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For the Appellant 
J Rich 

Sixth 
JR2 and JR3 

02.03.21 
 

Appeal Ref: A2/2020/2034 

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL (CIVIL DIVISION) 

ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 

QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION 

MEDIA AND COMMUNICATIONS LIST 

 

BETWEEN: 

 JOHN CHRISTOPHER DEPP II Appellant 

 -and-  

 NEWS GROUP NEWSPAPERS LTD (1) 

DAN WOOTTON (2) 

 

Respondents 

________________________________________________________ 

SIXTH WITNESS STATEMENT OF JOELLE RICH 

_________________________________________________________ 

 

I, JOELLE RICH, of Schillings International LLP, 12 Arthur Street, London EC4R 4AB, will 

say as follows: 

 

1. I am a solicitor of the Senior Courts of England and Wales and a partner in the firm of 

Schillings International LLP, solicitors for the Appellant, of the above address.  

 

2. I am the partner with conduct of the Appellant’s appeal and am duly authorised by him 

to make this statement. 

 
3. Save where stated otherwise, the matters in this statement are within my own 

knowledge and are true. Where matters stated are not within my own knowledge, I give 

the source, and those matters are true to the best of my information and belief. 
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4. I make this statement in support of the Appellant’s application for permission to adduce 

fresh evidence in support of his appeal and give that fresh evidence.  

 
5. I ask for permission that this statement and the Third Statement of Mr Edward White 

be admitted. Each responds briefly to matters raised in the statement by Mr Smele 

submitted by the Respondents in response to the application.  

 
6. There is now produced and shown to me a paginated bundle of documents marked JR2 

and JR3 to which I refer to below. 

 

Information from the ACLU 

 
7. At [36 – 38] of my Fifth Witness Statement, I set out the position in relation to the 

subpoenas to the ACLU as things stood at that time according to information from 

Brown Rudnick, the Appellant’s US attorneys. After problems with service, at [46] I 

stated that the ACLU subpoena was served on 22.12.20. 

  

8. At [19] of Mr Smele’s Fourth Witness Statement he states that his understanding is that, 

contrary to my evidence, the Appellant’s US attorneys have “still not served this 

subpoena on the ACLU” and that he had “recently been informed by in-house counsel 

for the ACLU that this subpoena was never properly served on it”. 

 
9. However, I am informed by the Appellant’s US attorneys, that subpoenas on different 

legal entities of the ACLU in addition to one of its lawyers and Executive Directors, 

Mr Benjamin Wizner, have been served per the table below. These subpoenas seek 

documents relating to the broader relationship between the ACLU and Ms Heard and 

the one served on Mr Wizner did not relate to his knowledge of the donations. 

 
Subpoena Issue Date Return Date Status 

ACLU, Inc. 15.12.20 25.01.21 Served on Abdi Soltani 22.12.20; 
no response. (Subpoena referred 
to in para 7 above) 

ACLU Foundation 04.02.21 01.03.21 Served on Abdi Soltani 11.02.21  

Benjamin Wizner 04.02.21 01.03.21 Served 15.02.21  
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10. Mr Soltani is the stated “Agent for Service of Process” listed for the two entities served 

(see page 1 to 2 of JR 2). I am informed by Mr Ben Chew and Ms Camille Vasquez of 

Brown Rudnick that if the ACLU considered that the subpoena issued on 15.12.20 and 

served on 22.12.20 was improperly served, the standard practice is to respond to 

confirm the position or to object to the subpoena on that basis. They further informed 

me that there is a professional responsibility on corporate entities who have in-house 

counsel, as the ACLU does, to at the very least acknowledge a subpoena.  

 

11. It appears from Mr Smele’s statement that the ACLU has been more willing to engage 

with the Respondents on its position.  

 

12. In respect of the subpoena served on Mr Wizner I understand that he has responded 

yesterday, 01.03.21. The matters raised are not related to his knowledge   of the 

donations and the answers given to date do not provide any further information 

regarding the donations. I understand that the ACLU has not otherwise responded to 

the Appellant’s US lawyers to acknowledge and/or object to the remaining subpoenas. 

 

The Appellant’s suspicion of Ms Heard’s dishonesty 

 

13. Mr Smele at [9] relies on text messages sent by the Appellant to his then-agent on 

17.08.16 and to his nurse on 18.08.16 which suggested that he believed that Ms Heard 

was capable of making PR statements asserting that the proceeds from the divorce 

would be donated to charity, without any intention of making those donations. These 

text messages were sent during and after the day of the divorce settlement, and 

following Ms Heard’s PR statement released the following day, which I referred to at 

[11] of my Fifth Witness Statement. The text messages pre-date the start of the 

payments of the proceeds of the divorce from the Appellant to Ms Heard. The Appellant 

could have had no knowledge of whether the donations would in fact be made at that 

stage.  

 

14. The context of the text messages in August 2016 was a very acrimonious separation. 

The Appellant had no good things to say about Ms Heard at this time. She had obtained 

an ex parte temporary restraining order a few months earlier on 27.05.16 and generated 

substantial media attention when doing so. On the same day, her parents had texted the 
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Appellant asserting that the TRO had only been obtained under advice from her lawyers 

in order to retain control over their penthouse where she lived, despite the Appellant 

stating no intention that she should leave. Those text messages were set out at [102-

109] of the Appellant’s Second Witness Statement dated 12.12.19 which is enclosed at 

3 to 40 of JR2.  

