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Mr. Dep

p’s Motion to Compel was initially filed on February 12,2021 and was removed

because of reassignment of this case. Then, while the parties were mefatmg and conferring to

update and try

to resolve the outstanding issues, Mr. Depp quickly re-filed the same brief,

i ]
apparently concerned about losing its April 30 slot (which counsel for Ms. Heard made clear would

be respected).

T

the Court ruled

claims and da iages.
supporting her damages, and a 50-page Expert Designation detailing her damages.’

February 12, Ms.

Requests. Ms.

meet and confer

pleading. Att. 1.

explicitly includ

Asis clel

of documents res

requests as not r

ince the filing of the initial Motion to Compe! (which was unchanged in refiling),

on the Demurrer and Plea in Bar to Ms. Heard’s Counterclaim, narrowing the

Ms. Heard has since produced over 1 million 'responsive documents

Also since

Heard has produced multiple sets of additional documents responsive to these

[eard even agreed to provide the bates numbers for her productions as part of a

in Supplemental pleadings and produced those in a 92-page supplemental

Ms. Heard fully intends to adhere to the Court’s duty to supplement, which is

>d in the Scheduling Order entered by this Court on April 22, 2021.

r from the Supplemental responses, Ms. Heard has produced a significant number
ponsive to the Requests, even to many where the Court has previously ruled the

clevant, overbroad or not discoverable for other reasons. Part of the discovery

'In early April, N
“wife beater” and had committed domestic violence against Ms. Heard at least

Mr. Depp was a

Ar. Depp exhausted his appeals in his UK libel proceeding, and the decision that

12 times, causin
pleadings and is

her to fear for her life, became final. As a result, Ms. Heard has filed amended

iequesting leave to amend, set a hearing on recognizing and applying the UK

decision to this case and to stay discovery pending that ruling. Ms. Heard sought counsel for
Mr. Depp’s conscnt to set those motions on April 30 in light of the 51gn1ficance but indicated she

would respect Mi

Compel, setting i

Depp’s right to go first. Att. 2. Mr. Depp immediately reﬁled the Motion to
down for April 30, 2021.

2 Ms. Heard’s expert collected over a million pages of social media documents reflecting the

damages, which
identified in the

ere produced in a hard drive to counsel for Mr. Depp. The expert was
ixpert Disclosures and provided an explanation for the data.
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L

produced in this
addition to the s
For those

most are moot b

case are ALL the exhibits from the UK trial, and Ms. Heard has produced, in

ncial media data, well over 16,000 pages of documents.

> limited number of document requests Ms. Heard has not provided documents,

ccause of the Court’s rulings narrowing the Counterclaims, or were already ruled

upen in earlier discovery motions as irrelevant, overbroad, and unduly burdensome, and based on

Mr. Depp’s cou

nsel’s prior in-court statements, Mr. Depp agrees. Because Mr. Depp did not

update the motion to reflect the many rulings and productions between the two filings, and Ms.

Heard has since

these are fully re

issues, and will|

complied with the request for supplementation with bates numbers it is believed
I

solved. Qut of an abundance of caution, Ms. Heard will try to address general

be prepared to respond to any specifics at the hearing, if the motion is not

withdrawn,
ARGUMENT
Mr. Depp’s Requests Attempt to Circumvent and Re-Litigate this Court’s Prior
Rulings (RFP Nos. 6 — 10, 15, 34, and 36 —42)

Documents “Reflecting the Impact” of Matters on Ms. Heard’s Career: Mr. Depp’s

requests are vague, overbroad, and unduly burdensome as they seek documents “reflecting the

impact” on Ms.

(Request 6), the]

and all” public

settlement donati

Heard’s career from: her relationship with Mr. Depp (Request 5), the Divorce
UK Action (Request 7),* allegations of abuse against Mr. Depp (Request 8), “any
statements of Mr. Depp and Mr. Waldman (Requests 9-10), and the divorce

ons (Request 37). This Court already ruled that seeking documents revealing the

3 The Court repeatedly denied divorce discovery because “enough is enough .We’re not going

to retry that divo

ce in this case” Att. 3, 9/18/20 Tr., at 35:9-13; Att. 4, Tr 12/18/20, at 26:9-10

(“‘we’re not going to relitigate the divorce.”).
4 The Court repeatedly denied UK Action dlscovery, including documents “sufficient to reflect

the impact” of the
vague. Att. S5, at

UK litigation on Mr. Depp’s “reputation and career” bemg overly broad and
30:2-6; Att. 4, at 26:1-3 (denying communications relatmg to the UK Action).

2 L
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“impact” of maf

ters was overly broad, unduly burdensome, and vague on November 20, 2020,

1

Att. 5, Tr. 11/20/20, at 30:2-6. At the same hearing and in written Opposition, Counsel for Mr.
:

Depp agreed that almost identical Requests were “extremely vague,” “highly ambiguous,” and
“not entirely cleg

Depp’s career.”

Charitable Donation Documents:

burdensome, anc\

of discovery, ing
and carcer” arisi

relating to anon;

t
ar” because “[tlhere is no file of documents which...impact litigation on Mr.

