P1.’s Op. to Motion
to Compel (emphasis added). Based on Mr. Depp’s argument and representations, this Court
denied the motion to compel: “As to charitable donations the Court just does not find
relevance in this matter to compel that. So I'm going to deny the motion to compel as to that
issue.” Id.at 18:12-15 (emphasis added).

Mr. Depp has no legitimate reason to oppose the exclusion of this evidence, since he has
previously represented to the Court he had no intention of introducing evidence of any charitable
donations, and admitted it is irrelevant. Mr. Depp should not be permitted to shield himself from
discovery of such matters only to later use them as a sword at trial.

For the foregoing reasons, Ms. Heard respectfully requests that all evidence pertaining to
Mr. Depp’s charitable donations be excluded.

4. Mr. Depp Should be Precluded from Introducing Any Evidence on
Subjects to Which the Attorney-Client or Work Product Privilege was Asserted

On a number of occasions, Mr, Depp asserted the attorney-client privilege and refused to
permit discovery, including responses to questions in depositions. For example, for each of the
defamatory statements at issue in Ms. Heard’s Counterclaims, Mr. Depp refused to allow his
attorney, Adam Waldman, to answer any questions relating to the statements such as: “Did you
make that statement on behalf of Mr. Depp?”; “Why did you make the statement?”; “Were you
representing Mr. Depp at the time you made this statement?”; “Did you discuss the statement

with Mr. Depp before making the statement?”; “Did you discuss the statement with Mr. Depp
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after making the statement?”; “Was Mr. Depp aware, either before or after, that you were making
this statement?”; “Did you make this statement with Mr. Depp's authorization or agreement?”;
“Was Mr. Depp aware that you were speaking with the press?”; “Did Mr. Depp ever ask you to
retract or correct this statement?”; and “Did you rely upon any statements or evidence from Mr.
Depp in making this statement?” Att. 11, 2/15/22 Dep. Waldman at 64:4-68:4, 69:12-73:21,
77:4-80:2. Mr. Depp also refused to answer the same questions. Att. 12., 11/10/20 Dep. Depp.;
Att. 23, 12/14/21 Tr. Dep. Depp, at 999:7-1002:8. Mr. Depp further refused to allow his
publicist, Robin Baum, to answer any questions respecting conversations she had with Mr.
Waldman respecting Mr. Waldman’s statements, Att. 13, 1/20/22 Dep. Baum at 138:4-140:6;
145:22-148:9.

Mr. Depp also claims text messages between Ms. Heard and Stephen Deuters, Mr.
Depp’s assistant, were somehow fake. Yet, Mr. Depp refused to allow Mr. Deuters to answer
questions about whether Mr. Deuters has any basis to believe the texts were not authentic. Att.
15, 2/24/22 Dep. Deuters 164:8-167:11. Incredibly, Mr. Deuters was instructed to not even
answer a question about information “other than what he learned from his attorneys” respecting
the texts at issue:

Q Other than anything you have learned from your attorneys or communications you've
had with your attorneys, you have no basis to believe that these text messages were
doctored in any way, correct, Mr. Deuters? MS. VASQUEZ: Same instruction, same
objection. BY MR. ROTTENBORN: Q Mr. Deuters, are you refusing to answer the
question on the basis of your attorney's instruction? MS. VASQUEZ: On the basis of
attorney-client privilege, yes, he is. MR, ROTTENBORN: You're not the witness,
Camiille. I asked him a question if he is refusing.

Id, 165:8-166:13.

3 In addition, Mr. Depp refused to allow Jack Whigham, Mr. Depp’s agent, testify to his
discussions with Mr, Waldman respecting any litigation. Att, 14, 1/20/21 Dep. Whigham at
65:1-69:14.
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Given that Mr. Depp has asserted the privilege on these issues, and refused to allow Ms.
Heard discovery, Mr, Depp must be precluded from asserting any legal argument or introducing
any evidence relating in any manner to the issues to which Mr. Depp has asserted privilege —
any authorization or lack thereof by Mr. Depp relating to the defamatory statements at issue, and
any evidence respecting whether the text messages between Ms. Heard and Mr. Deuters are
authentic.

Mr. Depp cannot use attorney-client privilege as both a sword and shield, which is
contrary to its very purpose. As the Virginia Supreme Court held, “parties should not be
permitted to use the privilege as both a shield, preventing the admission of evidence, and as a
sword to mislead the finder of fact by allowing evidence that would be impeached by the
privileged information if it had not been suppressed.” Waltor v. Mid-Atlantic Spine Specialists,
P.C.,280 Va. 113, 130 (2010). “Such a pick-and-choose approach may seem unfair in general or
because it distorts the evidence that is presented to the factfinder.” Id. at 127; see also Gordon v.
Newspaper Ass'n of Am., 51 Va, Cir. 183, 193 (Richmond Cir. 2000) (“The attorney-client
privilege is meant to be used as a shield from intrusion and not as a sword for manipulation of
the truth™); Koch v. Cox, 489 F.3d 384, 390 (D.C. Cir. 2007) (considering whether the party
asserting privilege seeks to employ that privilege both as a sword and as a shield, and thereby to
gain litigation advantage); Bittaker v. Woodford, 331 F.3d 715, 718 (9th Cir. 2003) ( "[t]he
principle is often expressed in terms of preventing a party from using the privilege as both a
shield and a sword. . . . In practical terms, this means that parties in litigation may not abuse the
privilege by asserting claims the opposing party cannot adequately dispute unless it has access to
the privileged materials."); United States v. Desir, 273 F.3d 39, 45 (1st Cir. 2001) (considering

unfairness of allowing invocation of the privilege when a party testifies about portions of a
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communication or selectively asserts protections, because the "privilege cannot be used as both a
shield and a sword"); United States v. Yerardi, 192 F.3d 14, 18 (1st Cir. 1999) ("Probably the
most common example is a privilege holder's effort to answer some questions in a subject area
(usually those that serve the privilege holder's interests) but not others (those that harm the
privilege holder's interest). Such a pick-and-choose approach may seem unfair in general or
because it distorts the evidence that is presented to the factfinder")).

As a result of parties attempting to use these “sword and shield” tactics, many of these
Courts preclude a party from introducing evidence or testimony at trial that the opposing party
“was prevented. ..from exploring during a deposition by invoking the attorney-client privilege.”
Engineered Prods. Co. v. Donaldson Co., 313 F. Supp. 2d 951, 1022-23 (N.D. lowa 2004),
reversed on other grounds, 147 Fed. Appx. 979 (Fed. Cir. 2005). In Engineered Prods. the Court
barred the plaintiff from introducing testimony at trial on issues that the plaintiff had prevented
the defendant from exploring during a deposition by invoking the attorney-client privilege and
explaining that to allow the plaintiff to present the testimony at trial would be to allow the
plaintiff to use the privilege “as both a shield and a sword.” In fact, the Eastern District of
Virginia held that:

The weight of authority indicates that to permit Mouer to testify to issues which she
refused to testify to during her deposition based on privilege would allow the Defendants
to use the attorney-client privilege as both a shield and a sword. Thus, Mouer may only
testify at trial within the scope of her deposition and Plaintiff may not refer to the rulings
of Judge Mitchell and Judge Brinkema concerning the crime-fraud exception to the
attorney-client privilege.

Galaxy Comput. Servs, v. Baker, 325 B.R. 544, 559-60 (E.D. Va. 2005). Further, the

Engineereed Prods. Court held that:

plaintiff's objections during [the] deposition likely precluded as full an exploration of
documents and issues . . . as the defendant would have been entitled to make, had there

14



been a contemporaneous judicial finding of waiver of attorney-client privilege. Therefore,
the parties will be entitled to present documents and testimony formerly protected by
attorney-client privilege only to the extent that those issues were explored in [the]
deposition.

313. F. Supp. 2d 951, 1023 (emphasis original).

Mr. Depp has throughout used, and continues to use, the attorney client privilege as a
shield to prevent discovery of relevant communications with Mr. Waldman and Mr. Deuters. As
a result, Mr. Depp should be precluded from referencing, introducing evidence or testimony or
mentioning at all any topic for which Mr. Depp has objected and refused to provide either the
discovery, or permitting the answer to any deposition question on the basis of the attorney-client
privilege.

5. Ms. Heard Should be Permitted to Designate Testimony from Tracey Jacobs in two

Other Litigations Filed by Mr. Depp where Mr. Depp was Represented by Counsel and
Where the Depositions were produced too Late for Ms. Heard to Elicit from Ms. Jacobs

a. Background

On August 19, 2020, Ms. Heard requested deposition transcripts of witnesses from
litigation in which Mr. Depp was previously a party. Mr. Depp refused to produce any —not even
his own - claiming that Ms, Heard was seeking discovery on “wholly unrelated cases.” Ms.
Heard moved to compel these transcripts, and Mr. Depp then falsely represented to the Court,
“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. 17, 11/20/20 Tr. at 15:9-12.

But then eight minutes into the deposition of Mr. Depp’s former talent agent Tracey
Jacobs, Mr. Depp’s paralegal produced an unidentified document production with password
protection, labeled DEPP017, 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. 18. Ms. Heard’s
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counsel Ms. Bredehoft, who was already in the process of deposing Ms. Jacobs, did not become

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

taken a break to review 100s of pages of transcripts and documents, upload them, and use them

to refresh or impeach the witness, or supplement her outline of questions — that would have taken

hours at least. Yet Mr. Depp’s counsel Mr. Chew — who represented Mr. Depp in BOTH of the

prior depositions, had already read through the materials and picked parts favorable to Mr. Depp,

uploaded the documents for use as exhibits, and then used them 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 of 2015 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.”

As discussed below, this is the type of testimony Ms. Heard included in her designations of these

two prior depositions, and seeks leave to do so. Ms. Heard has designated portions from these

depositions consistent with the Scheduling Order.
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b. Mr. Depp’s Counsel’s Conduct
Respecting This Prejudicially Late Document Production

Mr. Depp’s counsel was intentionally misleading during the deposition of Tracey Jacobs
in this case. When Ms. Heard’s counsel objected to Mr. Depp’s use of the prior depositions and
attendant documents as they had never been produced in this litigation, Mr. Depp’s counsel,
knowing they had been produced during the deposition and that counsel for Ms. Heard would not
have known or had a reasonable opportunity to review and pull for use in 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. 19, 1/18/21
Tr. at 162:11-15 (emphasis added); id. at 85:17-86:2 (MS. BREDEHOFT: “Ms. Jacobs, just so
you know, I don't have your prior deposition. We requested them of Mr. Depp, they have not
been provided to us. So I'm at a disadvantage, I don't have those. MR. CHEW: That’s actually
not true. You should check with your office staff, Elaine. You can do that during a break.
You've got everything.”).

But Mr. Depp’s counsel declined to state that the documents were produced affer the
deposition of Tracey Jacobs had begun, even though Mr. Depp’s counsel later admitted it
determined BEFORE THE DEPOSITION that the deposition transcripts and exhibits contained
relevant testimony. Att. 20. Mr. Depp’s counsel further admitted making this determination
“[s]hortly before Ms. Jacobs’ deposition, and in the course of preparing for same,” deciding to
use them as exhibits at the deposition of Tracey Jacobs in this case during preparation, and
having the documents already pre-marked for use in the deposition before they were even

produced. Id.

c. Relief Sought by Ms. Heard

Ms. Heard was and remains significantly and unfairly prejudiced by this conduct, as Ms.
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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. 1

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. 21, 6/25/21 Tr., at 52:7-14, 53:21-54:6.

Ms. Heard was able to obtain through Requests for Admissions the authenticity to
documents attached to the earlier depositions, Att. 22, Depp 2™ Supp. Resp. to 5™ RFAs, but
there was no other way to obtain the same testimony given at the other depositions by Ms.
Jacobs. Thus, Ms. Heard is now requesting the relief the Court deferred on until closer to trial, as
quoted above. Ms. Heard now seeks the Court’s leave to designate portions of the two prior
deposition transcripts of Tracey Jacobs - which Ms. Heard has already timely completed -
subject to further evidentiary rulings of the Court.

Earlier in this case, Mr. Depp sought to be able 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 those depositions.

Ms. Heard now seeks the Court’s approval of this long-disclosed relief — to use portions

of Ms. Jacobs’ earlier deposition transcripts.
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6. Evidence of the Following Irrelevant Personal Matters Should be Excluded

M. Depp inappropriately seeks to introduce evidence of the following Irrelevant
Personal Matters: (1) nude pictures of Amber Heard; (2) Amber Heard’s sister Whitney’s reality
show video; (3) Whitney and Amber’s past romantic relationships; and (4) Amber’s brief stint as
an exotic dancer years before she met Mr. Depp and Mr. Depp attempting to frivolously and
maliciously suggest or imply that Ms. Heard was at one time an escort (the “Irrelevant Personal
Matters™).

a. Plaintiff Should Not be Allowed to Introduce Evidence of Irrelevant

Personal Matters Because Such Matters Are Not Probative of
Any Material Fact, Including Whether Mr. Depp Ever Assaulted Amber Heard

None of the Irrelevant Personal Matters has any tendency to make any material fact more
or less probable, including the fact of domestic abuse. Rather, any purported evidence of
Irrelevant Personal Matters would serve solely as sex-related distractions and tangential publicity
bombshells, which would confuse and prejudice the jury and could negatively affect Amber
Heard’s reputation as an actress. For example, first, nude pictures of Amber Heard have no
bearing on any material fact in dispute. They are irrelevant, very personal, and would tend
inappropriately to objectify Amber Heard — which is demeaning and would definitely detract
from the issues in this case — of whether Mr. Depp committed domestic abuse. Second, there is
nothing about Amber’s sister Whitney’s reality show video from high school that could shed any
light on any material issue in this case, namely the relationship between Amber Heard and Mr.
Depp.

Third, whomever Amber or Whitney dated prior to 2011 (i.e., before Amber Heard met
Mr. Depp) is wholly irrelevant; Amber and Whitney’s prior romantic relationships are far
removed in time and subject matter from this case. Fourth, allegations that Amber Heard was an

escort are unfounded, incendiary, irrelevant, and designed to harass and demean Amber Heard,
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and Ms. Heard’s brief stint working at a strip club just after moving to LA to start her acting
career also has nothing to do with her relationship with Mr. Depp years later or whether he
abused her.

b. Plaintiffs Should Not Be Allowed to Introduce Evidence Relating to the Irrelevant
Personal Matters Because Any Probative Value Is Substantially Outweighed by the

Danger of Unfair Prejudice and the Likelihood of Confusing or Misleading the Jury

In addition to being wholly irrelevant, evidence of the Irrelevant Personal Matters should
be excluded because any probative value is substantially outweighed by (1) the danger of unfair
prejudice and/or (2) the likelihood of confusing or misleading the jury. See Va.R. S, Ct. 2:403
(relevant evidence may be excluded if (a) the probative value of the evidence is substantially
outweighed by (i) the danger of unfair prejudice, or (ii) its likelihood of confusing or misleading
the trier of fact).

Evidence of the Irrelevant Personal Matters likely will distract the jury from the critical
domestic abuse issues; excite potentially irrational emotions; entice gossip and speculation on
irrelevant matters; and lead to harassment, bias, and prejudice toward Amber Heard and her
sister. For example, first, nude pictures of Amber Heard or comments about stripping or escort
services would be highly distracting and unfairly prejudicial to the extent they portray Amber
Heard as a sex symbol instead of a women’s rights activist against domestic abuse. Second,
Amber Heard’s sister’s alleged reality video is likely to confuse or mislead the jury by focusing
on third-party relationships (not the relationship between Amber Heard and Mr. Depp). The
reality video likely would unfairly prejudice Amber by minimizing the grave domestic abuse
allegations at issue. Third, Amber and Whitney’s past relationships would be distracting and
confusing because those relationships have no bearing on the relationship between Mr. Depp and

Amber Heard; any conflation of relationships would cause unfair prejudice. Fourth, post-
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separation alleged affairs likely would mislead and confuse a jury because affairs have no
relevance to findings of domestic abuse. In addition, affairs likely would provoke negative
emotional connections for at least some jurors, causing unfair prejudice.

Because the Irrelevant Personal Matters involve inadmissible collateral facts that are
likely to unfairly prejudice Amber Heard and distract the jury, such evidence should be excluded.
See, e.g. PTS Corp. v. Buckman, 263 Va. 613, 620 (2002) (“Evidence of collateral facts, from
which no fair inferences can be drawn tending to throw light upon the particular facts under
investigation, is properly excluded for the reason that such evidence tends to draw the minds of
the jury away from the point in issue, to excite prejudice and mislead them”).

For these reasons, Amber Heard moves the Court in limine for an Order striking evidence
of (1) nude pictures of Amber Heard; (2) Amber Heard’s sister Whitney’s reality video; (3)
Whitney and Amber’s past relationships; and (4) allegations of exotic dancing or unfounded
allegations of Amber Heard escorting. These matters are wholly irrelevant and likely to confuse
and mislead the jury and unfairly prejudice Amber Heard.

7. Prior Irrelevant Litigations/Legal Matters

a. References to and Characterizations of
the October 2018 Arbitration and Decision Should be Excluded

In 2018, Ms. Heard initiated an arbitration against Depp for comments he or his attorney
Adam Waldman made to GQ and other print publications that he had never abused Ms. Heard,
that she had attacked him, and that she had falsified evidence suggesting he attacked her. Att.
25, 3/12/19 Arbitration Decision, at 2. Ms. Heard initiated the Arbitration pursuant to her
divorce agreement with Depp. The Arbitrator found that the case was not arbitrable because he
had not been appointed judge pro tem for continuing proceedings under the divorce agreement,

and because the divorce agreement did not clearly and unmistakably confer upon him the power
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to determine arbitrability. Id. at 4-10. The arbitrator did not decide any of the merits of the
lawsuit in any way. Id. at 10. Ms. Heard took no further action with respect to attempting to
enforce the terms of the Settlement Agreement. Yet Mr. Depp’s counsel has made statements in
Court, in depositions and in meet and confers, suggesting that Ms, Heard brought a suit and lost,
that Ms. Heard “fired the first shot,” that Judge Meisinger (the Arbitrator) granted the motion to
dismiss, and suggesting Mr. Depp prevailed on the merits. Ms. Heard moves the Court to
preclude Mr. Depp from referencing in any manner the Arbitration proceeding, including
eliciting testimony about the Arbitration, suggesting in any manner that Depp “won” the
Arbitration, characterizations of the Arbitration, that Amber “fired the first shot,” or anything
else relating to it. The Arbitration is completely irrelevant to this proceeding and any reference
is prejudicial and will create confusion and likely mislead the jury.

At the deposition of Ms. Heard’s former counsel Eric George, on whom Ms. Heard relied
for advice that the December 18, 2018 Washington Post Op-Ed was not actionable by Mr. Depp,
including for defamation, Mr. Depp’s counsel repeatedly asked questions about the Arbitration
and suggested the Arbitration claim was not meritorious because Mr. Depp had filed a motion to
dismiss that was granted for the procedural reasons described above. Att. 26, 4/5/21 Tr. Dep.
George at140:9- 142:20. Mr. Depp asked whether Ms. Heard “fired the first shot.” /d. 136:21-
137:6. Mr. George, an attorney who understood exactly the type of misleading testimony Mr.
Chew was trying to elicit, explained the basis for the Arbitrator’s decision and observed that
“[y]ou’re misconstruing a decision based on a procedural ground, and trying to suggest that it
was based on a substantive ground.” 7d. 142:19-143:11. And Mr. Chew then tried to elicit
testimony that the Arbitrator did not award Ms. Heard compensatory or punitive damages. Jd.

145:10-147:3. All of these questions are clearly designed to mislead the jury into thinking that
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the Arbitrator had ruled on the merits of Ms. Heard’s claim and therefore Mr. Depp, in this case,
in alleging he did not abuse Ms. Heard, has already won this through an Arbitration proceeding
brought by Ms. Heard.

Permitting these sorts of questions or argument in front of the jury would be highly
prejudicial to Ms. Heard, misleading to the jury, and irrelevant to the issues in this case. As the
evidence shows, the Arbitrator did not decide any of the merits of the Arbitration case, including
the truth or falsity of any defamatory statements. The Arbitration decision has no relevance to
this case. The sole purpose for attempting to introduce the Arbitration and decision and to
reference it, is to confuse the jury into thinking it had already been decided as a matter of law
that it was not defamatory to say Ms. Heard was not abused by Mr. Depp. This is demonstrably
false. The Court should therefore preclude any attempt by Depp or his counsel to use the
Arbitration to mislead the jury that the truth or falsity of Depp’s domestic abuse was decided in
the Arbitration. See Bermingham v. City of Clermont, Florida, 2013 WL 5970700, *3-4 (M.D.
Fla. 2013) (excluding evidence relating to prior arbitration proceedings because those
proceedings “have no bearing on Plaintiff’s constitutional claim and should be excluded as
irrelevant.”).

Finally, for the same reasons as above the following Mr. Depp’s Trial Exhibits 219-20
should also be excluded. Att. 10.

b. Counsel’s Characterizations of the UK Judgment Should be Precluded

The fact of the UK judgment against Mr. Depp is undeniably relevant to this case, first
and foremost because it relates clearly to the damages Mr. Depp has alleged, as well as issues
that have been interwoven into the liability aspects of the case, including bias of witnesses and
inconsistencies. In addition, the testimony of the witnesses in the UK, and the conduct of Mr.

Depp in procuring certain evidence in the UK that will also be evidence at this trial, is relevant,
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provided it is introduced in an appropriate manner (as impeachment evidence, facts testified to
directly by witnesses in this case, etc.). But the parties should be precluded from characterizing,
arguing, or eliciting testimony suggesting their own interpretations of why the Court found, what
the Court found, or what the evidence was, without the proper evidentiary introduction of the
document and specific references.

For example, on March 10, Mr. Chew stated about an incident of sexual abuse by Depp
against Ms. Heard: “And even the Court in the U.K. dismissed one of them out of hand.” Att.
28, B. Chew 3/10/22 Email to S. Abdallah. This is a gross mischaracterization of the UK
judgment, which did not involve claims by Ms. Heard that the UK Court could “dismiss,” and it
falsely suggests that the Court did not believe Ms. Heard, which was not the basis for any of its
rulings. This type of misleading characterization or editorializing is improper, would mislead the
jury, and should be precluded. Mr. Depp’s counsel must be required to follow the Rules of
Evidence in referencing portions of the Judgment or any document.

In addition, Mr. Depp’s counsel has repeatedly and improperly brought in and referenced
UK testimony without engaging in the proper evidentiary standards for impeachment. Mr.
Depp’s counsel should be admonished that if they seek to impeach through prior testimony, they
need to follow the Rules of Evidence and appropriate procedures.

¢. The Nikola Six Lawsuit

Mr. Depp has made multiple references to the Nikola lawsuit, a lawsuit brought by the
producers of London Fields which starred Ms. Heard and included Mr. Depp playing a smaller
role. The lawsuit resulted in a confidential settlement. This lawsuit, and the allegations, have no

bearing on the claims or damages in this litigation, and reference to it would only be for the
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purpose of unfairly prejudicing Ms. Heard and confusing the jury. Therefore, testimony and any
references to the Nikola lawsuit should be excluded.

8. Allegations of Amber Heard Abusing Anyone and
Clajims of Mr. Depp Not Abusing Other Individuals Should be Excluded

a. Mr. Depp’s Claims Amber Heard Abused Anvone

Throughout this litigation, Mr. Depp has attempted to pressure witnesses into testifying
respecting Ms. Heard’s purported abuse of other individuals. But there remains no admissible
evidence supporting Mr. Depp’s desperate claims that Ms. Heard ever abused any other
individuals. Mr. Depp has further attempted to inject the issue of his allegations Ms. Heard
abused him, despite the content of the Op-Ed forming the basis of Mr. Depp’s defamation claim
being wholly distinct from such allegations.

First, this issue is not relevant to the core factual issue in both Mr. Depp’s Complaint
based on the Op-Ed and the Counterclaim - whether Mr. Depp abused Ms. Heard, and for the
Counterclaim the other related factual matters respecting whether Ms. Heard faked her injuries as
Mr. Depp falsely contends. Mr. Depp even agreed, objecting that Ms. Heard seeking the facts of
each supposed “incident during which you contend that Ms. Heard inflicted any type of physical
or emotional abuse or abuse upon you” was “unlikely to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence and that it seeks documents and communications that are irrelevant, immaterial, or
unnecessary to the issues in this Action.” Att. 29, at 13-14.