 
15. The text messages relied on by the Respondents in August 2016 (and after) provided 

no basis for seeking third party disclosure of any documents relating to the donations 

in these proceedings.  

 

16. Ms Heard continued to make public statements that the proceeds from the divorce had 

been donated in full to the two charities after she had received the full $7 million. On 

18.10.18, for example, Ms Heard provided a televised interview to the Dutch 

broadcaster RTL. A clip from this interview was disclosed in these proceedings on 

10.06.20 and is enclosed as Exhibit JR3. The relevant exchange is as follows: 

 

RTL Interviewer: And actually there were all kinds of accusations flying your 

way when you said all this, and then there was a divorce settlement, you got 

seven million dollars, people were saying this is all about the money, but then 

you did something that twisted that whole argument. What did you do with that 

money? 

 

Ms Heard: Seven million dollars in total was donated to – I split it between the 

ACLU and Children’s Hospital of Los Angeles – 

 

RTL: The ACLU is a human rights organisation – 

 

Ms Heard: Sorry, ACLU is a prominent organisation – non-profit organisation 

- in the United States, it’s called the American Civil Liberties Union and they 

work on behalf of marginalised communities on the ground and on legislative 

reform – 

 

RTL: Right, well more power to you because that’s something that I’ve never 

heard of – 
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  Ms Heard: I wanted nothing.]   

  

17. At [13], Mr Smele refers to the “First Requests for Admission” document dated 

25.11.19.  The Appellant’s US lawyers used this document as an opportunity to request 

an admission to any point of contention or suspicion. They chose to take a “kitchen 

sink” approach to that exercise. The question relating to the donations was one of 157 

questions and based on no more than suspicion. As is apparent from Ms Heard’s 

response at pages 41 to 69 of JR2, she relied on a Virginia State Rule that prohibits a 

party from serving more than 30 requests for admission without leave of the court to 

refuse to respond to questions 31 – 157. Ms Heard’s response and refusal to answer 126 

questions provided the Appellant with no evidence that the true position might be 

different from her publicly-stated one.  

 

18. At [14], Mr Smele also seeks to rely on a line of questioning by the Appellant’s US 

lawyers to Ms Sexton during her deposition on 18.12.19. Mr Smele includes the 

question that was put to Ms Sexton but does not include her reply, which was that she 

would never ask Ms Heard about her finances (page 38 of JS 5, internal page 153).  It 

took the matter no further.   

 
19. The additional disclosure given in these proceedings on 10.06.20 was varied and 

included a number of articles and other material pertaining to Ms Heard’s keenness to 

cultivate a positive public image following her separation from the Appellant which 

was potentially relevant background especially to incident 14. The Appellant had no 

evidence that Ms Heard’s donation statements were false until after the end of the trial.  

 
20. The subpoenas for the charities were issued in May 2020. I accept that had they been 

complied with before Ms Heard was cross-examined, Brown Rudnick would have 

shared them with us and inevitably Leading Counsel would have deployed the 

documents in cross-examination of Ms Heard.   

 
21. Had Ms Heard not taken the extensive steps to delay, quash, oppose and then appeal 

the subpoenas in the US through various applications, it is possible that some of the 

underlying documents might have been obtained prior to her cross-examination in these 
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proceedings. In fact, Ms Heard’s stance in the US Proceedings delayed production of 

the documents for eight months, and Brown Rudnick are still waiting for further 

information from the ACLU. I do not accept, as Mr Smele asserts, that even if the 

subpoenas had been issued earlier, the Appellant would “in all probability” have 

obtained the evidence by trial, still less that to seek an adjournment of the trial was a 

viable option as suggested at [18] and [30]. 

 

STATEMENT OF TRUTH 

I believe that the facts stated in this witness statement are true. I understand that proceedings 

for contempt of court may be brought against anyone who makes, or causes to be made, a 

false statement in a document verified by a statement of truth without an honest belief in its 

truth.  

 

Signed: …… …………………………………... 

 Joelle Rich 

Partner at Schillings International LLP  

Date: 2 March 2021 
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Appeal No. A2/2020/2034 

Claim No. QB-2018-006323 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 

QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION  

MEDIA AND COMMUNICATIONS LIST 

 

BETWEEN: 

JOHN CHRISTOPHER DEPP II 

Claimant / Appellant 

- and - 

 

(1) NEWS GROUP NEWSPAPERS LTD 

(2) DAN WOOTTON 

Defendants / Respondents 

 

 

SIXTH WITNESS STATEMENT OF 

JOELLE RICH 

 

Ref: JA/JR/VA/D0185/001 

 
Schillings International LLP 

12 Arthur Street 
Candlewick 

London 
EC4R 9AB 

 
Tel: 020 7034 9000 
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Appeal Ref: A2/2020/2034 

Claim No. QB-2018-006323 

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL (CIVIL DIVISION) 

ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 

QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION 

MEDIA AND COMMUNICATIONS LIST 

BETWEEN: 

JOHN CHRISTOPHER DEPP II 

Appellant / Claimant 

-and- 

(1) NEWS GROUP NEWSPAPERS LTD 

(2) DAN WOOTTON 

Respondents / Defendants 

 

___________________________________________ 

EXHIBIT JR2 

___________________________________________ 
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[PLACEHOLDER] Exhibit JR3  

Clip from Amber Heard’s interview by Dutch 
broadcaster RTL 
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