Id at 17:21-18:7; Att. 6, at 3-4.

b

Requests 37-42 again seek overbroad, unduly

irrelevant documents that the Court has already ruled were outside of the scope
luding those related to “any and all publicity” and “impact...on your reputation
ng from the divorce and charitable donations (Requests 37-38) communications

ymous charitable donations (Requests 39-41), and the amount of the divorce

settlement donated to charity (Request 42). The Court previously denied nearly identical Requests

seeking charity d
Other Di
previous Reques

involving Mr. D

iscovery based on Mr, Depp’s own allegations and deposition testimony.’
scovery the Court Previously Denied: The Court already denied Mr. Depp’s
ts for communications with anyone relating to “claims of abuse or violence

t

epp” as overbroad. Att. 4, at 26:4-7; Att. 8, No. 43. But Request 36 contains

identical language and again seeks all communications with anyone regarding “allegations of

violence or abus

“Domestic Viole

of documents re

statements made

e.” Likewise, Request 15 seeks communications with anyone relating to the
nce Restraining Order,” Request 34 then seeks a breathtakingly overbroad array
ated to the UK Action, all claims and defenses in this case, and all public

by Mr. Depp or Mr. Waldman. Id. Mr. Depp also seeks all communications

| |
v

3 Mr. Depp never

alleged that Ms. Heard claimed domestic abuse to obtain/money, only to

advance her carecr. Compl., 9 3, 64-68. Mr. Depp also testified that “[nJone of the $7 million

that she was awa
any of that, no.”

rded in the divorce had anything whatsoever to do with any-any of her claims,

Att. 7, 11/10/20 Tr. Depos. Of Depp, at 70:20-71:6, 74:6-;9.

|
|



between Ms. Heard and her partner Bianca Butti regarding “allegations of violence or abuse
against Mr. Depp,” despite the Court previously denying a nearly identical request. Att. 4, at 26:4-

7; Att. 8, Request 42 (“All communications between You and Bianca Butti that refer or relate

to...any claims of abuse or violence involving Mr. Depp”).

II.  Ms. Heard of Refusing to Produce Documents Related to the Op-Ed
and Has Alﬁegdv Agreed to a Partial Waiver (RFP Nos. 18-19)

Mr. Depp seeks all drafts of Ms. Heard’s op-ed, and all documents and communications
“regarding” it. Requests 18-19. Mr. Depp’s assertion that Ms. Heard “only agreed to produce only
drafts of the op-ci d, but no communications or other documents” is incorrect. Ms. Heard produced
at least 784 pages of responsive documents, including drafts of the op—ed., communications with
the ACLU, and communications with her counsel at the time, so the Motion to Compel is moot
and should be denied. See Att. 1, at 47- 49 (ALH 10654-874, 16281-845).

It is unclear if the Motion seeks documents beyond the limited Yvaiver of privilege for
advice of counsel on the Op-Ed. However, in September of 2019, counsel for Mr. Depp agreed to
a limited waiver] Att. 9. This is also supported by the law. Uhnited States v. Dallman, 433 F.
Supp. 3d 804, 813 (E.D. Va. Jan. 15, 2020 (Ellis, J.) (noting that “the advice-of-counsel defense
warrants a limited waiver of the attorney-client privilege with respect to the communications or

documents relied on to assert the defense, which must be “circumscribed t:o protect the attorney-

client privilege in other respects™). Since there is no waiver “with respect to issues and subjects

t

beyond the information” relevant to the specific legal advice at issue, Ms. Heard has met her
production burden for her reliance on counsel defense. Id. at 814. Moreover, the Court previously
denied Mr. Depp’s attempts to compel production of communications béitween Ms. Heard and

unlimited universes of people—as he now does in Request 19—including, documents relating to

certain topics and subjects. Att. 4, at 26:1-3. |




III.  Mr. Depp’siRequests Related to the Counterclaims are Irrelevant; Exceedingly
Overbroad,and Unduly Burdensome (RFP Nos. 2-4, 9, 11, 13, 16-17 and 20-33)

Mr. Depp seeks irrelevant documents relating to liability on the dismissed Counterclaim
allegations. Re}quests 16, 20, 22, 24, 26. Mr. Depp further seeks doc:uments relating to Mr.
Waldman’s April and June 2020 statements that survived the Plea in Bar. Requests 28, 30, 32;
Counterclaim, Exs. F-H. But Ms. Heard produced documents responsive to these requests, so the
Motion to Compel is moot regarding this request.

Mr. Depp further seeks documents relating to Ms. Heard’s damages for the surviving
statements. Requests 29, 31, 33. But Mr. Depp also seeks overbroad, unduly burdensome, and
irrelevant damages discovery for a period of over fen years, including all documents reflecting
any entertainmerllt or commercial project that Ms. Heard was rejected for (Request 2), all actual or
“anticipated” co‘mpensation and contracts for any projects (Requests 3-4), the “impact” of all
public statements by Mr. Waldman on her reputation and career (Request'9), damages caused by
“any and all” public statements by Mr. Depp or Mr. Waldman (Request li), and damages caused
by Mr. Depp’s false and defamatory smear campaign (Request 13). Id. Even Mr. Depp argue&
very similar Requests were “hopelessly...overbroad,” and cited the Court’s tax-return ruling in a

] [
previous Motion to defend the scope of his own production was sufficient. Att. S, at 13:16-14:22,
18:8-19:6. Ms. Heard has already produced the relevant and discoverable portions of her tax
returns, along with relevant contracts. ALH10429-486. Mr. Depp therefore possesses the very
discovery he moyes to compel, and agrees with Ms. Heard’s objections amli scope of production.