Second, Mr. Depp repeatedly attempted at deposition to pressure Whitney Henriquez,
Ms. Heard’s younger sister, to falsely state that Ms. Heard hit her or threw objects at her, which
Ms. Henriquez denied. Att. 3, at 85:11-86:6, 216:10-217:17. Third, Mr. Depp has repeatedly
referenced the arrest at Seattle-Tacoma airport. But Tasya van Ree herself, whom Mr. Depp

claims is the victim related to this arrest, has stated that Ms. Heard “was wrongfully accused”
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and that “[c]harges were quickly dropped and she was released moments later.” Att. 30, Heard
Tr. Ex. 826. This particular incident is also the subject of the Motion in Limine in No. 1 above.

Finally, all the above evidence should further be excluded because the probative value of
such evidence is substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice and the likelihood of
confusing or misleading the jury on these matters. Va. Sup. Ct. R. 2:403. As noted above, the
core factual issue for both Mr. Depp’s Complaint and Ms. Heard’s Counterclaim is whether Mr.
Depp abused Ms. Heard, and for the Counterclaim other related factual matters respecting
whether Ms. Heard faked her injuries as Mr. Depp falsely contends.

For these reasons, any evidence, testimony, allegations, or references by counsel that Ms.
Heard abused anyone should be excluded.

b. Claims Mr. Depp Did Not Abuse Anyone Besides Ms. Heard

Throughout this litigation, counsel for Mr. Depp has repeatedly asserted that besides Ms.
Heard, Mr. Depp has never been accused of domestic abuse by anyone. But counsel making
such general statements is not evidence, and any testimony would be hearsay and lacks
foundation, and is therefore inadmissible, and suggesting this would be significantly and unduly
prejudicial in front of the jury at trial and should be prohibited. For clarity, Ms. Heard is not
seeking to prohibit Mr. Depp’s counsel from affirmatively questioning witnesses by asking if
such witness has ever been abused by Mr. Depp, provided such questions otherwise comply with
the Rules of Evidence. But counsel should be precluded from making such broad and generalized
assertions in the negative, or even eliciting testimony from Mr. Depp or anyone else as to
whether he has ever been accused of committing abuse against anyone else, because such
statement would necessarily rely on matters wholly outside the litigation, along with relying on

hearsay and lacking foundation.
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The probative value of such evidence is also substantially outweighed by the danger of
unfair prejudice and the likelihood of confusing or misleading the jury on these maiters, as the
jury would likely rely on these statements as evidence in the case (despite Counsel’s statements
not being evidence and despite the hearsay and foundation issues which prohibit cross
examination of a witness who would be making the claim or not making the claim), and which
reference matters outside of the evidence and testimony that will be presented at trial. Va. Sup.
Ct. R. 2:403.

For these reasons, any evidence, testimony, allegations, or references by Mr. Depp’s
counsel that Mr. Depp has never been accused of domestic abuse by anyone besides Ms. Heard
should be excluded.

9. The Documents Produced by Mr. Depp as
EWC]1-76 Should be Struck from and Inadmissible at Trial

Mr. Depp produced documents from his business manager Ed White that purport to show
the earnings of Depp (through his various companies) from 2009 to 2021. Information from the
years 2009 to 2019 was produced as EWC1-52. Att. 7, Depp Trial Ex. 227. Because Depp had
produced very little other than these summary documents and had long referred to these
documents alone as his evidence of damages, Ms. Heard served a discovery request for the
documents referred or relied upon in preparing EWC1-52. Depp objected and Ms. Heard was
forced to bring a motion to compel. The Court granted the motion, ordering Depp to “produce
all responsive documents to the following revised Request No. 6 of Ms. Heard’s Tenth Requests
for Production of Documents”:

All financial documents 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, White to prepare the numbers and
calculations included in EWC 1-52.
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Att. 36, 8/19/21 Order, at 2.

At his deposition, in response to questions respecting what he or his employees relied
upon or referred to in preparing EWC1-52, White testified that “[w]e would have looked at the
undertying source documents; for example, contracts. We would have looked at the stream of
payments that were actually rendered. That would be examples of the kind of information that
we would have analyzed in order to produce this document.” Att. 35, White Dep. 67:16-68:2.
He testified further that, to generate the income statements or profit and loss statements at the
core of EWC1-52, he would have referred to or relied upon “[nJumerous documents. There
could be thousands if not tens of thousands of entries that would be compiled and organized and
presented to construct these numbers.” Id. 68:15-21. That information would reside in journals
and ledgers maintained in QuickBooks or a software called Datafaction. /d. 68:22-69:14. Those
ledgers and journals would also contain information about the receipts of cash by Depp and his
entities that is the underlying source data for summaries contained in EWC1-52. Id. at 69:15-
70:3.

Other than a few contracts, Depp has produced none of this source data. He has produced
none of the journal entries or ledger entries from QuickBooks or Datafaction that would allow
anyone to confirm the summary information provided in EWC1-76. When asked at his

deposition “whether you produced contracts or stream of payments or journals or ledgers or any

4 Substantially identical information was produced for 2020 and 2021 as EWC53-76 on the night
before Mr. White’s deposition. Att. 33; Att. 81, Depp Trial Exhibit List, Exhibits 228-233. At
his deposition, White testified that the 2020 information would have been available for at least
several months (Att. 35, 2/2/22 White Depo, at 103:4-104:22), yet Depp waited until the night
before his deposition to produce it. Although this information was not explicitly included in the
Court’s August 19 Order, it is the exact same type of information, but from later years, as
EWCI1-52, and yet Depp did not produce any of the underlying documentation.
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other information that would underlie EWC 1 through 52,” Mr. White was instructed by his
counsel (who is also Depp’s counsel) not to answer on the basis of attorney-client privilege. /d.
70:4-73:11. He did say, however, that “all the information that we were requested has been
produced and sent to counsel.” Jd. 70:9-11.

It is apparent, then, that either Depp’s counsel never requested Mr. White to provide the
financial information underlying EWC1-52, or Mr. Depp requested and received it, but chose not
to produce it. Either way, Depp violated the Court Order instructing him to produce the
underlying information.

Depp has had years to produce the information underlying these documents. He has been
under a Court Order to produce them since August 19, 2021, Yet he has simply not complied.
Without underlying documentation, Ms. Heard has no way to test the truth or accuracy of the
information contained in the documents. The prejudice is significant, because Depp will use his
declining financial condition reflected in these documents (performance that was declining since
far before the date of Ms. Heard’s Op-Ed) as evidence of h.is alleged damages. His damages
expert Michael Spindler relies almost entirely on these documents for his damages analysis. Yet
because of his disregard of the Court’s Order and failure to produce the underlying
documentation, Ms. Heard has no opportunity to review the underlying documents and determine
the accuracy of EWC1-76. Even after counsel for Ms. Heard raised in Ed White’s deposition
that no underlying documents had been produced, in violation of the Court Order, Mr. Depp
declined to produce the documents.

“Rule 4:12 gives the trial court broad discretion in determining what sanctions, if any,
will be imposed upon a litigant who fails to respond timely to discovery.” Woodbury v.

Courtney, 239 Va, 651, 654 (1990). When a party fails to supplement discovery responses, it is
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appropriate to exclude information from trial. See Moore v. Moore, 2020 WL 6277427, *5-6
(Va. Ct. App. 2020) (unpublished) (affirming Order by J. Azcarate granting motion in limine to
exclude testimony respecting property value, title, and ownership because non-movant had failed
to supplement discovery responses that did not provide the information); see also Anonymous C
v. Anonymous B, 2011 WL 65957, *13 (Va. Ct. App.) (unpublished) (affirming trial court’s
exclusion of evidence at trial because party “failed to comply fully with the discovery order in
this case” by not producing documents that should have been produced); Donnert v. Feld
Entertainment, Inc., 2013 WL 12097618, *2-3 (E.D. Va. 2013) (granting motion in limine to
exclude certain damages evidence from trial when plaintiffs did not produce supporting
documentation and “[i]n violation of Judge Jones’ order to compel, plaintiffs did not do so”).

Depp’s conduct here is even more egregious than the conduct that led to this Court’s
exclusion of trial testimony in Moore, because in that case, the party whose information was
excluded had simply failed to supplement discovery responses. In contrast, here, Depp has
disregarded a Court Order after a motion to compel seeking the information underlying the Ed
White documents.

The Court should bar Depp from introducing EWCI-76 at trial, and Mr. Depp’s damages
experts should be precluded from testifying to any reliance on these documents. Any other result
would condone Depp’s flagrant violation of the Court’s August 19, 2021 Order and severely
prejudice Ms. Heard.

10. Mr. Depp’s Expert Witnesses and Their
Testimony Should be Excluded Pursuant to the Crane Doctrine

Rule 4:1(b)(4)(a)(i) requires a party “to identify each person whom the other party
expects to call as an expert witness at trial, to state the subject matter on which the expert is

expected to testify, and to state the substance of the facts and opinions to which the expert is
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expected to testify and a summary of the grounds for each opinion.” Va. Sup. Ct. R.
4:1(b)(4XA)(); John Crane, Inc. v. Jones, 274 Va. 581 (Va. 2007). Mere disclosures of the topic
of testimony is insufficient to satisfy Rule 4:1(b)(4)(A)(1), Crane, 274 Va. at 591-93,

Defendant’s Expert Designations do not meet the requirements of Rule 4:1(b)(4)(a)(i) or
Crane, and are rife with speculation, conclusory generalizations, seek to testify to the ultimate
issue, and are without support that needed to be provided in response to discovery. Expert
Testimony is inadmissible if it is speculative or founded on assumptions that have no basis in
fact. Tarmac Mid-Atlantic, Inc. v. Smiley Block Co., 250 Va. 161 (1995).

a. Dr. Shaw Should be Excluded from Providing Any Expert Testimony

Mr. Depp has identified Dr. Richard J. Shaw as an expert to partially rebut Dr. David
Spiegel’s opinions respecting Mr. Depp. Att. 37, at 35-50. Dr. Shaw’s opinion in his designation
does not evaluate any evidence in this case. Rather, he opines that Dr. Spiegel cannot provide his
opinions respecting Mr. Depp because Dr. Spiegel did not personally interview Mr. Depp, which
Dr. Shaw opines is a violation of an ethical rule in psychiatry called the Goldwater Rule. Id. As
described below, this “rule” is not applicable in litigation, and does not apply when a psychiatrist
has access to medical records, which Dr, Spiegel reviewed in this case. Dr. Shaw admits that his
opinion is thus based on the quality of the medical records in this case, yet Dr. Shaw’s
designation is void of any comment whatsoever respecting Mr. Depp’s medical records.
Therefore, Dr. Shaw’s proposed testimony must be excluded, based on Crare.

i. The Goldwater Rule is Not Applicable to Litigations

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.” Here, Dr.
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Shaw is not offering any opinions that will assist the jury in understanding the evidence. Rather,
Dr. Shaw describes a psychiatric ethical rule called the Goldwater Rule and claims that Dr.
Spiegel failed to abide by that Rule. Jd. at 34-35. But 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. 1. 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 respecting another’s mental capacity without a personal examination.”)

Indeed, the Goldwater Rule has nothing to do with litigation, and as Dr. Shaw’s own
disclosure states, was developed “following a controversy that emerged during the 1964
presidential election when Fact magazine published the results of a large survey of psychiatrists
who were asked whether Senator Barry Goldwater was psychologically fit to run for the
presidency.” Att, 37, at 35. The Rule states that “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 himself/herself through public media. In such circumstances, a psychiatrist
may share with the public his or her expertise about psychiatric issues in general. However, it is
unethical for a psychiatrist to offer a professional opinion unless he or she has conducted an
examination and has been granted proper authorization for such a statement.” Jd. This Rule does
not say anything prohibiting expert testimony. In fact, the Ethics Committee of the American
Psychiatric Association, commented on the Rule and stated that it is ethical for-a psychiatrist to
testify about the competency of a defendant based on medical records and not an examination of

the defendant. Att. 38, at 35. The Ethics Committee also found that experts are allowed to render
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an opinion in a court without an in-person exam “because there is a court authorization for the
examination (or an 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.” Id. at 76.

ii. Dr. Shaw is Prohibited from Commenting on the Medical Records in this
Case

In this case, while Dr, Spiegel did not interview Mr. Depp, even though he asked to
interview Mr. Depp twice, Att. 39, at 75, Dr. Spiegel reviewed video of Mr. Depp’s 3 2 days of
deposition testimony, testimony from all of Mr. Depp’s doctors, testimony from other witnesses,
audio recordings, video recordings, emails, text messages, and Mr. Depp’s medical records. Att,
40. Dr. Shaw admitted in his deposition that it is reasonable to render an opinion on such a
record. “I do think it is reasonable to render opinions about a case based on review of medical
records, if the medical records are of good quality and rigorous and meet the standard of care.”
Att. 41, 3/15/22 Tr. Shaw Depo, at 32:8-12. So Dr. Shaw’s entire opinion that the Goldwater
Rule applies to Dr. Spiegel in this matter is reliant on Dr. Shaw’s opinion on the quality of the
medical records in this case. /d. at 32:16-21. But Dr. Shaw’s designation is completely devoid of
ény discussion of the medical records in this case, which Dr. Shaw admits. /d. at 34:1-4 (“Q
You've not disclosed your opinions on the quality of the medical records in this case, correct? A
I have not, no.”).

Dr. Shaw also opines about the deposition of Mr. Depp, stating that it was “a Jong
deposition, in which Mr. Depp had to sit for many hours and answer very personal questions that
at times were difficult for him and exposing and -- in which he was, you know, frequently

interrupted and told that he was not answering the questions appropriately, and in which there
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were arguments between the attorneys that were upsetting to him. And, you know, knowing what
we know about his history of exposure to trauma in his past, this is clearly upsetting to him.
And so I think that relying on that deposition was not proper and-not necessarily representative
of who Mr. Depp is. /d. at 63;1-15. But just like the medical records, Mr. Depp failed to reveal in
his expert disclosure anything that Dr. Shaw would be opining about Mr. Depp’s deposition.

In Crane, the Virginia Supreme Court ruled on the disclosure requirement of Supreme
Court Rule 4:1(b)(4)(A)(D). 274 Va. 581 (2007). The Court held that where Crane failed to
reveal that his proposed expert might testify about asbestos in the ambient air, the trial court
properly excluded that proposed testimony from evidence. Id. at 591-92. “Furthermore, a party is
not relieved from its disclosure obligation under the Rule simply because the other party has
some familiarity with the expert witness or the opportunity to depose the expert.” /d. at 592.
Therefore, even though Dr. Shaw revealed in his deposition that he planned to testify to the
quality of the medical records and Mr. Depp’s deposition testimony, because he admits that
material is not in his expert disclosure, such testimony cannot be admitted at trial. And given that
Dr. Shaw’s opinion respecting whether the Goldwater Rule applies in this matter is entirely

dependent on the medical records, Dr. Shaw must be excluded from testifying at trial.

b. Dr. Kipper Should be Excluded from Providing Any Expert Testimony

In Mr. Depp’s List of Witnesses for Trial, he discloses that he may call his personal
physician, Dr. David Kipper, whom he has paid millions of dollars, for live testimony via video
link at trial. If Dr. Kipper is called as a witness, he must only testify as a fact witness, and be
excluded in any way from offering expert opinion, as both Mr. Depp and Dr. Kipper prevented
discovery based on their representations that Dr, Kipper will not provide expert testimony in this

matter.
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On February 16, 2021, Dr, Kipper was originally disclosed as a non-retained expert for
Mr. Depp, who was “expected to testify as to the pharmacological effects of the medications
prescribed on Mr. Depp, as well as medical opinions reached during the course of Mr. Depp and
Ms. Heard’s treatment, In so doing, Dr. Kipper may rely on his expertise and experience as a
medical doctor practicing internal medicine.” Att. 42, at 21. Yet, just days later, at his
deposition, Dr. Kipper refused to answer any questions that called for his expertise, with his
counsel stating, “I will instruct him not to answer any questions calling for expertise.” Att. 43,
2/22/21 Kipper Depo, at 12. Based on that instruction, Dr. Kipper refused to answer questions
such as: what drugs Mr. Depp was addicted to, id. at 34, whether Mr. Depp was erratic while
attempting to detox from drugs, id. at 67, Dr. Kipper’s basis for believing that Mr. Depp
romanticized the entire drug culture, id. at 73, why it was best for Ms. Heard to be away from
Mr. Depp after she told Dr. Kipper that Mr. Depp had pushed her during his attempted detox, id.
at 79, Dr. Kipper’s concerns about Mr. Depp’s hallucinations, id. at 83, whether Mr. Depp
experienced drug relapses, id. at 103, whether Mr. Depp was coherent after Mr. Depp chopped
off the tip of his finger, id. at 126-127, the purpose of prescribing particular drugs to Mr. Depp,
id at 174, and even whether Dr. Kipper was concerned about abuse to Ms. Heard. Id. at 79.

Dr. Kipper cannot now answer the same questions that he refused to answer during
discovery. As the Virginia Supreme Court held relating to the attorney-client privilege (but just
as applicable here), “parties should not be permitted to use the privilege as both a shield,
preventing the admission of evidence, and as a sword to mislead the finder of fact by allowing
evidence that would be impeached by the privileged information if it had not been suppressed.”

Walton v. Mid-Atlantic Spine Specialists, P.C., 280 Va. 113, 130 (2010).
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In addition, in order to prevent Ms. Heard’s expert, Dr. Spiegel, from taking a 4:10
Medical Exam of Mr. Depp after disclosing Dr. Kipper as a potential expert, Mr. Depp’s counsel
backtracked, and represented to the Court on October 8, 2021, “we are not proffering Dr. Kipper
as an expert on anything. We are proffering him as a fact witness. Att. 4. Mr. Depp must be
bound by this representation to the Court.

Thus, if Dr. Kipper is to testify at trial, it must be only as a fact witness, and he must be
prevented from testifying as an expert and on subjects in which he had previously refused to
testify. And as explained in § 11(b) below, Mr. Depp improperly double-designated Dr. Kipper
to testify at trial by both deposition designation and by “reserving the right to call by video link.”
Att, 45, at 2-3.

Therefore, Dr. Kipper should only be permitted to testify at trial as a fact witness through
his deposition designations, and only through the deposition designations that the Court permits
to go to trial following its rulings on each parties’ objections to those designations. Furthermore,
none of Mr, Depp’s fact or expert witness should be permitted to testify on the subjects that Dr,
Kipper refused to respond to at deposition.

¢. Plaintiff’s So-Called “Non-retained Experts” Should be Precluded

from Presenting Testimony as Experts and Plaintiffs Should
Not Be Permitted to Refer to Them as “Experts” at Any Time During the Trial

Plaintiff identified Jack Whigham, Christian Carino, Edward White, and Robin Baum as
“Non-Retained Experts” in his Designation/Identification of Expert Witnesses dated November
4,2019 (Att. 82) and his Designation /Identification of Expert Witnesses dated February 16,
2021 (Att. 83). These Non-Retained Experts were not included in Plaintiff’s January 11, 2022
Designation/Identification of Expert Witnesses or Plaintiff’s January 18, 2022 Supplemental

Designation/Identification of Expert Witnesses. Plaintiff has made no indication since 2021 that
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he intends to rely on these fact witnesses as “non-retained experts,” so it appears Plaintiff does
not intend to rely on these fact witnesses as “Non-Retained Experts.” However, out of an
abundance of caution, Ms. Heard files this Motion in Limine.

Mr. Depp should be precluded from relying on these individuals as experts in any manner
because he has not identified them in his 2022 designations. In addition, the Non-Retained
Expert designations do not meet the requirements of Rule 4:1(b)(4)(a)(i) or Crane, Inc. v. Jones,
274 Va. 581, 591-93 (2007). The three-sentence designations for each non-retained expert
contain only disclosures of the topic testimony and state no facts or summary of the grounds for
their opinions. In addition, at least one of these witnesses, Mr. Carino, was not aware that he
was designated as an expert. See Att. 84, Carino Tr. 352:19-354:11.

The Court should preclude Plaintiff from presenting the testimony of these four
individuals as experts in any capacity and plaintiff should not refer to them as experts during any

stage of the trial.

d. Mr. Neumeister Should be Excluded

As of the date of filing this Motion, Mr. Neumeister has not served any Supplemental
Expert Disclosure, and his Expert Disclosures to date falls well short of the Crane standards.
Ms, Heard has diligently pursued a date when Mr. Neumeister will produce this Supplemental
Expert Disclosure followed by a date for his deposition, and Mr. Depp even committed to
identifying the date by March 18. Att. 16. But Mr. Depp then failed to do so by March 18, and
continued to fail to do so as of the date of filing this Motion despite Ms. Heard’s further attempts
to resolve the issue. /d.

Therefore, Ms. Heard includes her motion to exclude Mr. Neumeister in this Motion to

preserve her right to move to exclude his testimony if Mr. Neumeister later serves a

37



Supplemental Expert Disclosure and appears for deposition, and requests leave of Court to file a
supplemental Memorandum on this issue.

e. Dr. Curry Testimony Should be Limited

Dr. Curry’s deposition was taken on March 21, 2022. During the deposition, Dr. Curry
admitted that she did not evaluate and was unable to provide an opinion as to whether Mr. Depp
abused or did not abuse Ms. Heard, whether Ms, Heard abused or did not abuse Mr. Depp, and
she did not evaluate and was unable to provide an opinion as to whether Ms. Heard suffered any
emotional distress as the result of the three defamatory statements made by Mr. Waldman that
are the subject of the Counterclaim. Dr. Curry should therefore be excluded from testifying on
these subjects.

In addition, Dr. Curry repeatedly refetred to the Rule 4:10 examination as an “IME” and
that her examination of Ms. Heard was “Court Ordered.” Each of these references was designed
to suggest Dr. Curry was testifying on behalf of the Court and that Ms. Heard resisted the Rule
4:10 examination, both of which are false. The Court has not appointed Dr. Curry as an
independent examiner on behalf of the Court, and Ms. Heard did not object to providing a Rule
4:10 examination — her position was simply that it should be ordered for both parties, which the
Court disagreed. Even if Ms. Heard had resisted or opposed the Rule 4:10 examination, like any
opposition to a Motion to Compel, the fact of opposition is not relevant and would be unfairly
prejudicial, confusing and misleading to the jury, who risks inferring that Ms. Heard has done
something wrong, resulting in the Court ordering her to be examined by an “independent” expert.
As discussed in greater detail below, but a broader request is being asked here, the use of the
term “independent” is misleading and unfairly prejudicial, as is the reference to “Court-Ordered”

examination, or that it was opposed. Dr. Curry, whose initial designation opined that Ms. Heard
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was lying and abusing Mr. Depp, is far from independent. She was hired by Mr. Depp’s counsel,
and she even had dinner and drinks at Mr. Depp’s home.

Finally, when asked about obtaining collateral interviews for verification and as best
practices in conducting an examination and rendering opinions, Dr. Curry contended that this
Court had ordered Dr. Curry not to engage any collateral sources, citing to the October 8, 2022
Order. Att. 87. In fact, the language from the Order, drafted by counsel for Plaintiff, was stricken
by the Court because it could have been read to require third parties to speak with Dr. Curry,
which was outside the purview of Rule 4:10. It did not prohibit Dr. Curry from reaching out to
the collateral sources, or obtaining their records. In fact Dr. Curry attended two depositions of
collateral sources — Dr. Cowan and Dr. Banks, yet did not include any aspect of their depositions
in her Report or supplement with them. In addition, Dr. Curry was provided with Dr. Hughes®
notes (after a mutual Order was entered) and did not include those in her Report or any
Supplementation, The paragraph above, { 5, makes clear that Dr.- Curry was not limited by Dr.
Hughes’ Report. Id. Further, § 6(b) provides that “[r]elevant records must be obtained as far
back as necessary for Dr. Curry to determine with a “reasonable degree of certainty” how Ms.
Heard was functioning prior to the alleged traumatic event, but not fewer than three to five years
prior to the alleged trauma,” and §{ 6(c)-(h) indicate Dr. Curry can assess a number of areas
including “any other mental condition identified by Dr. Curry during her review of relevant
records and/or examination of Ms. Heard.” Defendant therefore requests that Dr. Curry be
prohibited from testifying that the Court prevented her from contacting or relying on collateral

sources for her opinions.
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f.  Mr. Marks’ Testimony on the Impact of a Jury Verdict
in Mr. Depp’s Favor on his Career and Reputation Should be Excluded

Mr. Marks Expert Designation states that he will opine on “The positive and significant
impact of a jury verdict in Mr. Depp’s favor on his career and reputation in the film industry
going forward.” Att. 86, Richard Marks Designation at 5 §(g). Mr. Marks’ Designation at § g is
deficient in several respects. First, Mr. Marks’ Expert Designation does not even provide his
opinion as to whether he believes a jury verdict will have any positive or significant impact on
Mr. Depp’s career and reputation. Mere disclosures of the topic of testimony is insufficient to
satisfy Rule 4:1(b)}(4)(A)(Q). Crane, 274 Va. at 591-93.

Second, Mr. Marks has failed to “state the substance of the facts and opinions to which
the expert is expected to testify and a summary of the grounds for each opinion.” Va. Sup. Ct. R.
4:1(bY(4)(A)(H). While Mr. Marks testified that he intends to testify that a verdict in Mr. Depp’s
favor will have a positive impact on Mr, Depp’s career, his designation remains deficient under
Crane. 274 Va. at 592 (“A party is not relieved from its disclosure obligation under the Rule
simply because the other party has some familiarity with the expert witness or the opportunity to
depose the expert.”).

Third, Mr. Marks’ testimony as to whether a jury verdict in Mr. Depp’s favor will have a
positive impact on Mr. Depp’s career is completely irrelevant as to any damage caused by Ms.
Heard and is not probative of any fact in this case. Whether a future event has any impact on Mr.
Depp’s career and reputation does not impact causation—whether the Op-Ed caused damaged
Mr. Depp’s reputation—or the amount of damage allegedly caused by the Op-Ed.

Finally, Mr. Marks’ conclusory assertion is not supported by his own testimony. Mr.
Marks testified that he is not aware of any actors accused of domestic abuse who have had a jury

verdict or judgment on the issue other than Mr. Depp. Att. 85, Marks Tr. (rough) 81:19-82:11.
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Mr. Marks’ conclusions are wholly speculative and have no basis in fact. This Court should
exclude Mr. Marks’ testimony regarding any impact a favorable jury verdict may have on Mr.

Depp’s reputation and career.

11. Motions in Limine Respecting Mr. Depp’s Witness List

a. Mr. Depp Improperly Included Witnesses in his Witness List for
Whom He Provided Inadequate Contact Information or No Contact Information

In Mr, Depp’s List of Witnesses for Trial, he discloses that he may call several witnesses
for which he did not provide complete contact information as required by Rule 4:8 and this
Court’s Order dated August 10, 2020, Specifically, he provided no contact information or
inadequate contact information for Gina Deuters, Travis McGivern, Leonard Damian, Keenan
Wyatt, Kevin Murphy, Samantha McMillen, and Andy Milner (collectively, the “Witnesses™). In
addition, he failed to identify Leonard Damian and Andy Milner in his responses to Ms. Heard’s
interrogatory requesting that he identify all persons with knowledge or information about any of
the claims or defenses in this case. Mr. Depp’s failure to comply with his discovery obligations
deprived Ms. Heard of a reasonable opportunity to serve subpoenas on the Witness. Accordingly,
the Witnesses should be excluded from testifying at trial.

i Procedural History

In 2019, Ms. Heard served her 1st set of interrogatories on Mr. Depp, which included as
interrogatory number one the request that he:

Identify each person having any knowledge or information about any of the
claims or defenses in this case, including but not limited to Your (a) substance
abuse, (b) damage of property, (¢) acts of abuse, (d) abuse in any form of any
Romantic Partner, and (e) relationship with Ms. Heard. The answer to this
Interrogatory should include contact information, to the extent known, for the
following: Alejandro Romero, Ben King, Bobby de Leon, Brandon Patterson,
Bruce Witkin, Christi Dembrowski, C.J. Roberts, Dr. Connell Cowan, Cornelius
Harrell, Dr. David Kipper, Debbie Lloyd, Erin Boerum (Falati), Isaac Baruch,
Joel Mandel, Kevin Murphy, Jerry Judge, Josh Drew, Keenan Wyatt, Laura
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Divenere, Lisa Beane, Malcolm Connolly, Melissa Saenz, Nathan Holmes,

Samantha McMillan, Sam Sarkar, Sean Bett, Stephen Deuters, Tara Roberts,

Todd Norman, Trinity Esparza, Trudy Salven, Tyler Hadden.

(“witness identification interrogatory™). After Mr. Depp failed to provide a complete response to
the interrogatory, this Court granted Ms. Heard’s motion to compel and ordered Mr. Depp to:

Fully supplement his Answer to Interrogatory No. 1 in Defendant’s First Set of

Interrogatories to Plaintiff for all persons with knowledge of any information

relating to claims and defenses, including but not limited to all known addresses,

email addresses and telephone numbers for all individuals identified, to the extent

Plaintiff has that information within his possession, custody, or control.

Att. 24 (“August 10, 2020 Order”). Despite this Order, Mr. Depp failed to supplement his
response with adequate contact information for the Witnesses. As relevant here, Mr. Depp served
his third supplemental response to the witness identification interrogatory on February 22, 2021.5
Att. 27. Thereafter, Ms. Heard made several, unsuccessful attempts serve the Witnesses at the
addresses provided in this response. Att. 31.

On March 11, 2022, the day discovery closed, Mr. Depp supplemented his response to
the witness identification interrogatory with additional contact information for Keenan Wyatt.
Att. 32, No. 87. This untimely response deprived Ms. Heard of a reasonable opportunity to serve
Mr. Wyatt, and effectively prevented her from deposing him. Mr. Depp has not offered any
justification for waiting until the last day of discovery to supplement his answer to the witness

identification interrogatory. Such gamesmanship warrants sanctions, and consequently, Mr.

Wyatt and the other Witnesses should be excluded from testifying at trial.

3 The initial response and 2d supplemental response to Ms, Heard’s 1st set of interrogatories
provided less contact information for the Witnesses than the 3d supplemental response. The 1st
supplemental response did not address the witness identification interrogatory. Therefore, the 3d
supplemental response is the operative response for the purposes of this motion.
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it. Legal Standard

Pursuant to Rule 4:12, the Court has broad discretion to sanction Mr. Depp for failing to
comply with discovery obligations and court orders. See, e.g., Nolte v. MT Tech. Enterprises,
LLC, 284 Va. 80, 94 (2012) (“[Tlrial court did not abuse its discretion in imposing this sanction
[default judgment] in response to the sanctioned parties’ failures to comply with discovery
obligations under the Rules and pursuant to express orders of the court.”); see also Hoffman v.
Tonnemacher, 2006 WL 3457201, at *5 (E.D. Cal. Nov. 30, 2006) (excluding testimony of
witness because defendant failed to provide witness’ contact information, which prevented
plaintiff from deposing witness prior to trial); Ebersole v. Kline-Perry, 2012 WL 2673150, at *4
(E.D. Va. July 5, 2012) (excluding defendant’s witness from testifying where defendant
disclosed witness one day before discovery deadline, which deprived plaintiff of the opportunity
to depose the witness). As discussed below, Mr. Depp’s failure to provide adequate contact
information should be sanctioned and the Witnesses should be barred from testifying at trial.

iti. Gina Deuters

In Mr. Depp’s 3d supplemental response to the witness identification interrogatory, he
directed Ms. Heard to contact Ms. Deuters “through Plaintiff’s counsel.” Att, 27, No. 79. In
accordance with these instructions, on November 30, 2021, Ms. Heard served subpoenas on Mr.
Depp’s counsel seeking the production of documents from Ms. Deuters and to depose her on
January 27, 2022. Att. 34. Mr. Depp’s counsel responded that he was not authorized to accept
service on behalf of Ms, Deuters, and that she was a resident of the United Kingdom. /d. Ms.
Heard’s counsel then reminded counsel that Mr. Depp had specifically directed Ms. Heard to
contact Ms. Deuters through his counsel. /& Mr. Depp’s counsel agreed that he was a “means of

contact” for Ms. Deuters, id., thereby demonstrating that he was in possession of her contact
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information. Yet Mr. Depp did not supplement his answer to the witness identification
interrogatory with Ms. Deuters’ address, email address, or telephone number as required by this
Court’s August 10, 2020 Order.

About week before Ms. Deuters’ scheduled deposition, Ms. Heard’s counsel asked Mr.
Depp’s counsel to confirm the deposition would go forward. Att. 78. In response, Mr. Depp’s
counsel asserted that because Ms. Deuters was a resident of the United Kingdom, she was “not
subject to subpoena power or jurisdiction in Virginia” and would not appear for her deposition.
Id. Ms. Heard’s counsel again explained that the contact information for Ms. Deuters in Mr.
Depp’s interrogatory responses stated she must be “contact[ed] through Plaintiff’s counsel.” Id.
Ms. Heard’s counsel further explained that in reliance on this response, Ms. Heard served
subpoenas on Mr. Depp’s counsel and therefore intended to proceed with the deposition noticed
for January 27, 2022, Id. Mr. Depp’s counsel then reiterated various untimely objections to the
subpoenas for Ms. Deuters. Id. In addition, he offered to “see if we are able to obtain” certain
information including Ms. Deuters’ “address,” even though the August 10, 2020 Order required
Mr. Depp to provide contact information that included her address. /d. (emphasis added).

On March 8, 2022, three days before the close of discovery, Mr. Depp’s counsel
informed Ms. Heard’s counsel that he had “been in contact” with Ms. Deuters “for several
weeks to see if she will agree to appear voluntarily for a deposition.” Att. 74 (emphasis added).
Although Mr. Depp had Ms. Deuters’ contact information for at least several weeks prior to
March 8, 2022, he never supplemented his response to the witness identification interrogatory
with her contact information. Instead, he notified Ms. Heard that Ms, Deuters was available for a
deposition the week after discovery closed. Id. With less than one week of notice regarding Ms.

Deuters’ availability and numerous trial deadlines the week she was available, Ms. Heard had no
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reasonable opportunity to depose her. Mr. Depp clearly possessed Ms. Deuters’ contact
information and flouted his obligation fully answer the witness identification interrogatory.
This conduct warrants sanctions and Ms. Deuters should be excluded from testifying at trial.

iv. Leonard Damian and Travis McGivern

Mr. Depp both failed to identify Leonard Damian as witness and to provide his contact
information. Mr. Damian does not appear in Mr, Depp’s initial response to the witness
identification interrogatory or in any of his supplemental responses. Similarly, Mr. Depp
provided inadequate contact information for Travis McGivern, listing only his address on the 3d
and 4th supplemental responses to the witness identification interrogatory. Atts. 27, 31, No. 31.
Both Mr. Damian and Mr. McGivern are part of Mr. Depp’s security detail. As his employees,
Mr. Depp surely possesses Mr. Damian’s contact information and Mr. McGivern’s email or
phone number.

Notwithstanding Mr. Depp’s failure to provide adequate contact information, Ms. Heard
attempted to serve Mr, Damian and Mr. McGivern with subpoenas on several occasions. Att. 31.

On March 7, 2022, four days before the close of discovery, Mr. Depp’s counsel informed
Ms. Heard’s counsel by email that “we were able to get in touch Leonard Damian and Travis
McGivern directly,” and that they were available for depositions two days later. Att. 79. Mr.
Depp’s counsel also provided Mr. Damian and Mr. McGivern’s email addresses for the first
time. This correspondence demonstrates that Mr. Depp possesses Mr. Damian and Mr.
McGivern’s contact information, including their email addresses. Yet even in Mr. Depp’s
untimely 4th supplemental response to the witness identification interrogatory dated March 11,
2022, he did not list Mr. Damian and Mr. McGivern’s email addresses or other contact

information. Att. 32, No. 51. Ms. Heard had no meaningful opportunity to serve Mr. Damian and
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Mr. McGivern because of Mr. Depp’s failure to provide adequate contact information.
Accordingly, they should be precluded from testifying at trial.
v. Keenan Wyatt

Although Keenan Wyatt is one of Mr. Depp’s closest friends, he claimed in his initial and
2d supplemental response to the witness identification interrogatory that his contact information
was “unknown.” In his 3d supplemental response, Mr. Depp listed only a phone number and
email address for Mr. Wyatt. On the last day of discovery, Mr. Depp filed his 4th supplemental
response, which provided—for the first time—Mr. Wyatt’s address. Atts. 27, 31, No. 87.
Ms. Heard was not able to serve Mr. Wyatt because she did not have his address before the close
of discovery, and his testimony should therefore be excluded.

vi. Kevin Murphy

Ms. Heard attempted to serve subpoenas on Kevin Murphy using the address Mr. Depp
provided in his responses to the witness identification interrogatory. Atts, 31-32. Despite
multiple attempts, Ms. Heard was unable to serve him. Given that Mr. Murphy is one of Mr.
Depp’s employees, his failure to provide adequate contact information for Mr. Murphy is
inexcusable and he should be excluded from testifying at trial.

vii, Samantha McMillen

Mr. Depp provided Samantha McMillen’s phone number and two email address in his
responses to the witness identification interrogatory. Atts. 27, 31, No. 49. Ms. Heard’s counsel
called the phone number approximately five times between January 7, 2022 and February 10,
2022. The first time she called, Ms. McMillen answered and stated she had to go because she
was at work. After that call, Ms, Heard’s counsel left Ms. McMillen several voicemails, but she

did not return her calls. Ms. Heard’s counsel also attempted to reach Ms. McMillen by emailing
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her at saintsandcharms{@me.com on January 28, 20022, and Samantha@samanthamcmillen.com

on January 31, 2022, February 10, 2022, and February 18, 2022. Because the contact information
Mr. Depp provided for Ms. McMillen was inadequate, she should be excluded from testifying at
trial.
viii. Andy Milner

The name Andy Milner does not appear on any of Mr. Depp’s responses to the witness
identification interrogatory. Mr. Depp’s 3d supplemental response and untimely 4th
supplemental response lists a person with the first name “Andy,” but no last name is provided.
Atts. 27, 31, No. 85. As stated in this Court’s August 11, 2020 Order, Mr. Depp was required to
identify all persons with knowledge of any information relating to claims and defenses. Mr.
Depp did not identify Andy Milner or provide any contact information for him. As a result, Mr.

Milner should be excluded from testifying at trial.

b. Mr. Depp Improperly Identified Witnesses to Testify By
Multiple Means at Trial in Violation of the Audio-Visual Consent Order

Mr. Depp’s Witness List improperly double-designated certain witnesses to appear “by in
person testimony, but reserving the right to call by video link,” and in other places has served
both deposition designations and included such witnesses to testify at trial either in person or by
video link.

First, Mr. Depp has identified Malcolm Connelly as testifying “by in-person testimony,
but reserving the right to call by video link.” Att. 45, at 1. Similarly, Mr. Depp has identified
Sam Sarkar by “reserving the right to call in person, otherwise by video link.” fd., at2. Mr.
Depp’s improper double-designations of Sam Sarkar and Malcolm Connelly violate the

negotiated Audio-Visual Consent Order, which requires that “the Parties shall disclose
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specifically on their Witness List filed with the Court on or before March 14, 2021 any witness
who will testify remotely by audiovisual means at trial.” Att. 46, at 2. One of the purposes for
this language is for both parties, as well as the Court, to plan for the testimony and facilitating
the exhibits that will be needed remotely. A “maybe” defeats the very purpose of this language
in the Order. Mr. Depp has therefore given Ms. Heard no notice whether Sam Sarkar and
Malcolm Connelly will testify remotely by audiovisual means or in-person, defeating the entire
purpose of the Audio-Visual Consent Order. Because of Mr. Depp’s violations of the Audio-
Visual Consent Order, Sam Sarkar and Malcolm Connelly should not be permitted to testify by
audio-visual, but instead should only be permitted to testify in person at trial.

Second, Mr. Depp has also double-designated the following witnesses by “reserving the
right to call by video link, otherwise by deposition testimony™: Dr. David Kipper; Isaac Baruch;
Christian Carino; Jack Whigham; Adam Waldman; and Kate James. Att. 45, at 2-3. But the
Court’s Scheduling Order states that “[i]t is the obligation of the proponent of any deposition of

any non-party witness who will not appear at trial to advise opposing counsel of record of

counsel's intent to use all or a portion of the deposition at trial at the earliest reasonable
opportunity,” Att. 47, at 3. Therefore, Dr. David Kipper, Isaac Baruch, Christian Carino, Jack
Whigham, Adam Waldman, and Kate James should not be permitted to testify by remote video
link at trial, only through their deposition designations.

12. Dr. Curry’s Medical Exam of Ms. Heard Should Not Be Referred to as an IME or
Independent Medical Examination or as Administered Pursuant to Court Order

On October 8, 2021, pursuant to Rule 4:10 of the Rules of the Virginia Supreme Court,
the Court ordered Ms. Heard to be examined by Mr. Depp’s designated expert, Dr. Shannon
Curry, because Ms. Heard had been evaluated by Dr. Dawn Hughes, Ms. Heard’s expert. As

noted in § 10(e) above, Dr. Curry repeatedly referred to her examination as an “independent
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examination” and “Court-Ordered IME,” and words to that effect. Ms. Heard requests that any
references at trial to Dr. Curry’s examination of Ms. Heard be called a medical examination of
Ms, Heard, or a Rule 4:10 examination, and not an “independent medical examination,” an
“IME,” or “Court-ordered.” Use of the term “independent” or “Court-ordered” suggests that Dr,
Curry is Court appointed or otherwise not connected with the parties. This would suggest the
jury should give greater weight to the opinions of Dr. Curry and risks the jury believing Dr.
Curry is an independent expert, when she was in fact hired by Mr. Depp. Indeed, Dr. Curry’s
non-independence is clear, as even before she met with Ms. Heard, Dr. Curry already concluded
that “Ms. Heard exhibits patterns of behavior that suggest her allegations of abuse against Mr.
Depp are false.” Att. 48, 2/21/21 Depp Designation at 14. This is even more important, since
Dr. Curry’s limited experience primarily includes testifying at the request of the Court on Mental
Status Orders and fitness for duty. The jury can easily be confused and think this is similar in
nature and has been requested by the Court and Dr. Curry is acting at the Court’s request.

Although the Court denied this same request on October 8 because of the mistaken belief
that Rule 4:10 refers to the examination as “independent,” Rule 4:10 does not define a Court
ordered evaluation as an “independent medical examination” or an “IME.” The use of the term
“independent” is nowhere in the Rule. Rather, the Rule simply labels such examinations as
“Mental Examination[s].” Therefore, based on the Rule, there is no basis to call Dr. Curry’s
examination an “independent medical examination” or an “IME” or “Court-ordered.”

In addition to the Courts in this jurisdiction, as well as across the Commonwealth, Courts
around the country have granted such motions, understanding the prejudice that could be caused
by the use of the term “independent” when the examination was not independent. See e.g., Fair

v. Allen, 2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 27390, at *6-*7 (W.D. La. Mar. 3, 2011) (preventing the
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defendants “from making any reference or remark that the examination, report or work
performed by Dr. Robert Holladay in this case constitutes an ‘Independent Medical
Examination’ as... the defense’s orthopedic expert does not appear to be ‘independent,’ just a
retained medical expert.”); Powell v. Jacksonville Transp. Group, 2014 Fla. Cir. LEXIS 1678, at
*2 (Fla. Cir. Jan. 12, 2014) (“Dr. Northrup’s examination may not be referred to as an
‘Independent Medical Examination’ and nothing in his report should describe the report as an
independent medical exam nor he as an independent medical examiner”); Beauchamp v. State
Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 2009 Mich. Cir. LEXIS 874, at *3 (Mich. Cir, Nov. 9, 2009) (“Dr.
Mann’s examination may only be referred to as a ‘medical examination’ at the time of trial and
may not be referred to as an ‘independent medical examination.’”).

Ms. Heard simply requests that Dr. Curry’s examination be referred to the same as Dr,
Hughes’s examination — a medical examination — the same term used by Rule 4:10.
13. The Jury Should be Instructed to Ignore Any Redactions in

Medical and Mental Health Records and Not Give the
Redactions any Significance or Speculate as to What has Been Deleted

On August 10, 2020, this Court ordered a HIPAA release pertaining to protected health
information from medical professional for Ms. Heard that was to be limited to “Ms. Heard’s
medical and psychological treatment stemming from any alleged abuse by Mr. Depp.” Att. 49,
8/10/20 Order. That Order was affirmed again on January 7, 2022, when the Court held that the
“scope will be limited as we have stated previously in...the order. So that just has to be limited
to ...the same scope as the previous order.” Att. 50, 1/7/22 Tr. at 22. Mr. Depp then moved again
to expand the scope of the HIPAA release, which this Court denied on March 11, 2022, In

considering certain medical records that were redacted based on the HIPAA release, the Court
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held that “the HIPAA releases are the same for everybody. And if the attorneys took that and did
what they did to redact it.... I have ... to go with those redactions.” Att. 51, 3/11/22 Tr. at 63.

Ms. Heard requests that, based on the Court’s previous three Orders, Mr. Depp be
prevented from raising at trial, questioning, or suggesting there is anything important or relevant
in the redacted material, or referring to the redactions in any way, or suggesting they are
improper or what the content may be. During her deposition, Dr. Curry dismissed mental health
records that had been redacted because of the redactions, suggesting that this invalidated the
mental health and medical records. Dr. Curry referred to the records as “heavily redacted
records.” This is precisely the type of testimony we are seeking to exclude — trying to dismiss
the legitimacy of the medical records that were limited — ON BOTH SIDES — suggesting that the
redactions include significant and relevant material, without any basis whatsoever, and after the
Court has ruled on the reasonableness of the limitations, three times. The Court’s Orders
determined the scope of what is relevant in Ms. Heard’s medical records, and it would be highly
and unfairly prejudicial for there to be any inference, suggestion, eliciting of testimony, actual
testimony, questioning the witness, or presenting any reference to or argument to the jury that the
redacted material is somehow relevant, or that Ms. Heard is hiding anything in the redactions. As
is customary in any trial, the jury should be instructed to only consider the evidence before it,
that the Court has already made rulings on these documents, and that redactions in any of the
documents should not be considered and should be given no weight.

14. Mr. Depp’s Trial Exhibits Containing
Partial Audio Recordings Created by Counsel Should be Excluded

Mr. Depp has included the partial audio recordings produced as DEPP9046 (Att, 52) and

DEPP9047 (Att. 53) in his trial exhibits as Exhibit Nos. 378 and 379. These are also two of the
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partial audio recordings leaked to the Daily Mail (Att. 54) by Mr. Depp’s counsel Mr. Waldman
(Att. 55). This also explains why the metadata for DEPP9047 identifies that the audio content
was created in September 2015,” but was then “somehow modified in June 2016.” Att, 56, 12,

Therefore, Mr. Depp’s Trial Exhibits 378-79 should be excluded as incomplete
documents, on grounds of hearsay, and because their probative value as only partial recordings is
substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice and the likelihood of confusing or
misleading the jury. Mr. Depp has also included the full versions of these audio recordings as
his Trial Exhibit 392 (Att. 58), so there is no prejudice whatsoever to Mr. Depp in excluding
Exhibit Nos. 378 and 379 for these reasons, nor is there any loss to whatever probative value for
which Mr. Depp seeks to introduce this andio evidence in the first place. Of course, Mr. Depp’s
Trial Exhibit 392 must also otherwise satisfy the Rules of Evidence to be appropriately
admissible.