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, Ms. Heard respectfully requests that the Motion
to Compel be denied, that the Court enter sanctions against Mr. Depp for having to defend this

motion, and that the Court grant Ms. Heard such other and further relief as may be just and proper.
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JOHN C. DEPP, 1],
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AMBER LAURA HEARD,

Defend;mt and Counterclaim Plaintiff.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY
1

i

]

I
Civil Action No.; CL-2019-0002911

DEFENDANT AND COUNTERCLAIM PLAINTIFF AMBER LAURA
HEARD’S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO

Pursuant

PLAINTIFF AND COUNTERCLAIM DEFENDANT’S
FOURTH SET OF REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION

to Rule 4:9 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia (“Rules”), Defendant

and Counterclaim Plaintiff Amber Laura Heard, by and through her attorneys, submits these

supplemental res

ponses and objections (the “Responses”) to Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant

John C. Depp’s Fourth Set of Requests for Production dated December 29, 2020 (the “Requests™).
\

The foll

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

owing general objections and responses (the “Gen{cral Objections™) are

incorporated inte each specific objection and response (the “Specific Objections™} as if fully set

forth therein:

1. D
are duplicative, ¢
means of discove

produced in disc

efendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to the Requests to the extent they
:umulative, or seek information that has already been provided through other
ry. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff will not reproduce documents already

OVEry.




|
i
|
2. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to the Reque§ts to the extent they

are vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, seek inform?tion not relevant to the
claims or de. enses of any party, or are not proportional to the needs off the case.

3. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to the Requests to the extent they
impose any obligations or requirements beyond the scope of the Rules or any case law
interpreting them.

4, tefendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff’s Responses are not Iintended to be and
|
shall not be construed as an agreement or concurrence that all information provided is
admissible with respect to Plaintiff’s claims and/or Counterclaim Defendant’s defenses.

5. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to each Request to the extent that it

calls for information that: (a) may be derived or ascertained from documents that have been

or will be prpduced in this action; (b) is already in Plaintiff and Countérelaim Defendant’s

possession, custody, or control; (c) is publicly available; or (d) is otherwise independently
available to Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant or his counsel.

6. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to the Requests to the extent they
purport to call for documents or information that: (a) are subject to the attorney-client
privilege; (b; constitute attorney work product; (c) are protected from disclosure based on
common interest or a similar privilege; or (d) are otherwise protected from disclosure under
applicable privilege, taw, or rule. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff will not produce
such information in response to the Requests, and any inadvertent production thereof shall
not be deemed a waiver of any privilege with respect to such information.

7. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to the Requests to the extent they

require unreasonable measures to locate and produce responsive information or documents.

2 |




Defendant a
diligent seaf
information,

8. L
seek information that is not within Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff‘ s possession,
custody, or ¢
Defendant a
Defendant a

9. C
to the extent
other applicg

10. G
are based on
respect to m

the Requests

concurrence?

]

nd Counterclaim Plaintiff will construe the requests to require a reasonable and
1

ch of its reasonably-accessible files where it would reasor‘}ably expect to find

documents, or things related to the requests.

)efendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to the Requests to the extent they

ontrol. Subject to this General Objection, in responding to the Requests,

|
1d Counterclaim Plaintiff will provide only responsive inﬁomation within
1d Counterclaim Plaintiff’s possession, custody, or control.
)efendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to the Definitions and Instructions
they seek to impose obligations greater than those imposed by the Rules or any
ble law, rule, ruling of this court or agreement of the partzes.

efendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to the Requests to the extent they

a false premise and contain express or implied assumptions of fact or law with

Ttters at issue in this case. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff’s Responses to

are not intended to be and shall not be construed as an agreement or

with Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant’s characterization of any facts,

circumstances, or legal obligations. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff reserves the right

to contest an

11.D
under the Ru
privileges or

information

such characterization as inaccurate,
efendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff expressly reserves all rights and privileges
les and any other applicable law or rule. The failure to assert such rights and
the inadvertent disclosure by Defendant and Counterclairin Plaintiff of

or documents protected by such rights or privileges shall not constitute a waiver




thereof, eithl

objections of
12. T

i

the best of h

subject to su

disclose and
|
knowledge 4

er with respect to these Responses or with respect to any future discovery

r responses. |
)efendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff®s Responses to the Rlequests are made to

er present knowledge, information, and belief. These Responses are at all times
ch additional or different information that discovery or further investigation may

, while based on the present state of Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff’s

nd investigation, are subject to such additional knowledge of facts as may result

from Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff’s further discovery or investigation.

—_
Iy DU

grounds tha

——

calculated to

OBJECTIONS TO DEFINITIONS

vefendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Definitions No. 3 on the
it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and seeks information not reasonably

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses

in this case, Ejltaking into account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations

on the parti
extent it seel

form of a

“Communic

i

2. I
that it is ové
|

to lead to the

case, taking

parties’ reso

s’ resources, and the importance of the discovery in resclving the issues to the

s documents beyond Va. Sup. Ct. R. 4:9(a). Since a “Communication” is a
ocument,” Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff will interpret the word

ation” in accordance with the definition included in Va. S;Jp. Ct. R. 4:9(a).
yefendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Deﬁnition. No. 5 on the grounds
rly broad, unduly burdensome, and seeks information not }reasonably calculated
> discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this
into account the needs of the case, the amount in controvérsy, limitations on the

. . . . L. .
urces, and the importance of the discovery in resolving thF issues to the extent 1t

t




seeks documents beyond Va. Sup. Ct. R. 4:9(a). Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff will

interpret the
4:9(a).
3. [

ambiguous,

word “Document” in accordance with the definition inclu:ded in Va. Sup. Ct. R.
!

defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Definition No. 11 as vague,

and failing to define with particularity the information that it seeks as it defines

words in a circular confusing manner, and is therefore unduly burdensome.