For these reasons, Mr. Depp’s Trial Exhibits 378-79 should be excluded.
15. Counsel Should be Precluded from Referencing or Characterizing

Pleadings, Motions Practice, Discovery Matters and Rulings,
or Deposition Issues, Disputes, or Conduct in the Presence of the Jury

Counsel for both parties should be precluded from referencing the Court’s rulings or the
parties’ respective allegations against each-other during the responsive pleadings, motions, or
discovery processes of this litigation. More specifically, the parties should be precluded from
referencing or characterizing the following discovery-based allegations, matters, or Court
rulings:

o The attempted introduction into evidence of either party’s pleadings or responsive

pleadings, including Mr. Depp’s Complaint, Ms. Heard’s Answer, Ms, Heard’s
Counterclaim, or Mr. Depp’s Answer;
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Allegations of unilateral scheduling of depositions, inappropriate or lengthy breaks
during depositions, ending depositions at certain times or early, and deposition
disputes between counsel respecting conduct and legal positions taken;

References to or characterizations of the timing of either party’s discovery production
or deposition testimony, including prohibiting Counsel’s statements and questions
such as “for the first time disclosed  in deposition” or “for the first time
disclosed  in a certain written discovery response;

References to or characterizations of the Court’s rulings on discovery motions

References to or characterizations of any discovery sanctions sought or granted
against either party;

References to or characterizations of the Court’s discovery rulings in the case;

References to either party’s responsive pleading motions to dismiss, oppositions,
replies, or the Court’s rulings/bases for rulings on either Mr. Depp’s Complaint or
Ms. Heard’s Counterclaim (including any comments by Mr. Depp’s Counsel such as
“Ms. Heard has attempted to dismiss this case ____times, etc.);

References to or characterizations of negotiations, including settlement negotiations,
or meet and confers during discovery;

References to or characterizations of communications with or statements from any
Conciliators in the case;

References to or characterizations of a party not producing responsive documents,
unless within the Rules of Evidence respecting appropriate impeachment as to any
specific document or discovery Request.

All these matters are not “evidence” that could even be admitted in the case, are not

relevant, and their probative value (none) is substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair

prejudice and the likelihood of confusing or misleading the jury that their deliberations are based

on discovery disputes or motions practice between the parties and not upon the evidence and

legal instructions at trial. See Sjostrand v. Ohio State Univ., 2014 WL 4417767, at *8 (8.D. Ohio

2014) (granting motion in limine to bar references to pretrial briefing and change of counsel

because “the procedural history of this case is not relevant to the issues to be decided”); Many of
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these matters are also hearsay, and would further lack foundation at trial. Moreover, it is

inappropriate for counsel to “testify” at trial.

16. Evidence Regarding Paul Berese and any Investigation Should be Excluded

Consistent with references to counsel and earlier discovery, proceedings and the like, Mr.
Depp’s counsel has raised in depositions the allegation that Ms. Heard hired an adult Film Star as
a private investigator in this case. Att. 26, at 216:9-218:8, 251:21-252:16. 283:14-285. This
person is not testifying and has had nothing to do with any of the discovery in this case.
Moreover, whether a private investigator hired by earlier counsel was previously an adult Firm
star, even if true — which has never been demonstrated by Mr. Depp through any evidence - is
clearly not relevant, is significantly more unfairly prejudicial to Ms. Heard than probative to any
relevant issue in the case and should be excluded.

17. Any References of a “Pretend Punch” by an
Unknown Person on An Alleged Video Which Does Not Exist Should be Excluded

Mr. Depp should be precluded from introducing testimony of an alleged “pretend punch”
of Ms. Heard by an unknown person (not Mr, Depp or Amber Heard) that nobody personally
saw, except by an alleged video that does not exist. Such testimony is: (a) wholly irrelevant; (b)
inadmissible hearsay within hearsay; (c) likely to confuse and mislead the jury; and (d)
unreliable and unfairly prejudicial. Mr, Depp inappropriately seeks to introduce testimony of a
video that does not exist — Mr. Depp’s counsel admitted to the UK Court that the video does not
exist; cannot be authenticated; involves an alleged “pretend punch” by a third party (not Mr.
Depp or Amber Heard); is not probative as to any material fact; constitutes hearsay within
hearsay; would confuse, distract, and mislead the jury; and would be unfairly prejudicial. A

pretrial ruling is necessary to prevent unfair prejudice.
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a. The Alleged Video Does Not Exist

The alleged video, supposedly from surveillance cameras at the Eastern Columbia
Building that some of the employees have attempted to interject into their testimony, has never
been produced in discovery because it does not exist. Mr. Depp’s counsel in the United Kingdom
case, Depp v. News Group Newspapers Ltd et al., admitted that Mr. Depp’s team does not have
the video. Att. 75, U.K. Trial Tr. at 2189:13-20 (“No, that we do not have™). Similarly, the
corporate designee for Action Property Management, Brandon Patterson, the custodian of
records for the surveillance videos at the Eastern Columbia Building, testified as follows:

Q: So to the extent that footage has not been produced, is it fair to say that the footage no
longer exists, or do you have another explanation?

A. Can you expand on that, please?

Q: ... my understanding is you testified there was 87 clips that have been preserved; is
that right?

A. Yes.

Q. And that the date and timestamps are reasonably accurate, to your knowledge, on
those?

A. Yes, to my knowledge.

Q. And to the extent there are any missing days or time, is it fair to say that the footage
no longer exists, or is there any other footage that could be produced?

A. Outside the videos that were requested, that’s correct, no — everything else would
have been written over at this point.

Q. So there's no other videos other than those that have been produced, to your
knowledge?

A. Yes, correct.

Att. 76, Patterson Corporate Designee Tr., at 130-132,

And this footage was never found; is that correct — to your knowledge?
The footage was never requested.

By whom?

Any of the attorneys.

So the footage — is it your testimony that this exists, this footage exists or not?
* * *

LPrOo»Ro

>

It was no longer exists.

55



Q. And it would no longer exist, and it was never produced as one of the 87 clips — is
that right?

A. That is correct.

Q. And I believe you testified earlier that attorneys for both sides selected times and
looked through video and made selections of what to preserve; is that—was that your
testimony?

A. Yeah, that’s correct.

Q. But nobody selected that footage to your knowledge?

A. Not to my knowledge, no.

Q. And it was never produced?

A. Not to my knowledge, no.

Id,, at 225-228.

There is no dispute that the alleged pretend punch video does not exist, has never been

authenticated, and that the jury would never be able to see it. A jury, therefore, could never

render its own fact finding respecting what actually happened (or did not happen) in the alleged

video. As a consequence, testimony on the alleged video is likely to be misleading, confusing,

subjective, unreliable, and unfairly prejudicial. It is also inadmissible for the reasons described

b. Plaintiff Should Not Be Allowed to Introduce Testimony Respecting a Nonexistent
“Pretend Punch” Video Because it Involves a Nonparty and Is Not Probative of Any

Material Fact, Including Whether Mr. Depp Ever Assaulted Amber Heard

Even if the alleged pretend-punch video existed (which it does not), testimony about such

would be wholly irrelevant. A “pretend punch” by an unknown person (not Mr. Depp or Amber

Heard) has no tendency to make any material fact more or less probable. A pretend punch by a

third party has no bearing on Mr. Depp’s relationship with Amber Heard or the domestic abuse

therein. Whether or not a non-party female air-punched Ms. Heard has no bearing on whether

Mr. Depp actually hit or committed other domestic abuse toward Ms. Heard.
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¢. Testimony about the Nonexistent
Pretend-Punch Video Is Inadmissible Hearsay Within Hearsay

The nonexistent video of an alleged “pretend punch” is hearsay, and testimony about
what happened in the video is hearsay within hearsay. Any attempt to offer testimony of what
allegedly happened in this video would violate Virginia law because there are no applicable
hearsay exceptions for both levels (or either level) of hearsay. Va. Sup. Ct. R. 2:302; Va. Sup.
Ct. R. 2:805; Warnick v. Commonwealth, 72 Va. App. 251, 270, 844 S.E.2d 414, 424 (2020)
(“When there are multiple levels of hearsay, each level must be justified by an exception in order
to be admissible™).

Because the video does not exist and has never been produced, testimony on the alleged
video cannot be cross-examined and should be excluded as prejudicial hearsay.

d. Plaintiffs Should Not Be Allowed to Introduce Evidence of the Nonexistent “Pretend

Punch” Video Because Any Probative Value Is Substantially Outweighed by the
Danger of Unfair Prejudice or the Likelihood of Confusing or Misleading the Jury

In addition to being wholly irrelevant, evidence of the alleged pretend punch video
should be excluded because any probative value is substantially outweighed by (1) the danger of
unfair prejudice and/or (2) the likelihood of confusing or misleading the jury. See V. R. S. Ct.
2:403 (relevant evidence may be excluded if (a) the probative value of the evidence is
substantially outweighed by (i) the danger of unfair prejudice, or (ii) its likelihood of confusing
or misleading the trier of fact).

Here, testimony on the nonexistent alleged pretend-punch video is unfairly prejudicial
and is very likely to confuse or mislead the jury. Testimony about the missing video will distract
the jury from the critical domestic abuse issues; minimize the importance and severity of actual

domestic abuse; excite potentially irrational emotions; entice gossip and speculation on irrelevant
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matters; and lead to unfair inferences, harassment, bias, and prejudice toward Amber Heard. For
example, even if the alleged video existed (which it does not) there can be no fair inferences that
would shed light on whether Mr. Depp assaulted Amber Heard. Rather, such evidence of a
pretend punch by a non-party female would improperly distract and mislead the jury and likely
cause unfair prejudice. It should be excluded. See, e.g. PTS Corp. v. Buckman, 263 Va. 613,
620, 561 S.E.2d 718, 722 (2002) (“Evidence of collateral facts, from which no fair inferences
can be drawn tending to throw light upon the particular facts under investigation, is properly
excluded for the reason that such evidence tends to draw the minds of the jury away from the
point in issue, to excite prejudice and mislead them™).

e. Conclusion

For these reasons, Amber Heard moves the Court in limine for an Order striking
testimony relating to a nonexistent video of an alleged pretend punch by a non-party female.
Such testimony is irrelevant, inadmissible hearsay within hearsay, and likely would confuse and
mislead the jury and unfairly prejudice Amber Heard.
18. Use of Declarations, U.K. Witness Statements or Prior Testimony

Should be Excluded Unless Properly Used as Impeachment
Evidence or Were Not Objected to in Depositions as Part of Deposition Designations

Ms. Heard requests the Court limit the use of any witness declarations, witness
statements from the UK (which are sworn testimony proffered in lieu of direct examination), or
prior testimony from the UK or depositions in other cases to only permissible uses under
Virginia’s Rules of Evidence. Throughout discovery in this case, Mr. Depp’s counsel has
introduced various forms of prior sworn testimony in manners that would be inappropriate at
trial. These tactics include, but are not limited to: (1) asking friendly witnesses if they adopt

their prior witness statements made in the UK; (2) asking witnesses about declarations Depp’s
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counsel Adam Waldman allegedly obtained from them,® and (3) attempting to elicit testimony
from witnesses by asking question such as “didn’t you testify in the UK that....?” without the
witnesses indicating a need to have their recollection refreshed or having given impeachable
testimony. All these uses are improper.

Rule 2.801(d) of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia provides that a prior
statement (whether under oath or not) is hearsay unless it falls within a hearsay exception, is a
prior inconsistent statement admitted for impeachment, or is a prior consistent statement
admitted to rehabilitate the witness’s credibility only in certain circumstances. Rules 2.803 and
2.804 list the applicable hearsay exceptions. Simply introducing a declaration into evidence, or
attempting to elicit testimony in this case by asking a witness to adopt her UK witness statements
or reminding them of their UK testimony in the manner discussed above, is wholly inappropriate.
The Court should preclude the use of prior statements in manners that are inconsistent with
Virginia’s evidentiary ruies or guiding statutes. See Versatile v. Johnson, 2011 WL 1167440, *2
(E.D. Va. 2011) (barring use of affidavits at trial as inadmissible hearsay).

19. The Testimony and Prior Statements and
Declarations of Jennifer Howell Should be Excluded in their Entirety

Plaintiff listed Jennifer Howell as a person with knowledge of the claims and defenses in
this case in response to Defendant’s First Set of Interrogatories; but after deposing Ms. Howell it

became clear that she had and has no direct knowledge of any claims or defenses in this case,

¢ These declarations were often obtained through threats and deception. One such declarant,
Laura Divenere, testified that she only provided a declaration after Mr. Waldman threatened her
with negative consequences if she did not cooperate with him, including perjury if she did not
sign the declaration he wanted her to sign. Att. 80, Divenere Dep. at 15:16-18:6; 30:3-36:15. Ms.
Divenere also testified that she felt coerced by Mr. Waldman to sign the declaration. /d. 31:9-13.
In addition, while the declarations all bore the heading of this case, NONE were ever filed with
the Court or provided to counsel for Defendant.
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and her testimony is completely based on hearsay and hearsay within hearsay and is irrelevant or
more unfairly prejudicial than probative. Ms. Howell’s testimony does not satisfy any exception
to the hearsay rule under Rule 2:803 and should therefore be excluded from evidence pursuant to
Rules 2:802 and 2:805.

Plaintiff has designated portions of Ms. Howell’s testimony where she described Whitney
Henriquez, Ms. Heard’s sister, speaking on the phone in another room with an urknown person
and Ms. Henriquez then telling her that the person had said Amber had cut off Plaintiff’s finger.
Att. 59, Howell Tr. Day 1 163:17-164:12; Att. 60, Day 2 271:21-274:17. These allegations
based on hearsay are also described in Ms. Howell’s Declaration submitted in this case and her
Witness Statement submitted in the UK litigation, whereas Plaintiff has pointed out different
evidentiary rules applied. This game of telephone also constitutes hearsay within hearsay under
Rule 2:805 as there are no exceptions to either the alleged statements from the unknown caller or
Ms. Henriquez’ statements. This testimony should therefore be excluded.

Plaintiff has designated another portion of Ms. Howell’s testimony where she describes
an incident involving Amber throwing a glass of wine at her sister Whitney. Att. 59, 168:13-
169:18; Att. 61, Howell Declaration § 15; Att. 62, Howell Witness Statement. Ms. Howell also
testified that Ms. Henriquez told her that Amber beat her throughout “her whole life.” Att. 59,
172:17-175:4. This account is again solely based on an alleged conversation she had with Ms.
Henriquez and is once again based on pure hearsay. Ms. Howell never witnessed any abuse by
Ms. Heard against anyone, In addition, evidence of Ms. Heard’s alleged abuse of her sister in
completely irrelevant to whether Ms. Heard suffered abuse by Mr. Depp, and by any means more
prejudicial than probative and should be excluded pursuant to Rules 2:402 and 2:403. Ms.

Howell’s Statement, Declaration, and Testimony also tells a tale of how Defendant had pushed
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Ms, Henriquez down the stairs when she was trying to stop Ms. Heard from “attacking Johnny.”
Att. 59, 180:12-181:7. Again, her knowledge of this incident is based solely on an alleged
conversation with Ms. Henriquez. It is hearsay without exception. Ms. Henriquez’ alleged
attempts to contact her about the UK litigation are likewise hearsay, and completely irrelevant to
this litigation.

Ms. Howell also testified respecting statements Paige Heard, Ms. Heard’s mother, now
deceased, allegedly made to her about Plaintiff and Defendant’s relationship, and Defendant’s
relationship with Elon Musk. Once again these statements in her deposition, Declaration and
Witness Statement are hearsay and do not fall under the exceptions of Rule 2:804 (Hearsay
Exceptions Applicable Where the Declarant is unavailable). The statements, for example, that
Mr. Musk had gifted Ms. Heard “a Tesla or multiple Teslas,” and that “she had found out that
they were ‘bugged,’ in addition to alleged statements about a battle between Mr. Musk and Ms.
Heard over embryos.” These would make salacious headlines, but are completely irrelevant to
this case and based on the alleged statements of a woman who is no longer living. This
testimony and evidence form Ms. Howell should likewise be excluded pursuant to Rules 2:402,
2:403, 2:802, and 2:804, along with excluding any other evidence, testimony, references, or
claims about these same subjects from any other witness, custodian, or source for the same

reasoens.

7 Ms. Howell has testified “And that is whenever her mom just kind of started talking about stuff
that, at the point in time, and I stil! stand by it, like, it seemed kind of a little outrageous and
crazy to me. She started talking about some legal battle over embryos between Amber and M.,
Elon Musk, and how they had created -- I believe it was six boy embryos and two girl embryos,
and that he had gifted a Tesla or Teslas to Amber and family and had them bugged.” These are
clearly not relevant and significantly and unfairly prejudicial.

61



Ms. Howell’s additional testimony is irrelevant and purely prejudicial. Testimony that
she never saw Mr. Depp appear intoxicated or that she saw Ms. Heard intoxicated is also
irrelevant and certainly far more prejudicial than probative. Att. 60, 247:8-19; 251:18-252:18.
For the foregoing reasons Ms. Howell’s testimony should be excluded in its entirety. Ata
minimum, the following should be excluded: (1) Ms. Howell’s UK Trial Witness Statement (2)
Ms. Howell’s Declaration, (3) all references to Ms. Howell’s conversations with Ms. Henriquez
about Mr. Depp’s injury to his finger, (4) all references to Ms. Howell’s conversations with Ms.
Henriquez about abuse by Ms. Heard against Ms. Henriquez, (5) all references to any statements
or information that was heard by another person and therefore hearsay, and (6) all references to
Ms. Howell’s purported conversations with Paige Heard re Elon Musk or Mr. Depp, and the
subject matters claims by Ms. Howell. |

Ms. Howell’s Declaration (Att. 61) in particular was never produced to Ms. Heard or
filed with the Court, even though it contained the caption of this case, a common tactic of Mr.
Waldman to add legitimacy to these sham Declarations obtained improperly via Mr. Waldman’s
campaign of harassment and intimidation of witnesses as demonstrated by his own
communications with these witnesses. See supra, at 59, n. 6.

20. All Correspondence (Letters and Emails) re Any Warner Bros.
Stipulation or Declaration and their Contents Should be Excluded from Evidence

Correspondence between counsel respecting Ms. Heard’s Aquaman damages among
counsel should be excluded under Rule 2:408 as compromise offers during negotiations. Rule
2:408 provides:

(a) Prohibited Uses. Evidence of the following is not admissible on behalf

of any party in a civil case - either to prove or disprove the validity or

amount of a disputed claim, or to impeach by a prior inconsistent
statement or by contradiction:
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(1) furnishing, promising, or offering - or accepting, promising to
accept, or offering to accept - a valuable consideration in
compromising or attempting to compromise the claim; and
(2) conduct or any statements made during compromise
negotiations about the claim.
These communications are also inadmissible as they are irrelevant (Rule 2:402)
and hearsay (Rule 2:802).

Mr. Depp subpoenaed Warner Brothers Entertainment Inc. (“WBEI") for a personal
appearance and business records, and in response WBEI filed a Motion to Quash in the Superior
Court of the State of California. Mr. Depp then filed an Opposition to the Motion to Quash and a
Motion for Sanctions. Att. 77. In an attempt to avoid motions practice about the subpoenas and
avoid being deposed, counsel for WBEI sent a letter requesting a meet and confer and proposed
drafting a sworn declaration setting forth the following:

a. Any delay in WBEI picking up Heard’s option for Aquaman 2 was due to creative
issues in casting Heard in the role of Mera for Aquaman 2, which were
communicated to Heard’s agent at the time.

b. Any delay in WBEI picking up Heard’s option for Aquaman 2 was not due to
Heard’s dispute with Depp or any of the allegations in this lawsuit.

c. WBEI would not have paid Heard more money on Aquaman 2, even if Heard had
had more time to attempt to negotiate.

Att. 63.

Counsel for Ms. Heard was willing to attempt to negotiate with Warner Bros. and counsel
for Mr. Depp and sent a proposed Stipulation concerning the matter of Ms. Heard’s Aquaman 2
damages—potentially foregoing her damages if Mr. Depp were willing to agree not to raise the
matter at trial. See Att. 64. Counsel for Mr. Depp then provided a Declaration to the Superior
Court suggesting the stipulation was a “take it or leave it,” when in fact, it was an initial draft,

sent in word, in an effort to resolve the dispute. Att. 65. Ultimately the parties did not agree to a

stipulation or a declaration respecting Ms. Heard’s Aquaman II damages. Atts. 66-67.
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Counsel’s communications respecting the stipulation and declaration were made during
compromise negotiations and should be excluded under Rule 2:408. All drafts of the stipulation
and declaration and communications and their contents respecting these attempted negotiations
should be excluded pursuant to Rule 2:408 and Rule 2:802, and also on the basis of hearsay and
foundation.

21. Mr. Depp Should be Precluded from
Offering Testimony of Christian Carino’s First Day of Deposition

Christian Carino was deposed by Amber Heard on January 19, 2021 and by Mr. Depp on
March 11, 2022. Mr. Depp failed to designate the testimony of Christian Carino from his first
day of deposition by the deadline set by this court: March 10, 2022. Instead, Mr. submitted
designations from the first day with his designation of the second day on March 15, 2022. Att.
72. This created additional work for Amber Heard to counter-designate within a tight timeframe.
More importantly, this violated the express Scheduling Order set by this Court. The parties
agreed to these dates, and otherwise complied with these dates unless expressly jointly modified.
The party not complying therefore creates hardship and prejudice to the other side, and there is
no reason for the non-compliance. Therefore, Mr. Depp should be precluded from offering
testimony from Christian Carino’s first day of deposition.

22. Mr. Depp Should be Precluded from Introducing or Referencing Deposition
Questions Eric George did not Answer based on Attorney Client Privilege Objections

Mr. George’s deposition was taken in this case and is the subject of Deposition
Designations. During the deposition, Mr. Depp’s counsel asked a number of questions where the
attorney client privilege was invoked. Mr. Depp disagreed and brought a motion to compel that
testimony in the California Court having jurisdiction over Mr. George and this proceeding in

California matters, but the California Court denied Mr. Depp’s Motion to Compel further
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responses to those questions. Atts 73-74. Having been fully adjudicated, any attempts to claim
in any manner at trial that Eric George refused to answer questions related to the attorney-client
privilege should be excluded, as this has been fully adjudicated in the California courts, is not
relevant to any fact issue before the jury, and would be significantly more prejudicial than
probative.

23. Mr. Depp Should be Precluded from References to and Characterizations
of Ms. Heard’s Counsel or Prior Motions and Court Rulings in This Case

Throughout this litigation, Depp’s counsel has repeatedly referred to the number of
attorneys Ms. Heard has had, including referring to Ms. Bredehoft as Ms. Heard’s “third lead
counsel,” referring to Ms. Heard’s “serial lawyers™ in the case and even referring to counsel Ms.
Heard has used in other cases. Mr. Depp has also on many occasions launched personal attacks at
counsel for Ms. Heard, including by name. Mr. Depp has also repeatedly referred to Ms.
Heard’s prior filings of dispositive or discovery motions suggesting unsuccessful efforts and
incompetence. Depp’s counsel has made these pejorative references to prior counsel, to changes
of counsel, or to the procedural history in this case to contend that they show her case is weak.

Depp’s team has even falsely stated that Ms. Heard’s prior change of counsel took place
because her then counsel no longer believed that she had been abused. See

https://theblast.com/c/iohnny-depp-amber-heard-lawver-drops-out-roberta-kaplan-times-up-

withdraw-virginia-defamation-case/ (stating that “For years, #TimesUp and others inexplicably
hitched their wagons to Amber Heard’s abuse hoax. Ms. Heard’s lawyers, one of whom co-
founded the #TimesUp Legal Defense Fund, have now apparently unhitched from Ms. Heard’s
long-disproven frauds. We intend to discover why.”).

Besides being false, any of these issues are wholly inappropriate to raise before the jury,

are not relevant to whether Mr. Depp committed domestic abuse, and are unfairly prejudicial and
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are designed to confuse and mislead the jury in precisely the way represented to the press — that
Ms. Heard’s counsel “abandoned her” because they did not believe her, and since Ms. Heard’s
counsel have more information than the public, including privileged material, they must know
something secret that the jury will not hear, and so they should assume Ms. Heard’s counsel
know better. The reasons for changes in counsel can be numerous, including insurance
coverage, and none of them are discoverable or should be referenced in the Court.