4. 1

ambiguous,

1.
exceeds the
documents §

request is s

%,

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Definition No. 12 as vague,

and failing to define with particularity the information that it seeks.

OBJECTIONS TO INSTRUCTIONS

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instruction No. 1 to the extent it

requirements of Va. Sup. Ct. R. 4:9(a), which only requires the production of
which are in the possession, custody, or control of the party upon whom the

rved,” and is therefore overly broad, unduly burdensome, and seeks information

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the

claims and defenses in this case. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff will produce

documents
2.

seeking “Th

n accordance with Va. Sup. Ct. R, 4:9(a).

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to the portion of Instruction No. 3

e date such additional documents came into your possession shall be specified,

as well as the identity of the individuals who furnished such additional documents to the

person prep.

and is there

aring the response” because it exceeds the requirements of Va. Sup. Ct. R 4:9,
t

fore overly broad, unduly burdensome, and secks information not reasonably
4 i



calculated to

in this case.

3.

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses

efendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instruction No. 4 because the

request to ‘jpecify the reason(s) for your inability to respond to the remainder and stating

whether infc
respond” ex

unduly burd

rmation or knowledge you have concerning the portion to which you do not
ceeds the requirements of Va. Sup. Ct. R 4:9, and is therefore overly broad,

ensome, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case,

4. T
because the

description

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instruction No. 5(b) and (c)
requests to identify each document in the manner requested and to “provide a

of the subject matter of each document or item” exceed th'c requirements of Va.

Sup. Ct. R

:9, and are therefore overly broad, unduly burdensome, and seek information

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the

claims and defenses in this case.

5. 1
burdensome
Va. Sup. Ct
necessary, d

6.
seeks docun
grounds tha

disclosure o

prohibited b

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instruction No. 6 as unduly

because the Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has an ongoing duty under
R. 4:1(e) to supplement document production and responses when and where

nd this instruction is therefore overly broad and unduly burdensome.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instruction No. 7 because it

nents and information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the

t this Request invades protected litigation work product and would require

f core opinion work product and mental impression of counsel, which is

y 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the Virginia Supreme Court.
6




7. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instruction No. 8 because it
exceeds the requirements of Va. Sup. Ct. R 4:9, and is therefore overlyf broad, unduly

burdensome, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case.

8. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instruction No. 9 on the grounds

that it exceeds the requirements of Va. Sup. Ct. R 4:9, and is therefore overly broad, unduly

burdensome] and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case. Defendant and

Counterclaim Plaintiff will produce documents as they are kept in the usual course of

business pursuant to Va. Sup. Ct. R, 4:9(b)(iii)(A).

9. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instruction No. 10 seeking

“transmittal|sheets and cover letters” on the grounds that such documents are overly broad,

unduly burdensome, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case. Defendant
and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects because this Instruction seeks information
protected b} the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request invades

protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work product

and mental |

Virginia Su

mpression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the

breme Court.

10. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instruction No. 11 on the

grounds tha
broad, undu

discovery o

t it exceeds the requirements of Va. Sup. Ct. R 4:9, and is'therefore overly
ly burdensome, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the

f admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case. Defendant
1

7




and Counter
business puri

1. E
grounds thaté
broad, undu!
discovery ofi
and Counteri
business puri
because it cc
the grounds |
therefore ovi
calculated to
in this case. :
13. E
seeks inforrri
Request invz:
opinion wori
the Rules of|

14.
grounds thaf]

broad, undul

discovery ofé

claim Plaintiff will produce documents as they are kept in[ the usual course of

suant to Va. Sup. Ct. R. 4:9(b)(iii)}(A).
refendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instructiox} No. 12 on the

it exceeds the requirements of Va. Sup. Ct. R 4:9, and is therefore overly

y burdensome, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the
admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses ir; this case, Defendant
claim Plaintiff will produce documents as they are kept in the usual course of
suant to Va. Sup. Ct. R. 4:9(b)(1ii)(A). The Instruction is also ambiguous
ntradicts Instruction No. 9. |

Jefendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instructioﬁ Nos. [3 and 14 on
that they exceed the requirements of Va. Sup. Ct. R 4:9 ar;d 4:1(b)(6), and are
erly broad, unduly burdensome, and secks information not reasonably

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses
Yefendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instructior; No. 15 because it
ation protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this
ides protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core

k product and mental impression of counsel, which is proIﬁibited by 4:1(b)(3) of
the Virginia Supreme Court. '

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instruction No. 16 on the

it exceeds the requirements of Va. Sup. Ct. R 4:9, and is ;therefore overly

y burdensome, and seeks information not reasonably caIchIated to lead to the

admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case. Defendant

8
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and Counterclaim Plaintiff will produce documents as they are kept in!the usual course of

business pur‘suant to Va. Sup. Ct. R, 4:9(b)(iii}(A). The Instruction is also cumulative and
duplicative of earlier Instructions. :

15. ﬁcfendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to Instructim; No. 17 as unduly
burdensome by seeking to later “expand” these already-served Requesits for Production of

Documents. |

REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION

1. Portions of Your state and federal tax returns from 2010 to present, sufficient to
reflect Your gross income in each year from 2010 to present. _

t

MLI_OJ_ Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to t}:ﬂs Request seeking

financial information on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, and fails to define with
particularity the finformation that it seeks, and is overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing,
and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence

regarding the cldims and defenses in this case, taking into account the needs of the case, the

amount in contreversy, limitations on the parties’ resources, the importanéc of the discovery in
resolving the is#ucs, and critically the Court’s prior rulings defining the sciope of relevant
discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On July ‘24, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Hearc:i’s 2" Request for

Documents seekiing “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because

“those types of things aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” élong with ruling that

discovery seeking “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends, more money than he

makes” was overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in thisicase. The Court also

ruled that Requést 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2"¢ Request for Documents seeking all transactions from




January 1, 2010
of discovery in ]
case.

On Septg
Requests for Do
financial related%
overbroad and bl
doctrine of cnoﬁ

to retry that diva
I

Also on

to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad;” and beyond the scope

his case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses™ in the

|
mber 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and :8 of Ms, Heard’s 7%
cuments and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7:“' Requests seeking

|
documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was
eyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case bccause; “its denied under the
gh is enough. You all have been through the divorce alreédy. We’re not going
rce in this case.” :

September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant

tax-return disc:OJ

income... The s

ery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross

porting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the

amount of income” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved;“limited parts of [the

tax return] that v
|

on November 2(
|

produced, and “f

scope of relevan

the scope of rele
i

On Nove
Requests for Do

document produ

finances were “c

vould show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope (:)f tax-return discovery
when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax r:eturns needed to be
he supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the
t discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond
vant discovery in this case. l
mber 20, 2020 the Court also ruled that Requests 1-5 of Ms. Heard’s 8™
cuments seeking deposition transcripts, pleadings, discovéry responses, and
ction from four other specific litigations regarding disputés over Mr. Depp’s
verly broad [and] burdensome” and beyond the scope of Ediscovery in this case.
|
|
10 '




Defenda

2010 to the pres

reasonably calcu

limitations on th

critically the Cof

RESPO]

Counterclaim PI

1t and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to the timeframe of this Request of

ent as overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and sel:eks information not

lated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence rega:rding the claims and

o o L.
defenses in this case, taking into account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy,

¢ parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and

urt’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant discoverf in this case.
I

NSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

aintiff will produce non-privileged documents in response to this Request.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE:; Subject to and without waivinlg objections, and

consistent with ¢

returns, Defenda

personally, and

present. Please.

Chief Judge White’s September 18, 2020 Order respecting Mr. Depp’s tax
nt and Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced Federal Tax Returns for Ms. Heard
also for her corporation (which was not requested or ordexfcd) for the years 2013-

see bates numbers ALH_00010429-449. Ms. Heard does not possess the earlier

tax returns and does not believe they are relevant, since her damages perniitted are from April

2020 forward.

All Docume
television, c

2.

considered and rejected.

OBJEC

financial informj
particularity the
and seeks inforn
regarding the cl

amount in contr

|
|
nts and Communications that evidence or reflect any film, movie,

ommercial, or other project from 2010 to present for which You were
l

T1ON; Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to ti}is Request seeking
ation on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, and fails: to define with
information that it seeks, and is overly broad, unduly burclicnsome, harassing,
1ation not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery o:f admissible evidence
1ims and defenses in this case, taking into account the neeids of the case, the

bversy, limitations on the parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery in
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resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings defining the sc;ope of relevant

|
discovery in this

On July :

l

case quoted in detail below.

24, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Heard’s 2 Request for

Documents seeking “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because

“those types of t
discovery seekin
makes” was ovci
ruled that chuc;
January 1, 2010
of discovery in t
case.

On Septe
Requests for Do
financial related
overbroad and bx
doctrine of enou;

to retry that divo

hings aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that

g “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he
rbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also
st 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2" Request for Documents seeking all transactions from
to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad” and beyond the scope

his case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses™ in the

mber 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7%
suments and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7" Requests secking
documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was
eyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the
oh is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We're not going

rce in this case.”

Also on September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant

tax-return disco

income...The su
amount of inconi
tax return] that w

on November 20

ery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross

pporting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the

e” from the tax returns is relevant and that only invelved [“limited parts of [the
i

I
ould show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery

when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be
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|

;

produced, and “the supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the
scope of relevant discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond
the scope of relgvant discovery in this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to the timeframe of this Request of
2010 to the present as overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and sc;.eks information not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and
defenses in this' ase, taking into account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy,
limitations on the parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and
critically the Caurt’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case. Ms.
Heard’s damages sought are from April 2020 onward.

Defenddnt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)('3) of the Rules of the
Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite
showing under the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and
Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documents in response to
this Request from April 8, 2020. |

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced the following documents responsive to this
request: ALH_00010450-485. Please also see Ms. Heard’s Expert Witness Designation, dated

February 16, 202]1. Other produced documents may also be responsive. |

13




3. Documents
each film, té
professional

OBJECT

Sufficient to show Your total actual and/or anticipated

levision, commercial, or other project with which You have been
ly involved from 2010 to present. |

i

‘compensation for

[TON: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking

financial informz:
particularity the

and seeks info

tion on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, and fails to define with

|
nformation that it seeks, and is overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing,

ation not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence

regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into account the needs of the case, the

amount in contrg

versy, limitations on the parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery in

resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant

discovery in this

On July 2

case quoted in detail below.,

4, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for

Documents seeking “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because

“those types of th

discovery seeking

makes”’ was over

ruled that Reques

ings aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that

“outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he

broad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also

t 16 of Ms, Heard’s 2" Request for Documents seeking ail transactions from

January 1, 2010 to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad” and beyond the scope

of discovery in th
|

case.

is case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses” in the

On September 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7%

Requests for Doc

financial related

b
uments and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7! Requests seeking
|

cuments during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was

0
overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because [“its denied under the

14
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doctrine of enou

to retry that divo

|

gh is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going

rce in this case.”