Ms. Heard requests that the Court preclude references to Ms. Heard’s changes of counsel,
the number of counsel she has had, the outcomes of pretrial motions, any personal attacks on
counsel, and anything directed personally at counsel for Ms. Heard. These references and
information bear no relevance to the case and would only serve to prejudice Ms. Heard and
confuse the jury. See Sjostrand v. Ohio State Univ., 2014 WL 4417767, at *8 (8.D. Ohio 2014)
(granting motion in limine to bar references to pretrial briefing and change of counsel because
“the procedural history of this case is not relevant to the issues to be decided”); Dodson v. Belk,
Inc., 362 F. Supp. 3d 1283, 1288 (N.D. Ga. 2018) (granting motion in /imine because non-
movant “has not made any arguments as to why it should be able to solicit testimony or testify in
any manner that Plaintiff had prior counsel”).

24. All References to the Legal Process Utilized by
Ms. Heard to Obtain the California DV TRO Should be Excluded

Counsel for Mr. Depp has repeatedly referred to Ms. Heard obtaining an “Ex Parte” DV
TRO in the divorce case, suggesting or implying that it should not have been ex parte, or that this
was somehow a deviation from valid California legal process. However, Mr. Depp has not
identified any expert witness to testify on the correct procedure for obtaining a DV TRO, nor
whether obtaining an Ex Parte DV TRO was standard, a deviation, or some other process would

have been preferable or appropriate. All references to or suggestions that Ms. Heard obtained an
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“Ex Parte” DV TRO, or that the process engaged in by Ms. Heard in obtaining the DV TRO was
inappropriate or that she had some other legal alternative, or this was unnecessary, or testimony
on the options available to Ms. Heard, should be excluded.

25. Mr. Depp Should be Limited to the Op-Ed in
Asserting any Liability or Damages Against Ms, Heard Under the Complaint

Throughout this litigation, Mr. Depp has attempted to link his damages to conduct by Ms.
Heard outside the Op-Ed, even thought the sole basis for the defamation claims is the Op-Ed.
Mr. Depp’s Expert Disclosures also attribute damages to alternative causes associated with Ms.
Heard, Mr. Depp’s claims for defamation in this litigation all stem from one publication - Ms.
Heard’s 2018 Op-Ed. Ms. Heard anticipates Mr. Depp will attempt to confuse the Jury into
believing that they can hold Ms. Heard responsible for Mr. Depp’s damages for conduct outside
the Op-Ed, including back at the time of the divorce. Mr. Depp should be precluded from
claiming or arguing in any opening statement, questioning of witnesses, closing argument, or at
any other point in the trial that any statement from Ms. Heard other than in the 2018 Op-Ed is
sufficient to return a finding for Mr. Depp on liability, and further being precluding from
claiming or arguing that any other statement besides the 2018 Op-Ed is sufficient for Mr, Depp
to prove the causation element of his alleged damages on the defamation claim.

26. Evidence of Who is Paying Attorney’s Fees Should be Excluded and Any References
to or Suggestions that Ms. Heard having “an army” or many Attorneys on the Case

Mr. Depp inappropriately seeks to introduce evidence that an insurance company (earlier
it was alleged it was Elon Musk, or ACLU — depending upon the day) is paying Ms. Heard’s
legal bills, whereas Mr. Depp is paying for his. Many times Mr. Depp, who brought this lawsuit,
and the one in the UK, has suggested that Ms. Heard has an advantage over Mr. Depp because

someone is paying for her fees, while poor Mr. Depp — who made $650 million while Ms. Jacobs
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was his agent — is solely responsible for his fees. Ms. Heard was in fact responsible for her fees
and costs for a significant period of time before insurance kicked in, but that is completely

(13

irrelevant. Moreover, Mr. Depp consistently refers to Ms, Heard’s “army” of attorneys and
suggestions there are many, many counsel compared to Mr. Depp’s, when in fact, frequently at
depositions, hearings and meet and confers Mr. Depp has multiple attorneys present, they have
offices in DC, California and New York, while Ms. Heard has to retain lawyers in these
jurisdictions, and Mr, Depp has significantly more attorneys and staff working on this case than
Ms. Heard’s counsel. Notwithstanding, this is all not relevant, completely inappropriate for the
jury, such claims and implications likely would mislead the jury and would certainly
substantially prejudice Amber Heard. Amber Heard therefore seeks to preclude Mr. Depp from
introducing testimony respecting who is paying for each parties® attorneys’ fees, and any
references to the number of firms or lawyers each party has. Such testimony is: (a) wholly
irrelevant; (b) likely to confuse and mislead the jury; and (d) is unfairly prejudicial to Amber

Heard. A pretrial ruling is necessary to prevent unfair prejudice.

a. Plaintiff Should Not Be Allowed to Introduce of Evidence of Who is
Paying for Legal Fees Because Such Evidence Is Not Probative

of Any Material Fact, Including Whether Mr. Depp Ever Assaulted Amber Heard
The identity of the payor of attorney’s fees is not relevant to any of the issues in this case.
It does not tend to make any material fact more or less likely. Evidence of Amber Heard’s
insurance coverage and the insurer’s payment of attorneys’ fees, therefore, should be excluded.
See, e.g., McCloud v. Funaiock, No, 4:15-CV-5,2016 WL 9175661, at *3 (E.D. Va. June 6, 2016)
(the “Court cannot conceive how Defendant's insurance coverage affects the issue, or how it would

become relevant™).
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b. Plaintiffs Should Not Be Allowed to Introduce Evidence
Relating to Who Is Paying Each Side’s Legal Bills Because
Any Probative Value Is Substantially Outweighed by the
Danger of Unfair Prejudice or the Likelihood of Confusing or Misleading the Jury

In addition to being wholly irrelevant, evidence of who is paying each sides legal fees
should be excluded because any probative value is substantially outweighed by (1) the danger of
unfair prejudice and/or (2) the likelihood of confusing or misleading the jury. See V. R. S, Ct.
2:403 (relevant evidence may be excluded if (a) the probative value of the evidence is substantially
outweighed by (i) the danger of unfair prejudice, or (ii) its likelihood of confusing or misleading
the trier of fact),

Here, evidence of who is paying attorneys’ fees for each side is unfairly prejudicial and is
very likely to confuse or mislead the jury. See, e.g., McCloud, 2016 WL 9175661, at *3 (E.D.
Va. June 6, 2016) (granting motion in limine because reference to defendant’s insurance
coverage could prejudice the defendant or mislead the jury; the “jury should make its verdict
based on the liability and damages facts, not based on knowledge of coverage”). Such evidence,
therefore, should be excluded. See Goodman v. Norfolk S. Ry. Co., No. 1:16CV00002, 2017 WL
3113487, at *2 (W.D. Va. June 5, 2017) (granting motion in limine as to any reference to the
existence of liability or other insurance); Edwards v. Whitlock, 57 Va. Cir. 337 (2002) (granting
motion in limine to exclude evidence of insurance available to defendant); PTS Corp. v.
Buclman, 263 Va. 613, 620, 561 S.E.2d 718, 722 (2002) (“Evidence of collateral facts, from
which no fair inferences can be drawn tending to throw light upon the particular facts under
investigation, is properly excluded for the reason that such evidence tends to draw the minds of
the jury away from the point in issue, to excite prejudice and mislead them”).

For these reasons, Amber Heard moves the Court in limine for an Order striking evidence

of who is paying attorneys’ fees for each side, and also, any references or characterizations of the
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number of counsel or resources of the legal teams. Such evidence is irrelevant and likely to
confuse and mislead the jury and unfairly prejudice Amber Heard.

27. All Evidence of Settlement Communications
or Documents Related to the Mediation Should be Excluded

All settlement communications between Ms. Heard and Mr. Depp (and their counsel) in
this litigation should be excluded, along with documents and communications submitted in
relation to mediations conducted related to this litigation. Virginia law explicitly excludes as
inadmissible the following types of evidence, documents, and testimony: 1) Furnishing,
promising, or offering — or accepting, promising to accept, or offering to accept — a valuable
consideration in compromising or attempting to compromise the claim; and 2) Conduct or any
statements made during compromise negotiations about the claim. Va. Sup. Ct. R. 2:408
(regardless of whether the party attempting to introduce such evidence intends to use it to “prove
or disprove the validity or amount of a disputed claim or to impeach by a prior inconsistent
statement or by contradiction™).

Therefore, any evidence, testimony, allegations, or references by counsel respecting these

matters should be excluded.

CONCLUSION

For these reasons, Ms, Heard respectfully requests the Court grant the above Motions in

limine.
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20160418/SPT/MAG/10/B. Callaghan, Magistrate

BENCH: Okay. Just before we start, I think how I dealt with the exhibits is
probably not correct. So what I might do — Mr Kirk, do you wish to read and file the
affidavit of Ms Heard, so that that - - -

MR KIRK: Yes.

BENCH: - - - can become a document of the court?

MR KIRK: I do, your Honour.

BENCH: That then would leave the USB sticker as exhibit - - -

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: 1It’s 1.

BENCH: ---1, oris— that was 2, wasn’t it?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: It was 1.

BENCH: What was — it was 1, and the references, exhibit 2, and the rest of the
documents would be documents of the Court.

MR CALLAGHAN: Thank you, your Honour.
BENCH: Am correct?
MR CALLAGHAN: I have no issue with that.

BENCH: Yes. That’s how we’ll divide it up. So that the rest of the documents just
become the documents of the court,

MR CALLAGHAN: Yes.
MR KIRK: [indistinct]

BENCH: Okay. Allright. Okay. First of all, Ms Heard, normally, I would deal
with this with you standing, but I’ve got a bit to say. So please be seated. I intend to
deal with this through — pursuant to section 19B of the Crimes Act, but I — I need to
put some words on — some words on tape. Okay.

So first of all, Ms Heard has pleaded guilty to Elroducing a document to the
Australian Customs that was false. On the 28" of August 2014, both dogs were
issued with certificates of vaccination for rabies by a Dr Hebbert from the animal
hospital in the USA. On the 28" of October 2014, both dogs were examined at the
same animal hospital, concerning the follow-up testing for travel, and that was travel
to Australia. On the 26™ of November 2014, declarations were issued for both dogs
indicating rabies vaccinations were current.

2 DECISION
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On the 21 of April 2015, a private plane arrived at the Brisbane Airport and was met
by quarantine and customs officers. Ms Heard was on board that plane, as were the
dogs. Ms Heard completed an incoming passenger card, and in response to the
question on that card:

Are you bringing into Australia animals, parts of animals, etcetera?

Ms Heard answered no. That answer was false. It is acknowledged that Ms — Ms
Heard was — has routinely complied with customs and quarantine requirements for
travel around the world when travelling with her dogs, and this is — there has been,
on some occasions — this has, on some occasions, required her to change travel plans
when those requirements have not been met in time.

On the 12" of May 2015, the principal vet officer for the — veterinary officer for the
Department of Agriculture was contacted by a person who identified himself as an
employee of Ms Heard’s husband. He had been instructed to contact the department
following issues raised in the media with regards to the dogs’ presence in Australia.
The media coverage alerted Ms Heard and her husband to the potential issues
regarding documentation relating to the dogs.

The department were provided with veterinary records for both dogs and were
advised the dogs were available for inspections. The dogs had been isolated and had
not been in contact with any other animals. On the 13% of May 2015, the principal
veterinary officer attended an address, where he examined the two dogs and
confirmed that each dog microchip matched their veterinary records. The dogs were
healthy, showing no signs of illness or disease.

There were no permits issued by the Director of Quarantine allowing the importation
of those dogs into Australia. On the 13™ of May 2015, both dogs were ordered into
quarantine, and a direction was issued where they’d be re-exported within 72 hours,
On the 15" of May 2015, both dogs were taken from Australia.

On the 13" of October 2015, Ms Heard provided an unsworn statement to the
Prosecution regarding her actions and state of mind relevant to the offence, and on
the 3™ of November 2015, there was an indication that she would plea to the charge
that she made the false statement, on the basis that the other two charges were
discontinued. That has, in effect, occurred today, and it is clearly a timely plea.

There have been a number of references placed before the Court, and I won’t go into
them, but, clearly, all of them speak of Ms Heard’s generosity, commitment and
kindness, and these indicate that she is just not another celebrity on the charity
bandwagon, if I — if I can be — if I could put it that way. She is clearly a good person,
and these people speak highly of her. She has been involved in many charitable
causes in a very active way and has been so for a very long time, certainly since her
teens, and I do take that into account.

3 DECISION
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Of the facts relating to this matter, at the time of Ms Heard’s departure for Australia
in April 2015, Ms Heard was unaware the documentation for the dogs” importation
into Australia had not been complete. She relied on staff to organise that, along with
other travel arrangements. Just prior to Ms Heard leaving for Australia, her assistant,
one of the staff responsible for that documentation, had been dismissed from her
employment in acrimonious circumstances. There were difficulties associated with
this, and that had repercussions on the preparation of the documentation concerning
the importation of the dogs.

Further to this, Ms Heard had a belief that, at the time of arriving — that the form she
filled out did not cover her pets. She believed that the relevant paperwork had been
completed for the dogs and provided to the Australian authorities separately. 1
accept that she did not set out to deliberately deceive the Australian authorities. 1
also accept that it’s not a question of a person believing she’s above the law.

In her pleading guilty, she accepts her responsibility for the offence. Her actions
indicate she is truly remorseful for incorrectly filling out that form. It has been
submitted by Mr Kirk that this ought to be dealt with pursuant to section 19B of the
Crimes Act, and as I indicated at the very outset — that that is how I intended to deal
with it. That involves a two-stage step.

First of all, I say at the outset this is not a trivial offence. Ms Heard comes before the
Court without any criminal history. References provided speak of her generosity and
kindness, as I've already spoken about. She’s employed as an actor, and this requires
a great deal of international travel. Sometimes she travels with her dogs, sometimes
not. She’s always complied with the various rules and regulations concerning such
travel. No doubt a conviction being recorded will have an effect on her ability to
travel.

The third factor concerning whether or not — whether or not I ought to consider
dealing with this pursuant to section 19B is the extent to which the offence was
committed under extenuating circumstances. The Defence submits that the
extenuating circumstances under which this offence was committed included her
belief that she was not required to declare the dogs, and this belief was based on her
previous experience in travelling with her dogs, and also her belief that her staff had
dealt with all of the documentation required for the dogs.

Given the amount of travel that Ms Heard is required to do, and her reliance on staff,
that is not unsurprising. I do accept that those — that these — that this offence was
committed under extenuating circumstances. I’ve quite deliberately not drawn
reference to the fact that she was tired, because people travelling in and out of
Australia are tired. It’s a long way. We're a long way from anywhere, except New
Zealand.

I find that, given Ms Heard’s character and antecedents and the fact that this offence
was committed under extenuating circumstances, that I ought to consider whether or
not it would be inexpedient to inflict any punishment, or any punishment other than a
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nominal punishment, on Ms Heard. In considering this, all of section 16A of the
Crimes Act comes into play.

I’ve had regard to all of the circumstances of this case. There’s genuine remorse and
a high — a high degree of cooperation. Ms Heard has returned to this country to have
this matter dealt with, and her and her husband have provided a video with regards to
not making a false declaration. This video no doubt will be quite useful for the
department.

A conviction being recorded will have a very real effect on Ms Heard’s ability to
travel for her work. The cases cited from the Prosecution, where it’s desirable that
countries be aware of convictions being recorded are not relevant in this case. Ms
Heard has never before deliberately flouted the laws of any country regarding the
importation of her pets, and these were extenuating circumstances, as | have said.

T have no doubt that this whole matter has had a real impact upon Ms Heard, and
given the level of public scrutiny both she and her husband have been subjected to, I
find that personal deterrence is not a factor that I really have to give consideration to,
because there’s no doubt in.my mind that this won’t happen again.

With regards to the general deterrence, I think, quite frankly, the department’s better
off using that video that have been provided by Mr Depp and Ms Heard with regards
to not making a false declaration and the real impact that it could have on this
country. That’s of far more benefit to this country than anything else that I may do
with regards to recording a conviction on Ms Heard. So, therefore, I’ll be dealing
with it, as I said, pursuant to 19B of the Crimes Act.

BENCH: Yes, Mr---

MR CALLAGHAN: Does your Honour require any assistance with the order?
There is a pro forma, if that’s of any use te you.

BENCH: Absolutely. Be of use to my assistant.
MR CALLAGHAN: Thank you.

BENCH: Thank you. Thank you. Okay. Stand up, please, Ms Heard. Pursuant to
section 19B(1)(d), the charge against you is proven. However, by order, I release
you without proceeding to conviction, upon you giving security by recognisance in
the sum of $1000, conditional that you be of good behaviour for a period of one
month.

The — the purpose and the effect of the order is that you must be of good behaviour
for one month and not commit any further offences, and if you do, you could be
called upon to pay the $1000. There is no conviction recorded. So what I’m going
to do is ask for the courtroom to be cleared. Ms Heard, if you can remain, please, my
— my assistant will deal with the — with the paperwork, and that will be dealt with

5 DECISION
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very shortly. So if the — if the courtroom could please — if everybody can clear the
courtroom, so that it can be dealt with, and 1 — please adjourn the Court.

6 DECISION
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CRIMES ACT 1914 - SECT 19B

Discharge of offenders without proceeding to conviction
(1) Where:
(a) a person is charged before a court with a federal offence or federal offences; and

(b) the court is satisfied, in respect of that charge or more than one of those charges, that the charge is
proved, but is of the opinion, having regard to:

(1) the character, antecedents, age, health or mental condition of the person;
(if) the extent (if any) to which the offence is of a trivial nature; or
(iii) the extent (if any) to which the offence was committed under extenuating circumstances;

that it is inexpedient to inflict any punishment, or to inflict any punishment other than a nominal
punishment, or that it is expedient to release the offender on probation;

the court may, by order:
(c) dismiss the charge or charges in respect of which the court is so satisfied; or

(d) discharge the person, without proceeding to conviction in respect of any charge referred to in
paragraph (c), upon his or her giving security, with or without sureties, by recognizance or otherwise, to the satisfaction
of the court, that he or she will comply with the following conditions:

(i) that he or she will be of good behaviour for such period, not exceeding 3 years, as the court
specifies in the order;

(ii) that he or she will make such reparation or restitution, or pay such compensation, in respect of the
offence or offences concerned (if any), or pay such costs in respect of his or her prosecution for the offence or offences
concerned (if any), as the court specifies in the order (being reparation, restitution, compensation or costs that the court
is empowered to require the person to make or pay):

(A) on or before a date specified in the order; or

(B) in the case of reparation or restitution by way of money payment or in the case of the
payment of compensation or an amount of costs--by specified instalments as provided in the order; and

(iii) that he or she will, during a period, not exceeding 2 years, that is specified in the order in
accordance with subparagraph (i), comply with such other conditions (if any) as the ¢qurt thinks fit to specify in the
order, which conditions may include the condition that the person will, during the period so specified, be subject to the
supervision of a probation officer appointed in accordance with the order and obey all reasonable directions of a
probation officer so appointed.

(1A) However, the court must not take into account under subsection (1) any form of customary law or cultural

http:/fwww3.austlii.edu.aw’... 20element. & text=(c)%620that%620any%20recognizance%20given,0r%20varied%20under%20section%2020A A.[9/3/2020 11:14:40 AM]



CRIMES ACT 1914 - SECT 198 Discharge of offenders without proceeding to conviction
practice as a reason for:

(a) excusing, justifying, authorising, requiring or lessening the seriousness of the criminal behavigur to
which the offence relates; or :

(b) aggravating the seriousness of the griminal behaviour to which the offence relates.
(1B) In subsection (1A):
"criminal behaviour™ includes:

(a) any conduct, omission to act, circumstance or result that is, or forms part of, a physical element of the
offence in guestion; and

(b) any fault element relating to such a physical element.

(2) Where a court proposes to discharge a person in pursuance of an order made under subsection (1), it shall,
before making the grder, explain or cause to be explained to the person, in language likely to be readily understood by
him or her:

(a) the purpose and effect of the proposed order;

(b) the consequences that may follow if he or she fails, without reasonable cause or excuse, to comply
with the conditions of the proposed arder; and

{c) that any recognizance given in accordance with the order may be discharged or varied under
section 20AA.

(2A) A person is not to be imprisoned for a failure to pay an amount required to be paid under an order made
under this section.

(3) Where a charge or charges against a person is or are dismissed, or a person is discharged, in pursuance of an

order made under subsection (1):

(a) the person shall have such rights of appeal on the ground that he or she was not guilty of the offence or
offences concerned with which he or she was charged as he or she would have had if the court had convicted him or her

of the offence or offences concerned; and

(b) there shall be such rights of appeal in respect of the manner in which the person is dealt with for the
offence or offences concerned as there would have been if:

(i) the court had, immediately before so dealing with him or her, convicted him or her of the offence
or offences concerned; and

(ii) the manner in which he or she is dealt with had been a sentence or sentences passed upon that
conviction.

(4) Where a person is discharged in pursuance of an order made under subsection (1), the court shall, as soon as
practicable, cause the order to be reduced to writing and a copy of the order to be given to, or served on, the person.
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the question.

Go ahead.
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MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of
the question.

Go ahead.
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the question.
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MS. BREDEHQFT: Objection to the form of
the question.
Go ahead.
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MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of
the question.
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Go ahead.
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MS. BREDEHQFT: Objection to the form of
the question.
Go ahead.
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MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of

the question.
Go ahead.
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MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of
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Go ahead.

ol

o P Few A1¢ Ruber meock when e PRSEeE

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM

01:

01:

01:

01:

01:

0l:

01:

01:

01:

01l:

01:

01:

01:

01:

01:

01:

01:

0l:

0l:

01:

01:

01:

32:

32:

32:

32:

32:

32:

32:

32:

32:

32

32:

32:

32:

32:

32:

32:

32;

32:

33:

33:

33:

125

25
32
34
37
39
40
41
13
16
48
49
50
51
52
54
56
57

58

01

02



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

18

20

21

22

CONFIDENTIAL
Transcript of Whitney Henriquez

Conducted on February 3, 2022 74
MS. BREDEHCOFT: Objection to the form of
the question,
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undenstandingfichatiliche el & Gime e Adierts

CEivarts lisenn vas Chn e

MS. BREDEHOFT: 1I'm going to object to
the form of the question and calls for

hearsay, speculation.

Go ahead.
Tf memery ceEved, I think ot e Poimk

it B8
Be yeu lmew why 86 WS cwspemded?
MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of
the question.
Go ahead.

Yem don'G lnew, e tEy R the etlhes,

uhckher it bedl agthing to do with o sceidont i

ehdlch Iogem ciicdy ds thet Beue?

MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of
the guestion, asked and answered.
Go ahead.

i e == it had nething te do with

Q. Did Amber ever drive the car -- strike

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM

01:

01:

01:

01:

01

01

01:

01:

ol:

01:

Ql:

01:

0l:

01:

01:

01:

01:

01:

0l1:

01:

0l1:

01:

33:

33:

34

34:

:34;

:34:

34:

34;

34

34:

34:

34

34:

34

34:

34

34:

34:

34:

34:

34:

34:

53

5%

00

01

04

06

06

12

14

16

17

:18

19

122

24

27

29

30

32

34

36

37



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

CONFIDENTIAL
Transcript of Whitney Henriquez
Conducted on February 3, 2022

76

that.

Bid Auber cieE Crive a eas cuEiag Ehe

of ime then her drives's licmmee wes

SUSPende sy

MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of

the question, calls for speculation,
hypothetical.

Go ahead.

fed Been i on aeeidet. And e = it wes — At

s wery elese o e heuse. And dn wes the exly

e ek e ehle te coms. 208 48 ves @y Elmet

accadenthilandgillvasRve nyvlishakenfupNandiscareds

200 che coms &0 CRive 0o kaek TP euE REReR.
ond e che b che ¢id thet, yous
weRrstading e thek her duiver'e liewmse hed

loeern] HIsthatliconre c o

MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of
the question.
Go ahead.

£ oight hove lmem sbost 4t et tho Gime.
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P eomle moepllld 4F ¥ locw abent it GoF &0E.

E wes = 1ike I sald, dt uvae my Eizst

peeldeit, % W06 = © uES 00 =helen Wp. I CEme

AE R thinking elaazily.

Pd she cwer got her driviag priviilcses

nestotedr)

MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of

the question.

Go ahead.
o &
Q. Qkay. Let's -— let's move to a

different subject.
When did Amber move out of your parent's
home?
A. What year or --

Q. Well, how old was she? What year was

MS. BREDEHOFT: Same objection.
A. I want to say she was 17, maybe younger.
I don't know.
Q. And you were still living with your

parents when Amber moved out at approximately 17;
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0. And, again, this is another broad
question, but I'll ask it anyway. What types of
things would you argue with her about?

MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of

the question.

Go ahead.
A. Silly things, in retrospect, like who
borrowed whose jacket or --= I == 1 can't remember

arguing about anything significant when we were —-

especlally when we were first living together.
2ad mem, yem Laew, becadswing 46 boyemd

Just the elne vham geo weme living tegethes whiem

You UENE YERY FOig. & eny ommucnts yeu'va had
with Malser ever the catime poriedl ef yeovm liwes,
bes she oves been pipeienily wolaw with yom =
Eiestion e e femm —

1SRG REDEHG Py
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Q. Have you and your sister Amber not
spoken for a period of time because you had had a
fight or disagreement?

MS. BREDEHQFT: Objection to the form of
the question.
Go ahead.

A. Yes. There were periods of time where
we weren't on speaking terms or we weren't as
close to one another as we might have been
previously due to an argument or disagreement.

Q. How many times can you remember where
there was a hiatus, you know, of communications
between the two of you?

MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of
the question.

Go ahead.
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Go ahead.
A. No.
Q. Didn't you tell Jennifer Howell that you

were worried that, quote, "Rmber was going to kill
Johnny, " end quote?
MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of
the question.
Go ahead.

A. No.

MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of

the question.
Go ahead.

E mover epid I ontiomed cny weleies ok

the hende ef Laer. B @i tailk cheowt my Sathes,

fuk E mover caid I e mipeeted o any vhelamen
becausclo iAo

Q. S0 —-
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@o Jemplfer's Ms. Hewillls jusk
maliag ell those HUilngs ope i thet weoue,
woskiieay?,
MS. BREDEHOFT: Objection to the form of
the question.
Go ahead.
[ MSIBREDEHOHI IEORtN ] ®fE
Golfaheads
Roge mever sadd Ehel.
Q. Let's move to the infamous 30th birthday
party in April of 2016.
Do you recall attending Amber's birthday
party that year?
A. Yes, I did.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA:
COUNTY OF MECKLENBURG

I, April Reid, Court Reporter and Notary
Public in and for the State of North Carolina,
and whose commisslon expires March 4, 2025,
do certify that the aforementioned appeared
before me, was sworn by me, and was thereupon
examined by counsel; and that the foregoing is a
true, correct, and full transcript of the
testimony adduced.

I further certify that I am neither
related to nor assoclated with any counsel or
party to this proceeding, nor otherwise interested
in the event thereof.

Given under my hand and netarial seal in
Charlotte, North Carcolina, this 5th day of

February, 2022.

April s 4 ; CRR, Notary Public
State of North Carolina, County of Mecklenburg

Notary Registration No. 20012210079
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Videotaped Deposition of JOHN C. DEPP, TII,
held at the offices of:
CHARLSON BREDEHOFT COHEN & BROWN, P.C.
11260 Roger Bacon Drive
Suite 201
Reston, Virginia 20190

(703) 318-6800

Pursuant to notice, before Karen Young,

Notary Public of the Commonwealth of Virginia.
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APPEARANCES

ON BEHALF OF JOHN C. DEPP, II:

BENJAMIN G. CHEW, ESQUIRE

BROWN RUDNICK, LLP

601 Thirteenth Street, Northwest
Suite 600

Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 536-1700

CAMILLE M. VASQUEZ, ESQUIRE

BROWN RUDNICK, LLP

2211 Michelson Drive, Seventh Floor
Irvine, California 92612

{949) 752-7100
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ON BEHALF OF AMBER LAURA HEARD:
ELAINE CHARLSON BREDEHOFT, ESQUIRE
CHARLSON BREDEHOFT COQHEN & BROWN, P.C.
11240 Roger Bacon Drive
Suite 201
Reston, Virginia 20190

(703) 318-6800

BENJAMIN ROTTENBORN, ESQUIRE
WOODS ROGERS, PLC

10 South Jefferson Street
Suite 1400

Roanoke, Virginia 24011-1319

{540) 9583-7600

ALSO PRESENT:
bustin Thomascon, Videographer
Amber Laura Heard, by mobile videcconference

Leslie Hoff, Charlson Bredehoft Cohen & Brown, P.

C.

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Transcript of John C. Depp, I

Conducted on November 10, 2020 70
A It's perfect.
0 Do you recall that that was a public
record filing?
A Public record filing?
Q Your divorce decree -- do you understand
that that was -- your judgment of final decree was

a public record filing?
MR. CHEW: Objection to the form of the

question, calls for a legal conclusion.

A I have only been led tec understand that
—— well, I remember it at the time. That was why I
was able -- when she had broken -- or breached the
agreement, then I was able to in fact make the
first set of donations to those charities myself,
but I put it in her name. So I gave the first two
to the charities, and then Ms. Heard came out and
wildly complained about it, saying that I should be
charged the double, 14 million, because I was

trying to use that as a tax write-off.

Q Bl peu pay eay @f the sover ®illies im
cEileneme e Anser Hoace boceree she alicsed that

yem hed eagaged in demestie vielonen agedmst hex?

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPQS.COM

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12;

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

11:

11:

11:

11:

11:

11:

11:

11

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12:

12

i2:

12:

13:

13:

13:

46

48

50

52

56

58

:59

0l

13

17

21

27

35

40

47

50

55

02

Q7

12



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Transcript of John C. Depp, Il
Conducted on November 10, 2020

71

0 @

MR. CHEW: You may answer that question

to the extent that you are not disclosing any

attorney-client privilege.

W, 8t°g very oimple. Jehe had

any charees vielenaz agai@ me

Q SO ==

A In fact, there were no --

MR. CHEW: Please stop interrupting him.

THE WITNESS: No —--

MR. CHEW: We're going to call the court.

THE WITNESS: It's okay. I'm starting to

1like it.

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOQFT: He runs on a
lot, and I would like you to talk with him --

MR. CHEW: I would like you to stop
interrupting him.

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry. What have I
done?

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: He runs on a
lot, and --

THE WITNESS: Oh, do I run on?
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THE REPORTER: Question: ef &

87 millien thet you parid te Mnbver Heawed wee hoeawmea

eE &8 & reowlt of her alleging dhet yeu'd angaged

in cemetie er vielonees i5 Ghet ErEeEE?T

MR. CHEW: And same instruction.

THE WITNESS: ef the 87 nlliien Ehak

gic s cerreed in the diverse hed anyehing

vheteeever o do with ay — any of ber elaims, amy
of ek, M.
MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: You can take
your break now.
MR. CHEW: Thank you.
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We're going off the
recerd. The time is 12:15.
{Recessed at 12:15 p.m.)
{Reconvened at 1:32 p.m.)
THE VIDEQOGRAPHER: We are back on the
record. The time is 13:32.
BY MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOQFT:
Q Mr. Depp, while we were talking this
morning, you had indicated that Ms. Heard had

engaged in I believe you called it a campaign of
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Hearing before HONORABLE PENNEY AZCARATE,

conducted virtually.

Pursuant to agreement, before Merinda Evans,

Notary Public in and for the State of Maryland.
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BENJAMIN G. CHEW, ESQUIRE
BROWN RUDNICK LLP
601 Thirteenth Street NW
Suite 600

Washington, DC 20005
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ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT:
ELAINE CHARLSON BREDEHOFT, ESQUIRE
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identical knowing how much evidence had been produced
in the interim, and knowing that we had had meet and
confers, and were making this effort. But it also was
an abuse of this process to not continue to work with me
to know this before coming to Your Honor today and play
hide the ball, and try to in some way surprise me with
what they were going to claim still wasn't still wasn't,
after T spent the time to put out a 92-page supplemental
with all of those Bates stamps, and responding to these
things. There's no basis for a Motion to Compel today.

THE COURT: All right. Thank you.

Mr. Chew?
MR. CHEW: Your Honor. If I -- 1f I could have
just a few more minutes for rebuttal. The Court has

been very indulgent with 1ts time, and I will be very -—-
THE CQURT: Great.
MR. CHEW: -- quick. But she's raised some
issues that I would like to address wvery quickly.
THE COURT: Okay. All right. Yes, sir.
MR. CHEW: Thank you, Your Honor,.
First, with respect to the chart, we apologize

if we've filled the chart out incorrectly. This is our

|
rl
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first experience with it. We weren't trying to be
ponderous. We were trying to respond to the Court's
request.

Second, with respect to the conciliator, it is
ironic. We oppose the conciliator, not because we don't
want to conciliate, but because we knew that Ms.
Bredehoft would try to relitigate every single discovery
issue that had been resolved by Chief Judge White. And
Chief Judge White stated that, I know what Mr. Chew is
saying is true. You will, Elaine, try to relitigate
everything that's happened, and that's why I'm not
appointing a conciliator.

But -- but to get to more substantive matters,
ACLE avd o the Chilldwen’s Hoepital of Lee Aneeles,
She said she did it. Her testimony was,

The entire amount of my divorce settlement was donated

to charity. This wasn't an offhand comment in

deposition. This was a sworn statement that she filed.
She didn't say she pledged it. She's now saying after
the fact oh, gee, no, I really haven't given any money

to those charities other than the hundred thousand that

PLANET DEPOS
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Mr. White gave at the time of the diveorce. It was the
—— you know, I —— I —-- I couldn't really give the money
because mean Johnny sued me. Well, her lawyer admitted
that it was Ms. Heard, in fact, who initiated the first
action against Mr. Depp. It was an arbitration matter
that was dismissed by Judge Meisinger. So she was the
one who actually fired the first shot, and had no
intention of giving this money to charity.

Third -- fourth, rather, with respect to the
additional communications relating to the CHLA and the
ACLU, these are clearly responsive. They have not been
ruled on. Elon Musk is in fact the anonymous donor.
It's relevant for several reasons. One, Elon Musk is on
film as having seen Ms. Heard in the days after May 21,
2016. That's the date where the -- all the police, all
four police, came to the condominiums, and all testified
there was not a sign of a damage on Ms. Heard's face,
and there was no disturbance to the apartment. TI'll get
to that in a moment.

But the point is Mr. Musk saw her in the week
between the alleged abuse and the time she got the ex

parte TRO on May 27th of that week. So he's clearly a

'PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM



Wamer Bros - Overhead

INCOME

Income from Operations
Warner Bros - Overhead
Total Wemer Bros - Overhead

Total Income from Opersations

Reimbursed Expenses
Other Income
Reimbursed Exp-Warner Bros
Reimbursed Exp-Rum Diary
Total Reimbursed Expenses
Total Other Income

" TOTAL INCOME

CONFIDENTIAL

INFINITUM NIHIL

INCOME STATEMENT
FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2009

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to curr toytd
income income
187,498.08 100.00 2,249,976.96 74.28
187,498.08 100.00 2,249,576.96 74.28
187,498.08 100.00 2,249,976.96 74,28
0.00 - 0.00 760,652.19 2511
0.00 0.00 18,366.72 0.60
0.00 0.00 779,018.91 25.71
0.00 0.00 779,018.91 ° 25,71
3 187,498.08 190.00 § 1,028,995.87 100.00
EWC000001

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0001



. INCOME STATEMENT
FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2010
CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to cmr to ytd
income income
Warmer Bros - Overhead
INCOME ]
Income from Operations
Wamer Bros - Overhead 0.00 0,00 962,490.16 3221
GK Films Overall Deal 0.00 0.00 1,125,000.00 37.65
Total Wamer Bros - Overhead 0.00 0.00 2,087,490.16 69.87
Income
Fee - GK Films (KR Project) 0.00 0.00 750,000.00 25.10
Fee - Rum Diary Productions 0.00 0.00 150,000.00 ° 5.02
Total Income 0.00 0.00 900,000.00 30.12
Total Income from Operations 0.00 0.00 2,987,490.16 ‘100,00
TOTAL INCOME 3 0.00 0.00 § 2,987,490.16 100.00
CONFIDENTIAL EWC000002

INFINITUM NIHIL

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0002



INFINITUM NIHIL

INCOME STATEMENT
FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2011

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
ta curr toytd
income income
Fees
INCOME
Income from Operations
WB UK "Dark Shadows" 0.00 - 0.00 $00,000.00 26.22
Total Fees 0.00 0.00 800,000.00 26.22
Warner Bros - Overhead
GK Films Overall Deal 0.00 0.00 2,250,000.00 73.77
Total Warner Bros ~ Qverhead 0.00 0.00 2,250,000.00 73.77
Total Income from Operatlons 0.00 0,00 3,050,000.00 100.00
TOTAL INCOME . $ 0.00 0.00 § 3,050,000.00 100.00
CONFIDENTIAL EWCO000003

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0003



Fees
INCOME
Income from Operations

WB UK "Dark Shadows"

Total Fees

Wamner Bros - Overhead

GK Films Cverall Deal

Total Wamer Bros - Overhead
Total Income from Operations
Other Income

Miscellaneous Income

Misc - Petty Cash Overage/Shortag
Total Miscelleneous Income
Total Other Income

TOTAL INCOME

CONFIDENTIAL

INFINITUM NIHIL

INCOME STATEMENT
FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2012

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TQ-DATE ratio
fo curr to ytd
income income
0.00 0.00 200,000.00 8.18
0.00 0.00 200,000.00 8.18
.00 0.00 2,250,000.00 92.05
(.00 0.00 2,250,000.60 92,05
. .00 0.00 2,450,000.00 100,23
0.00 0.00 (5,718.59) -0.23
0.00 0.00 (5,713.59) -0.23
0.00 0.00 (5,718.59) 0.23
3 0.00 0.00 § 2,444,281.41 100.00
EWC000004

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0004



INFINITUM NIHIL

INCOME STATEMENT
FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2013

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to cury to ytd
income income

INCOME
Income from Operations

Fees . ' . . )

Prod Fee - Mortdecai 0.00 0.00 320,000.00 10.05
Total Fees . 0.00 0.60 320,000.00 10.05
Profit Participation . .

Profit Part-Dark Shadows 95,000.00 100.00 934,660.00 29.38
Total Profit Participation 95,000.00 - 100.00 “934,660.00 25.38
Wamer Bros - Overhead

GK Films Overall Deal 0.00 0.00 1,125,000.00 35.36
Total Wamer Bros - Overhead 0.00 0.00 1,125,060.00 35.36
Total Income from Operations 95,000.00 100.00 2,379,660.00 74.80
Reimbursed Expenses '
Disney Overall Deal-Reimbursed Expenses
Other Income e

Disney Reimb-General 0,00 0.00 801,362.25 25.19
Total Disney Overall Deal-Reimburs 0.00 0.00 801,362.25 25.19
Total Reimbursed Expenses 0.00 0.00 801,362.25 25.19
Total Other Income 0.00 0.00 801,362.25 25.19

TOTAL INCOME 3 95,000.00 100,00 3,181,022.25 100.00
CONFIDENTIAL EWC000005

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0005



INCOME
Income from Operations
Fees
Prod Fee - Mortdecat
Total Fees
Profit Participation
Profit Part-Dark Shadows
Total Profit Participation
Total Income from Operations
Other Income
Miscellaneous Income
Misc - Petty Cash Overage/Shortag
Total Miscellaneous Income
Reimbursed Expenses
Disney Overall Deal-Reimbursed Expenses
Disney Reimb-General
Total Disney Overall Deal-Reimburs
Reimbursed Exp-Mortdecai
Total Reimbursed Expenses
Total Other Income ’

TOTAL INCOME

CONFIDENTIAL

INFINITUM NIHIL

INCOME STATEMENT
FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to cugr to ytd
income . income
0.00 0.00 480,060.00 15.85
0.00 0.00 480,000.00 15.85
0.00 0,00 149,619.00 4.94
0.00 0,00 149,619.00 - 4.94
0.00 0.00 629,619.00 20.79
0.00 0.00 (0.57) 0.00
0.00 0.00 {0.57) 0.00 °
415,316.03 . 100.00 2,367,56122 78.20
415,316.03 100.00 2,367,561.22 78.20
0.00 0.00 30,150.00 0.99
415,316.03 100.00 2,397,711.22 79.20
415316.03 100,00 2,397,710.65 79.20
3 415,316.03 100,00 § 3,027,329.65 100.00
EWC000006

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0006



INCOME
Income from Operations
Fees
" Prod Fee - Mortdecai
Total Fees
Profit Participation
Profit Part-Dark Shadows
Total Profit Participation
Total Income from Operations
Other Income
Miscellaneous Income
Misc - Petty Cash Overage/Shortag
Total Misceltaneous Income
Reimbursed Expensas
Disney Overall Deal-Reimbursed Expenses
Disney Reimb-General
Total Disney Overall Deal-Reimburs
Total Reimbursed Expenses
Total Other Income

TOTAL INCOME

‘CONFIDENTIAL

INFINITUM NIHIL

INCOME STATEMENT
FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2015

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE mtio
: to curr to ytd
income income
0.00 (.00 200,000.00 7.52
0.00 0.00 200,000,00 7.52
21,434.00 9.77 159,545.00 6.00
21,434.00 9.77 159,549.00 6.00
21,434.00 9.77 359,549.00 13.52
0.00 0.00 34440 0.0}
0.00 0.00 34440 0,01
197,805,14 90,22 2,298,083.93 86.45
197,.805.14 90.22 2,298,083.93 86.45
197.805.14 90.22 2,298,083.93 86.45
197,805.14 90,22 2,298,42833 86.47
5 215,239.14 100.00 § 2,657,97733 100.00
EWC000007

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0007
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1125 A o INFINITUM NIHIL, INC.

04701120 Profit & Loss
Cash Basls " January through December 2016
Jan-Dac 16
QOrdinary Income/Expense
Income
Misc-Petty Cash 31.49
Producer Fees 3,125.00
Dark Shadows 87,281.00
Walt Disnoy 2,546,100,78
Sparrow Fllms, Inc. 126,362.50
Total Income 2,762,900.75
Gross Profit 2,762,900.75

CONFIDENTIAL

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0008

EWCO000008



11:25 AM INFINITUM NIHIL, INC.

04701120 Profit & Loss
Cash Basls January through December 2017

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
FORTUNATELY, THE MILK
Producer Fees
Stanhope & Friends
RIchard Says Goodbye

Total Produger Fees

Profit Participation
- Profit Part-"Dark Shadows"

Total Profit Particlpation
Walt Disney
Total Income

Gross Profit

CONFIDENTIAL

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0009

Jan -Dec 17

3,125,00
8,000.00

§00,000.00

509,000.00

43,169.00

43,169.00

833,334.01
1,388,628.01

1,388,628.01

EWC000009



11:26 AM INFINITUNM NIHIL, INC.
04101120 Profit & Loss
Cash Basls sJanuary through December 2018
Jan - Dec 18
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income .
DRAGONFIRE DEVELOPMENT LLC 20,600,060
INCOME - CAA T
TREEHORN §0,600.00
WAITING FOR THE BARBARIANS 250,000.00
Total INCOME - CAA 300,000.00
Windhom 467,868.60-
Praducer Fees )
Dark Shadows 48,334.00
Stanhope & Frends 10,000.00
Total Producer Foes 58,334.00
Total Income 546,202.00
Gross Profit §46,202.00
CONFIDENTIAL EWCO000010

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0010



11:26 AM INFINITUNM NIHIL, INC.
04101/20 Profit & Loss
Cash Basis January through December 2019
Jdan - Dec 19
Qrdinary Income/Expense
Income
Producar Fees .
Dark Shadows 63,421.00
Total Producer Fees . 63,421.00
Total Income £3,421.00
Grass Profit B 63,421.00
CONFIDENTIAL EWC000011

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0011



10:21 AM . INFINITUM NIHIL, INC.
08/03/20 Profit & Loss -

Cash Basls January through August 2020
Jan - Aug 20
Ordinary tncome/Expense

Income '
FORTUNATELY, THE MILK 6,250.00
Dark Shadows 36,741.00
Total Income 42,981.00
Gross Profit 42,991.00

CONFIDENTIAL EWC000012

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0012
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L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2009

Fees

INCOME
Income from Operations

Profit Participation-"Chacolate Fa
Profit Participation-"From Hell*
“Rum Diary"

Total Fees

Residusls

Resid-"Once Upon A Time In Mexico™
Resid-"Charlie and the Chocolate F
Resid-"Corpse Bride"
Resid-"Sweency Todd"

Total Residuals

Royalties

Royalties-Sony/ATV Music

Total Royalties

Total Income from Operations

Total Income
Business Management

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio

to curr fo ytd
income income

0.00 0.00 1,140,077.00 55.71

0.00 0.00 94,343.00 461

0.00 0.00 672,000.00 .32.83

0.00 7 0.00 1,906,420.00 93,15

0.00 0.00 2,463.34 0.12

0.00 0.00 21,159.06 1.03

0.00 0.00 4,751.02 0.23

0.00 0.00 111,523.45 544

"0.00 0.00 139,896.87 6.83

0.00 0.00 107.50 0.00

0.00 0.00 107.50 0.00

000 0.00 2,046,424.37 100.00

g 0.00 0,008 2,046,424.37 100,00
EWC000013

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0013



L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2010

Fees

INCOME
Income from Operations
"The Tourist™

- Total Fees

Residuals

Resid-"Once Upon A Time In Mexico”
Resid-"Charlie and the Chocolate F
Resid-"Corpse Bride"
Resid-"Sweeney Todd"

Tota! Residuals

Profit Participation

Profit Part-"Charlie & the Chocola
Profit Part-"Sweeney Todd"

Profit Part-"From Hell"

Total Profit Participation
Reimbursed Expenses

The Tourist Productions, LLC
Total Reimbursed Expenses

Tota] Income from Operatlons

Total Income

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH atio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to curr to ytd
income income
0.00 0.00 14,000,000.00 90.57
0.00 0.00 14,000,000.00 90.57
0.00 0.00 1,609.46 0.01
0.00 0.00 17,282.20 - 0.11
0.00 0.00 468.56 0.00
0,00 0.00 24,300.46 0.16
0.00 0.00 44,160,68 0.28
0.00 0.00 1,028,078.00 6.65
0.00 0.00 148,802.00 0.96
0.00 0,00 109,307.00 0.70
0.00 0.00 1,286,192.00 8.32
126,000.00 100.00 126,000.00 0,81
126,000.00 .100.00 126,000.00 0.81
126,000.00 100.00 15,456,352.68 100.00
§ 126,000.00 100,00 § 15,456,352.68 100.00
EWC000014

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0014



FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMRER 31, 2011

Fees

INCOME

Income fram Operatlons
Fees-Disney Annie Leibovitz Portra
Fees-Wamer Bros UK "Dark Shadows"
‘Total Pees

Residuals

Resid-"Once Upon A Time In Mexico"
Resid-"Charlie and the Chocolate F
Resid-"Corpse Bride"
Resid-"Swezney Todd"
Resid-"Imaginarium of Dr. Parassu
Total Residuals

Royalties

Royalties - Sweeney Todd Music
Total Royalties

Profit Participation

Profit Pant-"Charlie & the Chocola
Profit Part-"From Hell"

Total Profit Participation
Reimbursed Expenses

The Tourist Productions, LLC

Tota! Reimbursed Expenses

Total Income from Operations

Per Diem

Income from Investments

Per Diem & Housing-Dark Shadows
Total Per Diem

Total Income from Investments

Total Income

CONFIDENTIAL

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0015

L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC.

Income Statement

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to curr to ytd
income income
0.00 0.00 200,000.00 0.88
0.00 0.00 20,000,000.30 88.36
0.00 0.00 . 20,200,000.30 89.25
0.00 0.00 1,311,66 0.00
0.00 0.00 11,036.58 0.04
0.00 0.00 4,938.52 0.02
0,00 0.00 26,683.12 0.11
0,00 0.00 1,704.42 0.00
0.00 0.00 45,674.30 0.20
0.00 _0.00 6,566,00 0.02
0.00 0.00 6,566.00 0.02
0.00 0.00 959,527.00 4.23
0.00 0.00 73,689.00 0.32
0.00 0.00 1,033,216.00 4.56
0,00 0.00 38,038.80 0,16
0.00 0.00 38,038.80 0.16
0.00 0.00 21,323,495.40 94.21
0.00 0.00 1,309,001.46 5.78
0.00 0.00 1,309,001.46 5.78
0.00 0.00 1,309,001.46 578
b 0.00 0.00 § 22,632,496.86 160,00
EWC000015



L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 3 1,2012

INCOME
Income from Operations
Residuals
Resid-"Once Upon A Time In Mexico®
Resid-"Charlie and the Chocolate F
Resid-"Corpse Bride"
Resid-"Sweeney Todd®
Resid-"Imaginarium of Dr. Pamassu
Resid-"I Love You Man®
Resid-"Rum Diary” |
Resid-"Dark Shadows"
Total Residuals
Profit Participation _
Profit Part:="Charlie & the Chocola
Profit Part-"From Hell"
Total Profit Participation
Reimbursed Expenses
Shadowdark Productions LTD
Total Reimbursed Expenses

" Total Income from Operatlons

Total Income

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio .
to curr toytd
income income

0.93 100.00 1,721.26 0.15
0.00 0.00 8,783.57 0.79
0.00 0.00 1,968.57 0.17
0.00 0.00 12,923.98 116
0.00 0.00 196.42 0.01
0.00 0.00 1.7 0.08
0.00 0.00 8,085.59 ©0.72
0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00
0.93 100.00 33,681.13 3,03
0.00 0.00 714,126.00 64.29
0.00 0.00 - 61,705.00 5.55
0.00 ‘000 775,831.00 69.84
0.00 0.00 301,240.14 27.12
0.00 0.00 301,240.14 27.12
0.93 100,00 1,110,752.27 100,00
5 0.93 100,00 1,110,752.27 100.00
EWC000016

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0016




Fees

INCOME

Income from Operations

Fees-Into the Woods

Fecs-Mortdecai (UK)

Fee-UK Tax (Martdecal)

Fees-UK Tax (Into The Woods)

Total Fees

Residuals

Resid-"Once Upon A Time In Mexico"
* Resid-"Charlie and the Chocolate F

Resid-"Sweeney Todd"

Resid-"Imaginariom of Dr. ‘Parnassu

Resid-"Rum Djary"

Resid-"Dark Shadows"

Total Residuals

Royalties

Royalties - Sweeney Todd Musie

Total Royalties

Profit Participation

Profit Part-"Charlie & the Chocola

Profit Part~"From Hell"

Total Profit Participation

Total Income from Operations

Per Diem

Income from Investments

Per Diem-Into the Woods

Total Per Diem

Total Income from Investments

Total Income

"‘CONFIDENTIAL

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0017

L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC.

Income Statement
FOR THE. TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2013

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to curr to ytd
income income
0,00 0.00 1,000,000.00 7.51
4,259,062.50 05,63 11,358,450.00 85.39
124,298 43 2,79 124,293.43 0.93
56,780,33 127 56,780,33 0.42
4,440,141.26 99.70 12,539,528.76 94.27
540.94 0.01 2,024,79 0.01
2,531.77 0.05 12,146.41 0.09
633.91 0.01 4,907.85 0.03
63.50 0,00 248.78 0.00
165.60 0.00 9,679.21 0.07
9,252.66 0.20 63,904.31 0.48
13,188.38 0,29 92,911.35 0.69
0.00 0.00 2,567.00 0.01
0.00 0.00 2,567.00 0,01
0.00 0.00 590,607.00 4.44
0.00 0.00 71,739.00 - 0.53
0.00 0,00 662,346.00 4.97
4,453,329,64 100,00 13,297353.11 99.96
0,00 0,00 4,054.76 .03
0.00 0.00 4,054.76 0.03
0.00 0,00 4,054.76 0.03
4,453329.64 100.00 5 13,301,407.87 100,00
EWCO000017



L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31,2014

Fees

INCOME

Income from Operations
Fees-Mortdecai (UK)

Fee-Londan Fields

Fee - Alice It

Total Fees

Residuals

Resid-"Once Upon A Time In Mexico”
Resid-"Charlie and the Chocolate F
Resid-"Sweeney Todd"
Resid-"Tmaginarium of Dr. Parnassu
Resid-"Rum Dijary”

Resid-"Dark Shadows"

Total Residuals -

Royalties

Royalties - Sweeney Todd Music
Total Royalties '
Profit Participation

Profit Pant-"Chatlic & the Chocola
Profit Part-"From Hell"

Tatal Profit Participation
Reimbursed Expenses N
Shadowdark Productions LTD
Reimb Exp-Moridecai

Reimb Exp - London Figlds

Total Reimbursed Expenses

Total Income from Operations

Income from Investments

Per Diem

Per Deim - Allice I

Total Per Diem

Total Income from nvestments

Total Income

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio

to curr to ytd

income income
0.00 0.00 760,00 0.00
0.00 0.00 4,112.46 0.03
0.00 0,00 12,000,000.00 90.63
0,00 0.00 12,004,872.46 50.66
0.00 0.00 799.67 0.00
0.00 0.00 5,125.45 0.03
0.00 0.00 2,125.33. 0.01
0,00 0.00 78.44 0.00
0.00 0.00 818.18 0.00
(.00 0.00 8,139.87 0.06
0.00 000 17,()_86794 0.12
0.00 0.00 1,701.00 0.01
0.00 0.00 1,701.00 0.01
0.00 0.00 757,558.00 5.72
0.00 0,00 34,817.00 0.26
0.00 0.00 792,375.00 5.98
0.00 0.00 99,464.22 0.75
0.00- 0.00 307,269.00 232
0.00 0.00 700.62 0.00
0.00 0.06 _ 407,433.84 3.07
0.00 0,00 13,223,469.24 99.87
0.00 0.00 16,934.40 0.12
0.00 0.00 16,934.40 0.12
0.00 0.00 16,934.40 0.12
5 0.00 0.00 8 13,240,403,64 100.00

EWC000018

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0018



L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC,

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31,2015

INCOME
Income from Operations

Fees

Fee - Pirates 5

Total Fees

Residuals

Resid-"Once Upon A Time In Mexico"
Resid-"Charlie and the Chocolate F
Resid-"Sweency Todd"
Resid-"Imaginarium of Dr. Parnassu
Resid-"Rum Diary"

Resid-"Dark Shadows"

Total Residuals

Royalties

Royelties - Sweeney Todd Music
Totel Royalties

Profit Participation .

Profit Part-"Charlie & the Chocola
Profit Part-"From Hell"

Profit Part Sale - Content Partner
Total Profit Participation
Reimbursed Expenses

Relmb Exp - Pirates 5

Reimb Exp - Into the Woods

Total Reimbursed Expenses

Tatal Income from Qperations

Total Income

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
ta curr to ytd

income income
0.00 000 - 24,986,410.00 88.68
0.00 0.00 24,986,410.00 88.68
202,01 9.51 1,216.04 0.00
0.00 0.00 10,257.13 0.03
1,903.94 89.69 5,690.69 - 0.02
16.66 0.78 95.62 0.00
0.00 0.00 2,531.06 0.00
0.00 0.00 17,047.12 0.06
2,122561 100.00 36,837.66 0.13
0.00 0.00 1,400.86 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,400 86 0.00
0.00 0.00 717,528.00 2.54
0.00 0.00 62,198.00 022
0.00 0.00 1,923,088.33 6.82
0.00 . 0,00 2,702,814.33 9.39
0.00 0.00 349,800.70 1.24
0.00 0.00 96,000.00 0.34
(.00 * 000 445,800.70 1.58
2,122.61 100,00 28,173,263.55 100.00
$ 2,122.61 10000 § 28,173,263.55 100,00
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12:23 PM L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC.
0401120 Profit & Loss
Cash Basls . January through December 2016
Jan -Dec 16
Ordinary Income/Expanso
Incoms
ALICE 300.00
BOSWELL / FANTASTIC BEAST 2 2,000,000.00
FROM HELL 68,735.00
PIRATES OF THE CARIBEEAN § 10,255.50
Per Dlem 1,000.00
INTO THE WOODS 0.00
Relmbursed Expenses
Relm. Exp-Plrates & 700.00
Total Relmbursed Expenses 700.00
Reslduals ' .
Charlie & the Chocolate Factory 11,253.64
Dark Shadows 10,088.72
Imaglnarium of Dr. Pamassu 62.20
Once Upon a Time In Mexlco 704.81
Rum Diaries 273.98
Sweeney Todd 5,357.74
Total Residuals 27,741.07
Total Income 2,088,731.57
Gross Profit 2,098,731.57

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0020
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CONFIDENTIAL

Total Income

Gross Profit .

T ke : N - ) '
12:24 P . L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC.
0401120 Profit & Loss
Cash Basls , January through December 2018
Jan.Dac 18
OrdlInary Income/Expense
Income
BOSWELL / FANTASTIC BEAST 2 500,000.00
HAINAN FILM FESTIVAL §00,000.00
Profit Participation .
Dark Shadows 384,775.00
From Hell 7435200
Total Profit Participation 468,137.00
Relmbursed Expenses
Relm, Exp-BOSWELL 244,853.14
Relm, Exp-Murder on the Orlant 166,000.G0
Tolal Refmbursed Exponses 410,653.14
' Reslduals
Charlis & the Chocolate Factory 10,846.72-
Dark Shadows " 8,089.75
Fantastic Beast And Where To 23,464.21
Imaginarium of Dr. Pamassu 24,35
Murder on the Orient Express 18,777.25
Once Upon a Tima In Mexico . ©65.03
Pirates 5 Dead 11.505.60
Rum Dlarles 76.40
Sweeney Todd 3,982.46
Total Residuals 75,741.77
Royaltles
Sweansy Todd Muslc 2,331.20
Total Royaltles 2,331.20
WAITING FOR THE BARBARIANS 500,000.00

2,457,863.11

2,457,863.11

PLAINTIFF'S TRIAL EXHIBIT 0227_0021
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L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS, INC,

09108720 Profit & Loss '
Cash Basis January through December 2019
. Jan - Dec 19 Jan - Dec 18 $ Change
Ordinary Income/Expanse
Income
BOSWELL/FANTASTIC BEAST 2 )
MERCHANDISE 980.00 0.00 £80.00
Total BOSWELL/FANTASTIC BEAST 2 980.00 0.00 9380.00
BOSWELL / FANTASTIC BEAST 2 0,00 §00,000,00 -500,000.00
HAINAN FiLM FESTIVAL 11.142.38 £00,000,00 -488,857.62
RMINAMATA 1,000,000.00 0.00 1.000,000.00
MURDER ON THE QRIENT EXPRESS 204,939.00 0.00 204,939.00
Prafit Participation )
Dark Shadows 517,476.00 394,775.00 122,705.00
From Hell 33,129.00 74,362.00 =41,233.00
Sweeney Todd 1,772.23 000 __lmna
Total Profit Participation 552,377.23 469,137.00 83,240.23
INTO.THE WOODS T 847,131.00 0.00 847,131.00
Relmbursed Expanses
Relm. Exp-BOSWELL ' 0.00 244,653.14 -244,653.14
Relm. Exp-Murder en the Orlent 0.00 166,000.00 -166,000.00
Total Relmbursed Expenses 0.00° 410,653.14 -410,653.14
Reslduals
Chariie & the Chocolate Factory 13,216.43 10,848.72 2,370,114
Dark Shadows 5,243,29 6,088.75 -846.46
Fantast!c The Crimes 22,782.63 0.00 2279263
Fantastlc Beast And Where To 22,850.40 23,464,214 -613.81
Imaglnarium of Dr. Parnassu 93.98 24.35 69.63
Murder on the Qriant Express 31,331.76 18,777.25 12,654.51
Once Upeon a Time In Mexlco 1,041.64 965.03 76.61
Pirates 5 Dead 5,497.45 11,505.60 -6,008.15
Rum Dlaries 72.26 ‘76.40 -4.14
Sweeney Todd 4,305.86 3,992.46 313.40
Total Reslduals 106,446.10 574177 +30,704.33
Royaltles )
Sweeney Todd Muslc __3qerTe e 3331_20 . 145650
Total Royaities 3,787.70 2,331.20 1,456.50
WAITING FOR THE BARBARIANS 0.00 500,000.00 -500,000.00
Total Income . BT25.80341 .. 245788311 - 268,84030
Gross Profit 2,726,803.41 2.457,863.11 268,940.30

CONFIDENTIAL
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L.R.D. PRODUCTIONS,; INC.
08102120 Profit & Loss
Cash Basis January through August 2020
. ’ Jan - Aug 20 '
Crdinary Income/Expense o
income . .
BOSWELUFANTASTIC BEAST 3 €,203,740.00
FROM HELL 31,220.00
MURDER ON THE ORIENT EXPRESS §18,068.00
Proflt Particlpation
Dark Shadows 239,088.80
Tofal Profit Particlpation 239,088.80
INTO THE WOODS 377,402.00
Residualg
Charlls & the Chocolate Factory 3,762.31
Dark Shadows 1,188.19
Fentastic The Crimes 22,549.67
Fantastlc Beast And Whare To §,624.51
Imaginarium of Dr. Parnaasii 87.38 "
Murder on the Orieat Express 3.355.06
Once Upon a Time In Mexlco £635.79
Pirates § Dead 3,508.42
Richard Says Goodbye-The Profes 9,762.16
. Rum Dlarlas 45.26
Eweeney Todd 2,098.02
Tatal Reslduals 52,614.78
Total Income 7.422,133,58
Gross Profit 7.422,133.58
CONFIDENTIAL EWC000023
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SCARAMANGA BROS., INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2009

INCOME
Income from Operations
"CHEAP AS DIRT"
Jigsaw Prod "Gonzo"
Fees-"Pirates 4" On Stranger Tide
Resid - Late Show W/ Letterman
Resid -"Edward Scissorhands"
Resid-"Fear & Loathing"
Resid-"Cry Baby"
Resid -"Benny & Joon"
Resid-"Blow"
Resid -"Nick of Time"
Resid -"Gilbert Grape”
Resid -"Pirates of the Caribbean"”
Resid - "Dead Man™
Resid -"Secret Window"
Resid -*Donnie Brasco”
Resid - "Ed Wood"
Resid- "King of the Hill"
Resid - "Chocolat™
Resid - "Arizona Dream”
Resid - "Gonzo"
Royalties - BMI'
Profit Part-"Sleepy Hollow"
Profit Part-"Fear & Loathing"
Reimb Exp- NBC Universal
Reimb Exp- Disney Worldwide
Reimb Exp- Bandersnatch Prod-"Ali
Reimb Exp- Paramount "Cheap As Di
Reimb Exp- Rum Diary Productions
Total Income from Operations

Income from Investments
State Refunds-Wisconsin
Miscellaneous Income

Total Income from Investments

TOTAL INCOME

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
fo curr to ytd
income income
0.00 0,00 7,500,000.00 32.55
0.00 0,00 759.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 15,000,000.00 65.10
0.00 0.00 940.41 0.00
0.00 0.00 2,319.18 0.01
0.00 0.00 7.066.35 0.03
0.00 0.00 744.43 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,183.20 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,709.08 0.00
0.00 0.00 817.21 .00
0.00 0.00 178.72 0.00
0.00 0.00 14,434.05 0.06
0.00 0.00 7,097.15 0.03
0.00 0,00 2,786.55 0.01
0.00. 0.00 4,291.80 0.0i
0.00 0.00 10,559:00 0.04
0.00 0.00 86.48 0.00
0.00 0.00 834.90 0.00
0.00 0.00 1622 0.00
0.00 0.00 11,650.21 0.05
0.00 .00 873.82 0.00
0,00 0.00 55,306.00 0.24
0.00 0.00 99,758.00 0.43
0.00 0.00 4,250.00 0.01
0,00 0.00 71,807.20 0.31
0.00 0.00 132,017.60 0.57
0.00 0.00 73,577.86 0.31
0.00 0.00 32,766.72 0.14
0.00 0.00 23,037,831.14 99,99
0.00 0.00 104.75 0.00
0.00 0.00 401.19 0.00
0.00 0,00 565.94 0.00
0.00 0.00 5 23,038,337.08 100,00
EWC000024
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SCARAMANGA BROS,, INC.

Income Statement
FOR. THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2010

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TQO-DATE ratio
to curr to ytd
income income

Fees

INCOME
Income from Operations
Fees-"Pirates 4" On Stranget Tides 815,401.25 11.40 17,938,423.25 34.89
Fees-"The Tourist” : 0,00 0.00 6,000,000.00 11.67
Fees-"Alice in Wonderland" 0.00 0,00 1,542,600.00 3.00
Fees-"When You're Strange” Voiceov 0.00 0.00 75,000.00 0.14
Total Fees 815,401.25 11.40 25,556,023.25 49.70
Residuals
Resid - Late Show W/ Letterman 494.00 0.00 28930 0.00
Resid ~"Edward Scissorhands” 0.00 0.00 3,873.00 0.00
Resid-"Fear & Loathing” 0.00 0.00 2,698.60 0,00
Resid-"Cry Baby" 0.00 6.00 1,27597 0.00
Resid -"Benny & Joon™ 0.00 0.00 1,853.49 0.00
Resid-"Blow" 0.00 0.00 2,47341 0.00
Resid -"Nick of Time" 0.00 0.00 1,670.95 0.00
Resid -"Gilbert Grape" 0.00 0.00 081.44 0.00
Resid -"Pirates of the Caribbean" 0.00 0.00 17,857.20 0.03
Resid - "Dead Man" 117.92 0.00 4,019.93 0.00
Resid -"Secret Window" 0.00 0.00 13,314.15 0.02
Resid -"Donnie Brasco” 0.00 0.00 1,244.85 0.00
Resid - "Ed Wood" 0.00 0.00 55533 0.00
Resid- "King of the Hill" 8.56 0.00 147.07 0.00
Resid - "Gonzo® 0.00 0.00 1,566.13 0.00
Resid - °I Love You Man" 0.00 0.00 1,278.97 0.00
Resid - “Freddy's Dead Final Night 0.00 0.00 6,945.70 0.01
Resid - "Don Juan Demarco™ 0.00 000 1,157.68 0.00
Resid - "Public Enemies” 0.00 0.00 15,701.42 0.03
Resid - "The Astrounauts Wife" 0.00 0.00 766.81 0.00
Resid - "Alice In Wonderland” 0.00 0.00 255.16 0.00
Total Residuals 62048 0.00 $0,526.56 0.15
Royalties
Royalties - BMI 0.00 0.00 2,414.83 0.00
Total Royalties 0.00 0.00 2,414.83 0.00
Profit Participation
Profit Part-"Sleepy Hollow" 0.00 0.00 41,231.00 0.08
Profit Part-"Fear & Loathing" 0.060 0.00 40,567.00 0.07
Profit Part-"Donnie Brasco” 0.00 0.00 250,000.00 0.48
Profit Part - "Pirates 1"

Pirates of the Carribbean 0.00 0.00 625,830.00 121
Profit Part - "Ninth Gatc" 0.00 0.00 92,435.72 0.17
Profit Part - "Alice" 0.00 0.00 17,213,981.00 33.48

CONFIDENTIAL EWC000025
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SCARAMANGA BROS., INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2010

Profit Part-"Public Enemies”

Profit Part - Ed Wood

Profit Part - "Pirates 2 & 3°

Tota! Profit Participation
Reimbursed Expenses

Reimb Exp- Bandersnatch Prod-"Alic
Reimb Exp- Rum Diary Productions
Total Reimbursed Expenses

Total Income from Operations

Per Diems

Income from Investments

Per Diem - "P4"

Total Per Diems

Total Income from Investments

TOTAL INCOME

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH atio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to curr to ytd
income income
3,301,350.00 46,19 4,230,803.00 8.22
0.60 0.00 8,211.00 0.01
3,026,372.00 4234 3,199,064.00 6.22
6,327,722.00 88.54 25,702,122.72 49.99
0.00 0.00 8,576.00 0.01
0.00 0.00 1,54530 0.00
0,00 0.00 10,121.30 0.01
7,143,743.73 99.96 51,351,208.66 _99.83
2,780.75 0.03 61,580.75 0.11
2,780.75 0.03 61,580.75 0.11
2,780.75 0.03 61,580.75 0.11
7.146,524.48 100.00 § 51,412,789.41 100.00
EWCO000026
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SCARAMANGA BROS,, INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMRBER 31, 2011

Fees

INCOME

Income from Operations
Fees-"Pirates 4" On Stranger Tides
Fees - Clip Use/Misc -Pirates 4
Fees- Commercial Tie-In-Pirates 4
Fees- P4 Foreign Clips/Commercials
Fees- "Life"” Voice-Over

Fees- "21 Jump Street” The Movie
Fees- "Jack & Jill”

Tota! Fees

Residuals

Resid - Late Show W/ Letterman
Resid -"Edward Scissothands”
Resid-"Fear & Loathing”
Resid-"Cry Baby"

Resid -"Benny & Joon"
Resid-"Blow™

Resid -"Nick of Time"

Resid -"Gilbert Grape”

Resid -"Pirates of the Caribbean"
Resid - "Dead Man”

Resid -"Secret Window"

Resid -"Donnie Brasco"

Resid - "Arizona Dream”

Resid - "Gonzo"

Resid - "I Love You Man"

Resid - "Freddy's Dead Final Night
Resid - "Don Juan Demarco”

Resid - "Public Enemies”

Resid - "The Astrounauts Wife"
Resid - "Alice In Wonderland"
Resid -"A Nightmare on Elm Street”
Resid - Pirates 3 "At Worlds End"
Resid-"Buried Secret of M. Night S
Resid -"King of the Hill"

Resid -"The Tourist”

Resid - "Rango”

Resid - Pirates 2 "Dead Man's Ches
Total Residuals

Royalties

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio

to curr toytd

income income
0.00 0.00 11,758.00 0.02
0.00 0,00 8,465.62 0.01
0.00 0.00 650.00 0.00
0.00 0.09 1,954.26 0.00
0.00 0.00 25,600.00 0.05
0.00 0.00 10,000.00 0.02
0.00 0.00 10,303.38 0.02
0.00 0.00 68,131.26 0.15
0.00 0.00 1,603.28 0.00
0.00 0.00 2,708.57 0.00
550.21 0.00 3,663.30 0.00
0.00 0.00 81434 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,708.09 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,283.85 0.00
0.00 0.00 608.08 0.00
0.00 0.00 605,08 0.00
0.00 0,00 3,92441 0,00
0.00 0,00 2594 0.00
0.00 0.00 2,743.80 0.00
0.00 0.00 700.80 0.00
0.00 0.00 220.53 0.00
0.00 0.00 209.01 0.00
0.00 0.00 33274 0.00
0.00 0.00 6745 0.00
0.00 0.00 190.02 0.00
0.00 0.00 14,398.93 0.03
0.00 0.00 381.58 0.00
0.00 0.00 103,925.12 0.24
0.0 0.00 3,125.71 0.00
Q.00 0.00 4,519.80 0.01
0.00 0.00 1.51 0.00
0.00 0.00 98.52 0.00
0.00 0.00 21,299.40 0.04
292.29 0.00 29229 0.00
0.00 0.00 4,161.72 0.00
B42.50 0.01 173,613.87 0.40
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Income Statement

SCARAMANGA BROS.,, INC.