Also on September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant

tax-return discov

income...The suj

amount of incom

tax return] that w

on November 20

ery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross
pporting documents are not to be produced,” and further (jrdcred that only “the
¢” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved “limited parts of [the
ould show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope o!f tax-return discovery

when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be

produced, and “the supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the

!

scope of relevant discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond

the scope of reley

On Novei
Requests for Doc
document produc.E
finances were “ot

Defendaﬁ

2010 to the prese

ant discovery in this case.

nber 20, 2020 the Court also ruled that Requests 1-5 of Ms, Heard’s 8™
uments seeking deposition transcripts, pleadings, discovery responses, and
tion from four other specific litigations regarding disputcé over Mr. Depp’s

verly broad [and] burdensome™ and beyond the scope of discovery in this case.

t and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to the timeframe of this Request of

nt as overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and

defenses in this c

limitations on the
critically the Cou

Heard seeks damages only from April 2020 onward.

ase, taking into account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy,
parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and

|
" '- +
rt’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case. Ms.
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Defendar

information prott

it and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks

ceted by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work

product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the

1
Virginia Suprem

showing under th

e Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

e Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, pleasle refer to the

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff’s response and document production to Request No. 1 of

these 4™ Request,
otherwise stands

SUPPLE

s for Production of Documents. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff
on her objections to this Request.

MENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and C
request: ALH_00
February 16, 20i

4. All contracts
commercial,]

ounterclaim Plaintiff has produced the following documents responsive to this
010450-485. Please also see Ms. Heard’s Expert Witness Designation, dated
1. Other produced documents may also be responsive.

that memorialize Your professional involvement in any film, television,
or other project from 2010 to present.

OBJECT

financial informa
vague, ambigumf
overly broad, und
lead to the discov

taking into accou

TION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking
tion, including seeking documents “relating to” it, on the grounds that it is

s, and fails to define with particularity the information thait it seeks, and is

uly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to
ery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defer:lses in this case,

nt the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’
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resources, the im

i
portance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critlically the Court’s prior

rulings defining

the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On July 24, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for

Documents seek
“those types of t
discovery seekin

|
makes” was ovel

ing “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because

hings aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that
g “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he

rbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also

ruled that Reque
January 1, 2010
of discovery in't

case.

On Septé

Requests for Do

financial related

t 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for Documents seeking all transactions from

to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad” and beyond the scope
his case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses™ in the
mber 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and |8 of Ms. Heard’s 7™
cuments and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7% Requests seeking

documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was

overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the

doctrine of enou

to retry that divo

h is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going

ce in this case.”

Also on September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant

tax-return discov
income...The su
amount of incorf
tax return] that w

on November 20

ery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross
pporting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only *“the

¢” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved “limited parts of [the

vould show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery

when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be
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produced, and “tl

scope of relevant
|

the scope of re]eT

Defenda

]

2010 to the prese
reasonably calcu
defenses in this ¢
limitations on the
critically the Cou

Defendan
information prote
invades protecteé
product and ment
Virginia Supremc
showing under th

RESPOD

Counterclaim Pla

SUPPLE]

he supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the
|

discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents :are therefore beyond
ant discovery in this case. '

t and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to the timeframe of this Request of
nt as overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not
ated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence rcgar.ding the claims and
ase, taking into account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy,

parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and

rt’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case.

t and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks

cted by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
al impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
> Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

¢ Rules.

[SE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defe‘.ndant and

intiff stands on her objections to this Request.

MENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and C«
request: ALH_00
February 16, 2021

5. All Documen
relationship

ounterclaim Plaintiff has produced the following documents responsive to this

010450-485. Please also see Ms. Heard’s Expert Witness Designation, dated

L. Other produced documents may also be responsive.

|
ts and Communications that evidence or reflect the impact of Your

with Mr. Depp on Your reputation and/or career.
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OBJECT
grounds that it is;
seeks, and is ove;
calculated to leac

this case, taking

'TON: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request on the

|
vague, ambiguous, and fails to define with particularity the information that it
rly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably

 to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in

nto account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the

parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the

Court’s prior ruli

On Nover

Requests seeking documents revealing the impact of other litigation on Mr. Depp

and career” as ov

subject was beyo

ngs defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.
mber 20, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 6 of Ms. Heard’s 8" Document

I 11

s “reputation
erly broad, burdensome, and unreasonably vague, and therefore holding that the

nd the scope of discovery in this case.

Defendarwt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Requeslt seeking documents

evidencing or reflecting “your relationship with Mr. Depp” on the grounds that it is vague,

ambiguous, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is overly

broad, unduly bu

the discovery of ¢
[

rdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to

dmissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into

account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ resources,

the importance of
defining the scop

On Decer
Documents seeki
relationship with

Heard contends s

Fthe discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings
e of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.
hber 18, 2020, the Court ruled that Request 51 of Mr. Depp’s 3" Requests for

ng all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone rc:lating to her

Mr. Depp, claims of abuse or violence involving Mr. Depp, and injuries Ms.

he suffered as a result of Mr. Depp’s conduct was overbrc;ad, and therefore
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beyond the scopé
3" Requests for ]I
“relationship wit;
this case. |

Defendaé

information prots

of discovery in this case. The Court also ruled that Request 52 of Mr. Depp’s

Documents seeking all documents and communications relating to Ms. Heard’s
!

f
h Mr. Depp” was also overbroad, and therefore beyond the scope of discovery in

1

t and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
1

>cted by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of c;:ore opinion work

product and men;
Virginia Suprem
showing under tf

RESPOI‘j
Counterclaim Plé

SUPPLE

tal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(35 of the Rules of the
e Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

1e Rules, _

VSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defetndant and

intiff stands on her objections to this Request.

MENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and C

ounterclaim Plaintiff does not believe there are any documents responsive to

this Request, as phrased.

6. All Documel;
Actionon Y

OBJECT
financial inform4
particularity the I
and seeks infcurmE

regarding the cla,

amount in contro

1ts and Communications that evidence or reflect the ilﬁpact of the Divorce
bur reputation and/or career, ’

TON: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking
tion on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, and fails ito define with
nformation that it seeks, and is overly broad, unduly burdiensome, harassing,
ation not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence
ims and defenses in this case, taking into account the neec}s of the case, the

versy, limitations on the parties’ resources, the impertance of the discovery in

\
!
i
'
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resolving the isst

discovery in this

On July 2
|

Documents seeki
“those types of t}

discovery seekin

1es, and critically the Court’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant

4, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Heard’s 2° Request for

case quoted in detail below.

ng “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because
1ings aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that

g “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he

makes” was oveﬁbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this (E:ase. The Court also

ruled that Reque?

January 1, 2010i
of discovery in tf

case. ‘
On Septé
!
Requests for Do

5t 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for Documents seeking dll transactions from
o the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad’i’ and beyond the scope

1is case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses” in the

mber 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and 8 of Ms, Heard’s 7%

:uments and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7th Requests seeking

financial related

documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was

overbroad and bJ,‘yond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the

doctrine of enou

to retry that divo

h is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going

ce in this case.”

Also on §

|
tax-return discov
income...The su!

amount of incom

tax return] that ‘

on November 20

eptember 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant
ery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross
pporting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the

e” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved ?‘limited parts of [the

i
ould show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery
!

when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be
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produced, and “t
scope of relevant
the scope of rc]e‘:

Dcfcndarj
information prot?

invades protectet
i

product and men;

Virginia Suprem:

showing under t;

ne supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the
discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond

vant discovery in this case.
»

it and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks

i

>cted by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds fthat this Request

] litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
tal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3;) of the Rules of the

e Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

]

1e Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Deféndant and

Counterclaim Plf

1intiff stands on her objections to this Request.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and C

may be responsi}
. [
responsive. Bast
!

may be responsi
|

b
ounterclaim Plaintiff has produced the following documents responsive that
ve to this request: ALH10393-428. Other produced documents may also be
ed on the phrasing of this Request, it is difficult to ascertain which documents

Ve,
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7. All Docume
Actionon Y

OBJECT

grounds that it is

nts and Communications that evidence or reflect the impact of the UK.

nur reputation and/or career, !

[TON: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request on the

vague, ambiguous, and fails to define with particuiarity the information that it

seeks, and is overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in

this case, taking
parties’ rt:sourcej
Court’s prior rul

On Nove
reflect the impac
unduly burdenso
this case.

On Dece

for Document an

nto account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the
5, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, ’and critically the

ngs defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.
mber 20, 2020 the Court ruled that discovery seeking documents “sufficient to

t” of the UK litigation “on Mr. Depp’s reputation and career” was overly broad,

me, and unreasonably vague, and therefore beyond the scope of discovery in

mber 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 23 of Mr. Depp’s 1* Requests

1d Request 50 of Mr. Depp’s 3" Requests for Documents seeking all documents

and communic

a[ons between Ms. Heard and The Sun/NGN was overbroad, and therefore

beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also ruled that Request No. 51 of

Mr. Depp’s 3%

I

equests for Documents seeking all documents and communications relating to

the UK Action \Las also overbroad, and therefore beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this

case.
Defenda
financial inform

vague, ambiguo

nt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Reque:st to the extent it seeks
ation, including seeking documents “relating to” it, on the grounds that it is

us, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is
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overly broad, ung
lead to the discoy

taking into accou

resources, the im

rulings defining |
[

On July

Documents seek:

A
4

fuly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to

rery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defelnses in this case,

nt the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limit'cEltions on the parties’
portance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and criti'cally the Court’s prior
the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.,

4, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for

ng “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because

“those types of things aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that

. |
discovery seekin

makes” was over

ruled that Reque:

January 1, 2010

of discovery in ﬂ

casec.

On Septé

Requests for Dox

financial relatedi

overbroad and b:

doctrine of enou

to retry that divd

Also on September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the na

tax-return discoy

income...The su

g “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he
broad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also
5t 16 of Ms, Heard’s 2" Request for Documents seeking gll transactions from
to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad” and beyond the scope

his case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses” in the

mber 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7™

suments and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7™ Requests seeking

|
documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was

cyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the
gh is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going
rce in this case.”

rrow scope of relevant
l
ery in this case as only requiring “the documents which slhow the gross
[
pporting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the
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amount of incom
tax return] that w
on November 20
produced, and “t
scope of relevant
the scope of rele

Defendat
information prot
invades protecte!
product and men
Virginia Suprem

showing under t

e” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved *limited parts of [the
ould show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope (;)f tax-return discovery
when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be

he supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the

| discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond

vant discovery in this case.

t and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Reque'st because it seeks
ected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

d litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
tal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
¢ Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

he Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

Counterclaim Pf

aintiff stands on her objections to this Request.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,
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this case, taking Into account the needs of the case, the amount in controvqrsy, limitations on the

parties’ resourccf, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the

Court’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.
On November 20, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 6 of Ms. Heard’s 8"

Document Requests seeking documents revealing the impact of other litigation on Mr.