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2011

Royalties - BMI

Total Royalties

Profit Participation

Profit Part-"Sleepy Hollow"
Profit Part - "Pirates 1"

Pirates of the Carribbean

Profit Part - "Ninth Gate”

Profit Part - "Alice”

Profit Part-"Public Enemies"
Profit Part - Ed Wood

Profit Part - "Pirates 2 & 3"
Profit Part - "Blow"

Total Profit Participation
Reimbursed Expenses

Reimb Exp- Disney Worldwide
Reimb Exp-"Rango”

Reimb Exp- 21 Jumpstreet Prods
Reimb Exp- Pirates 4 (P4)

Total Reimbursed Expenses
Total Income from Operations

Income from Investments

Refunds

California Tax Refund

Total Refunds

Per Diems

Per Diem- "21 Jump Street” The Mov
Total Per Diems

Total Income from Investments

TOTAL INCOME

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to etirr to ytd

income income
0.00 0.00 01935 0.00
0.00 0.00 91935 0.00
0.00 0.00 63,908.00 0.14
(.00 0.00 594,867.00 1.33
0.00 0.00 27,259.37 0.06
1,444,444.00 2526 28,194,317.00 65.52
894,081.00 15.63 2,304,634.00 5.35
0.00 0.00 7,668.00 0.01
3,337,002,00 58.35 9,780,282.00 2272
41,654.00 0.72 419,671.00 0.97
5,717,181.00 99.98 41,392,606.37 96.19
0.00 0.00 $84,120.74 2.05
0.00 0.50 126,000.00 0.29
0.00 0.00 27,416.40 0.06
0.00 (.00 354,988.75 0.82
0.00 0.00 1,392,525.89 3.23
5,718,023.50 100,00 43,027,796.74 99.99
0.00 0.00 1,495.67 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,495.67 0.00
0.00 0.00 300.00 0,00
0.00 0.00 300.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,795.67 0.00
$ 5,718,023.50 100.00 § 43,029,592.41 100.00
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SCARAMANGA BROS.,, INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2012

Fees

INCOME

Income from Operations
Fees-“When You're Strange™ Voiceov
Fees - Clip Use/Misc -Pirates 4
Fees - Nike Athletic Apparel~-Comme
Fees - Family Guy

Fees - The Lone Ranger

Fees - Talk Shows

Fees - Theme Park "Pirates Legend"
Total Fees

Residuals

Resid - Late Show. W/ Letterman
Resid -"Edward Scissothands”
Resid-"Fear & Loathing"
Resid-"Cry Baby"

Resid -"Benny & Joon"

Resid -"Nick of Time"

Resid -"Gilbert Grape”"

Resid -"Pirates of the Caribbean”
Resid - "Dead Man"

Resid -"Secret Window”

Resid -"Donnie Brasco"

Resid - "Gonzo"

Resid - "I Love You Man"

Resid - "Freddy's Dead Final Night
Resid - "Don Juan Demarco”

Resid - "Public Enemies"

Resid - "Alice In Wonderland"
Resid -"A Nightmare on Elm Street”
Resid - Pirates 3 “At Worlds End"
Resid -"King of the Hill"

Resid -"The Tourist"

Resid - "Rango”

Resid - Misc SAG

Resid - Pirates 2 "Dead Man's Ches
Resid - Pirates 4 "On Stranger Tid
Resid - Jack and Jill

Resid - 21 Jump Street

Total Residuals

Royalties

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
: tocurr to ytd
income income
0.00 0.00 15,000.00 0.03
0.00 0.00 9,054.10 0.01
0,00 0.00 100,000.00 0.20
0.00 0.00 908.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 21,000,000.00 43.22
0.00 0.00 1,008.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 150,000.00 0.30
0.00 0.00 21,275,970.10 43.79
0.00 0.00 499.75 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,816.14 0.00
0.00 D.00 1,294.14 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,090.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,171.23 0.00
0,00 0.00 1,246.14 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,007.39 0.00
0.00 0.00 8,963.28 0.01
101.21 0.00 460.73 0.00
0.00 0.00 5,377.50 0401
0.00 0.00 1,774.65 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,970.78 0.00
0.00 0.00 32097 0,00
0.00 0.00 173.13 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,348.06 0.00
0.00 0.00 7.816.90 0,01
0.00 0.00 27,416.78 0.05
0.00 0.00 1,431.09 0.00
0.00 0.00 4,10537 0.00
0.00 0.00 76.07 0.00
0.00 .00 48,774.15 0.10
0,00 0.00 80,661.75 0.16
0.00 .00 385.74 0.00
0.00 0.00 11,102.69 0.02
0.00 0.00 6,239.20 0.01
0.00 0.00 2,172.97 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,343.12 0.00
101.21 0.00 220,039.72 0.45
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SCARAMANGA BROS,, INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2012

Royalties - BM1

Total Royalties

Profit Participation

Profit Part-"Sleepy Hollow"
Profit Part-"Fear & Loathing”
Profit Part - "Pirates 1*
Pirates of the Carribbean
Profit Part - "Ninth Gate"
Profit Part - "Alice”

Profit Part-"Public Encmies”
Profit Part - Ed Wood

Profit Part - "Pirates 2 & 3"
Profit Part - "Blow™

Profit Part - "P4" Merch
Profit Part - "P4"

Total Profit Participation
Reimbursed Expenses
Reimb Exp- Pirates 4 (P4)
Reimb Exp - Lone Ranger
Total Reimbursed Expenses
Total Income from Operations

Income from Investments
Miscellaneous Income
Miscellaneous Income
Fees - UK Tax Disney
Total Miscellaneous Income
Per Diems
Per Diems - The Lone Ranger
Per Diems - Non Tax NM The Lone Ra
Total Per Diems
Total Income from Investments

TOTAL INCOME
Auto Expenses

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio

to curr to ytd

income income
0.00 0.00 341.10 0.00
0.00 0.00 341.10 0,00
0.00 0.00 79,527.00 0.16
0.00 0,00 58,990.00 0.20
0.00 0.00 1,384,266.00 2.84
0,00 0.00 28,311.63 0.05
1,556,895.00 86.24 6,050,788.00 1245
0.00 0.00 1,879,499.00 3.86
0.00 0.00 9,227,00 0.01
0.00 0.00 2,753,304.00 5.66
0.00 0.00 26,075.00 0.05
0.00 0.00 301,719.00 0.62
0.00 0.00 12,681,820.00 26.10
1,556,895.00 86.24 25,293,526.63 52.06
0.09 .00 72,958.00 0.15
20,952.42 116 0983.419.28 2.02
20,952.,42 1.16 1,056,377.28 2.17
1,577.948.63 8§7.41 47,846,254.83 98.48
815.65 0,04 815.65 0.00
226,385.00 12.54 675,382.30 1.39
227,200.65 12.58 676,197.95 1.39
0.00 .00 52,760.00 0.10
0.00 0.00 8,600.00 0.01
0.00 0.00 61,360.00 0.12
227,200.65 12.58 737,557.95 1.51
s 1,805,149.28 100.00 § 48,583,812.78 140.00
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SCARAMANGA BROS.,, INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2013

Fees

INCOME

Income from Operations

Fees - Clip Use/Misc -Pirates 4
Fees - The Lone Ranger

Fees - Talk Shows
Fees-Transcendence
Fees-Commerical Tie-In Loan Ranger
Total Fees

Residuals

Resid - Late Show W/ Letterman
Resid -"Edward Scissothands”
Resid-"Fear & Loathing"
Resid-"Cry Baby"

Resid -"Benny & Joon"

Resid -"Nick of Time"

Resid -"Gilbert Grape"

Resid -"Pirates of the Caribbean”
Resid - "Dead Man"

Resid -"Secret Window"

Resid -"Donnie Brasco"

Resid - "Arizona Dream"

Resid - "Gonzo™

Resid - "I Love You Man"

Resid - "Freddy's Dead Final Night
Resid - "Don Juan Demarco”
Resid - "Public Enemics”

Resid - "Alice In Wonderland®
Resid -"A Nightmare on Elm Street"
Resid - Pirates 3 "At Worlds End"
Resid -"King of the Hill"

Resid -"The Tourist"

Resid - "Rango”

Resid -"Family Guy"

Resid - Misc SAG

Resid - Pirates 2 "Dead Man's Ches
Resid - Pirates 4 "On Stranger Tid
Resid - Jack and Jill

Resid - 21 Jump Street

Resid - ‘The Libertine

Resid-Ellen

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to curr to ytd

income income
0.00 0.00 65142 0.00
0.00 0.00 (3,645,268.00) -12.12
0.00 0.00 2,570.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 20,000,000.00 66.51
0,00 0.00 20,119.64 0.06
0.00 0.00 16,378,073.06 54,46
0.00 0.00 1,12280 0.00
0.00 0.00 2,208.27 0.00
313.56 0.03 2,593.95 0.00
0.00 0.00 729,19 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,064.29 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,407.07 0.00
0.00 0.00 506.12 0.00
0.00 0.00 2,586.16 0.00
278.83 0.02 563.86 0.00
1,552.50 0.16 6,80832 0.02
469.65 0.04 2,100.20 0.00
0.00 0.00 13.02 0.00
80.85 0.00 381.77 0.00
0.00 0.00 121.77 0.00
111.50 0.01 33081 0.00
457.54 0.04 2,405.57 0.00
0.00 0.00 3,378.92 0.01
0.00 0.00 26,214.36 0,08
316.09 0.03 2,541.97 0.00
0.00 0.00 2,22347 0.00
10.43 0.00 145.53 0.00
18,381.90 1.90 30,164.10 0.10
0.00 0.00 25,599.02 0.08
965.76 0.09 1,874.61 0,00
74.10 0.00 74.10 0.00
0.00 0.00 3,232.56 0.01
0.00 0.00 5,444.83 0.01
930.72 0.09 5,79837 0.01
1,845.88 0.19 9,67035 0.03
0.60 0.00 13,786.14 0.06
0.00 0.00 428.94 0.00
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SCARAMANGA BROS., INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2013

Resid-Jimmy Kimmel

Total Residuals

Royaltjes

Royalties - BMI
Royalties-SoundExchange
Royalties-NY Times

*This Land Was His Land"
Total Royalties

Profit Participaticn

Profit Part-"Sleepy Hollow"
Profit Part - "Ninth Gate”
Profit Part - "Alice”

Profit Part-"Public Enemijes”
Profit Part - Ed Wood

Profit Part - "Pirates 2 & 3"
Profit Part - "Blow”

Profit Part - "P4"

Profit Part - The Tourist
Total Profit Participation
Reimbursed Expenses
Reimb Exp- Disney Worldwide
Reimb Exp-Transcendence
Total Reimbursed Expenses
Total Income from Qperations

Income from Investments
Miscellaneous Income

Feés - UK Tax Disney

Total Miscellaneous Income
Total Income from Investments

TOTAL INCOME

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to curr to ytd
income income

0.00 0.00 385.50 0.00
25,789.31 2.66 160,910.94 0.53
0.00 0.00 1,367.51 0.00

0.00 0.00 2,084.59 0.00

0.00 0.00 996.28 0.00

0.00 0.00 4.448.38 0.01

0.00 0.00 49,758.00 0.16

0.00 0.00 19,594.43 0.06
683,710.00 70.76 6,180,104.00 20.55
0.00 0.00 1,194,522.00 397

0.00 0.00 11,355.70 0.03

0.00 0.00 2,432,229.00 8.08

0.00 0.00 127,260.60 0.42
256,622.00 26.56 2,034,039.00 6.76
0.00 0.00 677,507.00 2.25
940,332.00 97.33 12,727,569.13 4232
0.00 0.00 587.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 479,686.44 1.59

0.00 0.00 480,273.44 1.59
966,121.31 100.00 29,751,274.95 98.94
0.00 0.00 318,664.00 1.05

0.00 0.00 318,664.00 1.05

0.060 0.00 318,664.00 1.05
966,121.31 100.00 § 30,069,938.95 100.00
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SCARAMANGA BROS., INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014

Fees

INCOME

Income from Operations

Fees - Clip Use/Misc -Pirates 4
Fees - Talk Shows
Fees-Mortdecai

Fees-Commerical Tie-In Loan Ranger

Fees-Paul McCartney Session
Fees-Black Mass

Fees - Tusk

Fees - Christian Dior

Total Fees

Residuals

Resid - Late Show W/ Letterman
Resid -"Edward Scissorhands”
Resid-"Fear & Loathing”
Resid-"Cry Baby"

Resid -"Benny & Joon"
Resid-"Blow"

Resid -"Nick of Time"

Resid -"Gilbert Grape”

Resid -"Pirates of the Caribbean"
Resid - "Dead Man™

Resid -"Secret Window"

Resid -"Donnic Brasco"

Resid - "Arizona Dream"

Resid - "Gonzo"

Resid - "I Love You Man"

Resid - "Freddy's Dead Final Night
Resid - "Don Juan Demarco"
Resid - "Public Enemies"

Resid - "The Astrounauts Wife"
Resid - "Alice In Wonderland"
Resid -"A Nightmare on Eim Street”
Resid - Pirates 3 “At Worlds End"
Resid -"King of the Hill”

Resid -"The Tourist®

Resid - "Rango”

Resid -"Family Guy"

Resid - Pirates 2 "Dead Man's Ches
Resid - Pirates 4 "On Stranger Tid
Resid - Jack and Jitl

Resid - 21 Jump Street

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to ctur to yid
income income

1,152.08 0.03 1,192.08 '0.00
0.00 0.00 1,572.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 3,392,500.00 8.05
0.00 " 0,00 2,325.96 0.00
0.00 0.00 357.04 0.00
0.00 0.00 15,000,100.00 35.61
0.00 0.00 3,212.66 0.00

3,000,000.00 99.96 3,000,000.00 7.12
3,001,192.08 100.00 21,401,259.74 50.81
0.00 0.00 297.19 0.00
0.60 0.00 1,976.09 0.00
0.00 0.00 2,472.85 0.00
0.00 0.00 678.19 0.00
0.00 0,00 3,125.53 0.00
0.00 0.00 2,645.44 0.00
0.00 0.00 660.95 0.00
0.00 0.00 593.52 0.00
.00 0.00 3,754.42 0.00
0.00 0.00 89023 0.00
0.00 0.00 3,536.55 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,448.55 0.00
0.00 0.00 443,52 0.00
0.00 0.00 617.2) 0.00
0.00 0.00 111.34 0.00
0.00 0.00 101.92 0.00
0.00 0.00 41525 0.00
0.00 0.00 2,355.04 0.00
0.00 0.00 726.09 0.00
0.00 0.00 21,644.90 0.05
0.00 0.00 17.483.34 0.04
0.00 0.00 1,609.26 0.00
0.00 0.00 139.13 0.00
0.00 0.00 17,099.70 0.04
0.00 0.00 14,565.83 0.03
0.00 0.00 757.91 0.00
0.00 0.00 3,200.65 0.00
0.00 .00 6,820.98 0.01
0.00 0.00 1,366.32 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,291.38 0.00
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SCARAMANGA BROS.,, INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014

Resid-Jimmy Kimme!
Resid-Lone Ranger

Total Residuals

Royalties

Royalties - BMI
Royalties-SoundExchange
Total Royalties

Profit Participation

Prafit Part-"Sleepy Hollow"
Profit Part-"Fear & Loathing”
Profit Part - “Pirates 1"
Pirates of the Carribbean
Profit Part - "Ninth Gate"
Profit Part - "Alice”

Profit Part-"Public Enemies"
Profit Part - Ed Wood

Profit Part - "Pirates 2 & 3"
Profit Part - "Blow"

Profit Part - "P4"

Profit Part - The Tourist

Total Profit Participation
Reimbursed Expenses

Reimb Exp- Rum Diary Productions
Reimb Exp-Transcendence
Reimb Exp-Mortdecai

Reimb Exp - Black Mass
Total Reimbursed Expenses
Totnl Income from Opcrations

Income from Investments

Per Diems

Per Diem - Black Mass

Total Per Diems

Total Income from Investments

TOTAL INCOME

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to curr to ytd
income income
0.00 0.00 426,76 0,00
0.00 (.00 9,385.13 0.02
0.00 0.00 122,641.67 0.29
0.00 0.00 849,34 0.00
0.00 0.00 §558.46 0.00
0.09 0.00 1,407.80 0.00
0.00 0.00 92,055.00 0.21
0,00 0.00 58,029.10 0.13
0.00 0.00 379,191.00 0.90
0.00 0.00 17,203.90 0.04
.00 0.00 3,301,557.00 7.83
0.00 0.00 401,586.00 0.95
0.00 0.00 12,933.00 0.03
0.00 0.00 4,801,254.00 11.40
0.00 0.00 211,255.00 0.50
6.00 0.00 9,482 .428.00 22.50
0.00 0.00 843,755.00 2.00
0.00 0.00 19,601,247.00 46.54
0.00 0.00 348,040.00 0.82
0.00 0.00 169,956.00 0.40
0.00 0.00 49,000.00 0.11
0.00 0.00 389,415.96 0.92
0.00 0.00 956,411.96 227
3,001,192,08 100.00 42,082,968.17 99.93
0.00 0.00 29,200.00 (.06
0.00 0.00 29,200.00 0.06
0.00 0.00 29,200.00 0.06
3,001,192.08 100.00 § 42,112,168.17 100.00
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SCARAMANGA BROS., INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2015

Fees

INCOME

Income from Operations

Fees - Talk Shows

Fees-Paul McCartney Session
Fees-Hosers

Total Fees

Residuals

Resid - Late Show W/ Letterman
Resid -"Edward Scissothands"
Resid-"Fear & Loathing"
Resid-"Cry Baby"

Resid -"Benny & Joon"
Resid-"Blow"

Resid -"Nick of Time"

Resid -"Gilbert Grape"

Resid -"Pirates of the Caribbean®
Resid - "Dead Man”

Resid -"Secret Window"

Resid -"Donnie Brasco™

Resid - "Gonzo™

Resid - "I Love You Man"

Resid - "Freddy's Dead Final Night
Resid - "Don Juan Demarco"”
Resid - "Public Enemies"

Resid - "The Astrounauts Wife"
Resid - "Alice In Wonderland®
Resid -"A Nightmare on Elm Street"
Resid - Pirates 3 "At Worlds End"
Resid -"King of the Hill"

Resid -"The Tourist"

Resid - "Rango"

Resid -"Family Guy"”

Resid - Pirates 2 "Dead Man's Ches
Resid - Pirates 4 "On Stranger Tid
Resid - Jack and Jill

Resid - 21 Jump Street
Resid-Ellen

Resid-Jilnmy Kimmel
Resid-Lone Ranger
Resid-Transcendence

Resid-Tusk

Resid-Mortdecai

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to curr to ytd

income income
0.00 0.00 1,661.25 0.01
0,00 0.00 397.36 0.00
0.00 0,00 4,522.27 0.02
0.00 0.00 6,580.88 0.04
0.00 0.00 104.80 0.00
827.06 15.04 2,639.58 0.0
0.00 0.00 '1,868.07 0.01
0.00 .00 1,060.14 0.00
811.51 14,76 1,951.00 0.01
0.00 0.00 1,646.82 0.01
128.07 2.32 736.34 0.00
42,23 0.76 508.23 0.00
0.00 0.00 4,726.38 0.03
177.00 321 58638 0.00
0.00 0.00 3,227.55 0.02
0.00 0.00 1,674.15 0.01
0.00 0.00 492.78 0.60
27.37 0.49 136.39 0.00
0.00 0.00 167.32 0.00
0.00 0.00 592.62 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,518.81 0.00
0.00 0.00 2,392.40 0.01
0.00 0.00 14,410.12 0.09
0.00 0.00 1,555.19 0.00
0.00 0.00 1,771.98 0.01
8.52 0.15 101.93 0.00
0.00 0.00 6,940.80 0.04
2,948.35 53,63 11,883.93 0.07
0.00 0.00 485.50 0.00
0.00 0.00 2,026.09 0.0
0.00 0.00 3,328.50 0.02
0.00 0.00 1,601.82 0.01
0.00 0,00 3,161.08 0.02
30.76 0.55 368.34 0.00
0.00 0.00 10.43 0.00
0.00 0.00 4,791.08 0,03
0.00 0.00 26,133.29 0.16
0.00 0.00 1,291.78 0.00
0.00 0,00 5,328.14 0.03
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SCARAMANGA BROS.,, INC.

Income Statement

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH(S) ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2015

Resid-Into the Woods

Total Residuals

Royalties

Royalties - BMI
Raoyalties-SoundExchange
Total Royalfies

Profit Participation

Profit Part-"Sleepy Hollow"
Profit Part - "Pirates 1"
Pirates of the Carribbean
Profit Part - "Ninth Gate"
Profit Part - "Alice"

Profit Part-"Public Enemies”
Profit Part - Ed Wood

Profit Part - "Pirates 2 & 3"
Profit Part - "Blow"

Profit Part - "P4"

Profit Part - The Tourist
Proft Part Sale - Content Partners
Total Profit Participation
Reimbursed Expenses
Reimb Exp - Black Mass
Reimb Exp - Hosers

Total Reimbursed Expenses
Total Income from Operations

TOTAL INCOME

CONFIDENTIAL

CURRENT MONTH ratio YEAR-TO-DATE ratio
to curr to ytd
income income
0.00 0.00 2,333.44 0.01
5,000.87 90.97 113,553.20 0,72
0.00 0.00 847.17 0.00
496.28 9.02 1,13029 0.00
496.28 9.02 1,977.46 0.01
0.00 0.00 62,368.00 0.40
0.00 0.00 643,160.85 413
0.00 0.00 23,063.13 0.14
0.00 0.00 2,230,209.00 14.32
0.00 0.00 653,715.00 4.19
0.00 0.00 10,921.00 0.07
0.00 0.00 2,547,810,00 16.36
0.00 0.00 77,054.00 0.49
0.00 0.00 4,659,791.00 29.93
0.00 0,00 459,040.00 2.94
0.00 0.00 3,846,176.67 24.70
0.00 0.00 15,213,308.65 97.72
0.00 0.00 232,513,75 1.49
0.00 0.0 170.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 232,683.75 1.49
5497.15 100,00 15,568,103.94 100.00
5,497.15 100.00 § 15,568,103.94 100.00
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11:23 AM SCARAMANGA BROS,, INC.
04/01/20 Profit & Loss
Cash Basls January through December 2016
Jan - Dec 16
Ordinary IncomefExpense
Incama
INCOME - NON UTA
NINTH GATE 21,456.23
Total INCOME - NON UTA 21,456.23
INTEREST INCOME 773.89
HOLLYWOQQD VAMPIRES . 000
FEES
LABRYNTH 1,000,000.60
GRAMMY AWARDS 852.50
WORLD CF DISNEY (CLIP USE) 3,458.50
ART OF THE DEAL 60,000.00
PARFUMS CHRISTIAN DIOR 3,000,000.00
Total FEES 4,064,312.00
INCOME + 466,70
QOTHER INCOME 5,621.86
PROFIT PARTICIPATION
SHERLOCK GNOMES 37,500.00
ED WOOD - NON UTA 4,308.00
TRYOMN PIC 1 (PIRATES 1) 708,358.00
TRYQON PICS 2 & 3 (PIRATES 2&3) 2,856,629.00
TRYON PIC 4 (ALICE 1) 1,804,232.00
TRYOM PIC 5 (PIRATES 4) 5,146,980.00
TRYON PIC 6 (INTO THE WOODS) 1,073,583.00
"SLEEPY HOLLOW™NCN UTA 67,888.00
Total PROFIT PARTICIPATION 11,700,478.00
RESIDUALS
21 JUMP STREET 1,447.20
A NIGHTMARE ON ELM STREET 3,515.11
ALICE IN WONDERLAND 13,542.48
BLACK MASS 25,110,79
BENNY AND JOON 310.01
BLOW 149,730.44
CRY BABY 433.03
DEAD MAN 260,30
DON JUAN DEMARCO 702.12
DONNIE BRASCO 2,157.15
EDWARD SCISSORHANDS 2,746.79
FAMILY GUY . 488,13
FEAR AND LOATHING - NON UTA 3,402.04
GILBERT GRAPE 31.06
GONZO 262,69
1 LOVE YOU, MAN 77.18
INTO THE WOODS 38,378.87
JACK AND JILL 858.47
KING OF THE HILL 101.11
LONE RANGER 2,556.,95
MORTECAI 23,107.97
NICK OF TIME 416,01
PIRATES OF THE CARIBBEAN 6,434.73
PIRATES 2 ‘DEAD MAN'S CHEST .648.50
PIRATES 3'AT WORLD'S END 151741
PIRATES 4 '‘ON STRANGER TIDES 3,107.53
PUBLIC ENEMIES 1,108.01
RANGO 5,236.34
SECRET WINDOW 3,347.25
THE ASTRONAUT'S WIFE 1,011.69
THE TOURIST 6,596.40
TRANSCENDENCE 795.33
TUSK 1,872.66
WHAT'S EATING GILBERT GRAPE 42349
Page1
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11:23 AM SCARANMANGA BROS., INC.

04101120 Profit & Loss
Cash Basls ) January through December 2016

RESIDUALS - Othar
Total RESIDUALS

ROYALTIES
BMI
SOUNDEXCHANGE
ROYALTIES - Other

Total ROYALTIES
Total Incomo

Grosa Profit

CONFIDENTIAL

Jan-Doc 16

1,085.63

303,370.85

3,136,20
476.23
§16.82

4,22925

16,100,408.78

18,100,408.78
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