Depp’s “reputation and career” as overly broad, burdensome, and unreasonably vague,
and therefore holding that the subject was beyond the scope of discovery in this case.
Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request to the extent it seeks
financial information, including seeking documents “relating to” it, on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguous, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is
overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and deﬁ;,nses in this case,
taking into accolint the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’
resources, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior
rulings def‘mingi the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On July 24, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Heard’s 2" Request for

Documents seeking “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because
“those types of things aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that
discovery seeking “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he
makes” was overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also
ruled that Request 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2" Request for Documents seeking :all transactions from

January 1, 2010 to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broaq” and beyond the scope
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of discovery in this case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses” in the

case.
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September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant

very in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross

pporting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the

1e” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved “limited parts of [the

vould show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery

on November 2

) when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be

T

produced, and “the supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the

scope of relevan

t discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond

the scope of relévant discovery in this case.
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nt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
tected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

2d litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
ntal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(£5) of the Rules of the
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the Rules.
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RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and
Counterclaim Plaintiff stands on her objections to this Request. i

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff is unaware of any responsive documents to the Request as

phrased.

9. All Documents and Communications that evidence or reflect the impact of any and all
public statements by Adam Waldman on Your reputation and/or career.

OBJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request on the
grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, and fails to define with particularity the information that it
seeks, and is ove tly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarciing the claims and defenses in
this case, taking into accou'nt the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the
parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the
Court’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On Nov;ember 20, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 6 of Ms. Heard’s 8
Document Requests seeking documents revealing the impact of other litigation on Mr.
Depp’s “reputéltion and career” as overly broad, burdensome, and unreasonably vague,
and therefore holding that the subject was beyond the scope of discovery in this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request to the extent it seeks
financial infom%ation, including seeking documents “relating to™ it, on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguqus, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is
overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not réasonably calculated to

i
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case,
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taking into account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, Iimitgtions on the parties’
resources, the imFortance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and criti;cally the Court’s prior
rulings defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On July 24, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Heard’s 2M Request for
Documents seeking “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because
“those types of things aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that
discovery seeking “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he
makes” was overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also
ruled that Request 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for Documents seeking all transactions from
January 1, 2010|to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad;’ and beyond the scope
of discovery in tlhis case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses” in the
case.

On September 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos, 1-6 and'8 of Ms. Heard’s 7%
Requests for Dq cuments and Request Nos, 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7' Requests seeking
financial relatocdI documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was
overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the
doctrine of enough is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going
to retry that div.:)rce in this case.”

Also on|September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant
tax-return discovery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross

income. .. The stupporting documents are not to be produced,” and furthcr:Ordered that only “the
amount of income” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved “limited parts of [the

tax return] that would show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery
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on November 20lwhen it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax ref:tums needed to be
produced, and “the supplementary documents that are attached to” the retugrns were beyond the
scope of relevant discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond
the scope of relevant discovery in this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request as overly broad,
unduly burdensome, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to [ead to the discovery
of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, baséd on the Court’s
January 4, 2021 ruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain allegations from the
Counterclaim.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
information prmlected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite
showing under fhe Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and
Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documents in response to
this Request rel::vant to the statements at issue.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff is claiming damages for the statements set forth in the
Counterclaim upheld by the Court on Demurrer and has produced the following documents

responsive to this request: ALFH10393-428. Please also see Ms. Heard’s Expert Witness

Designation, dated February 16, 2021. Other produced documents may also be responsive.
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“those types of things aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” a’long with ruling that
discovery seeking “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends ;more money than he
makes” was overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also
ruled that Reque!;t 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2" Request for Documents seeking all transactions from
January 1, 2010 to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad” and beyond the scope
of discovery in this case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses” in the
case,

On September 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and § of Ms. Heard’s 7%
Requests for Documents and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7% Requests seeking
financial related]documents during the parties” marriage and related to the divorce case was
overbroad and b\:yond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the
doctrine of cnoﬁgh is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going
to retry that divorce in this case.”

Also on September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant
tax-return discovery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross
income...The sypporting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the

amount of income” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved “limited parts of [the

tax return] that ‘ ould show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery
on November ZJ) when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be
produced, and “the supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the
scope of releva ‘t discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond

the scope of relgvant discovery in this case. !

32 f




|
|

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Reque%’t as overly broad,
unduly burdensome, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to icad to the discovery
of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, based on the Court’s
January 4, 2021 ruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain allegations from the
Counterclaim.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite
showing under t:he Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

Counterclaim Plaintiff stands on her objections to this Request.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff has claimed damages for the statements set forth in the
Counterclaim, upheld by the Court on Demurrer, and has produced the following documents
responsive to this request: ALH10393-428. Please also see Ms. Heard’s Expert Witness
Designation, dated February 16, 2021. Other produced documents may also be responsive.

11. All Documents and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate to any contention that
You have suffered damages as a result of any alleged statement by Mr. Depp or Adam
Waldman.

OBJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request, including
seeking documents “relating to™ it, on the grounds that it is vague, ambig:uous, and fails to define

with particularity the information that it seeks, and is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
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harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the difscovery of admissible
evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into accoun:t the needs of the case,
the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery
in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant
discovery in this{case quoted in detail below.

On Novémber 20, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 6 of Ms. Heard’s 8t
Document Requests seeking documents revealing the impact of other litigation on Mr.
Depp’s “reputation and career” as overly broad, burdensome, and unreasonably vague,
and therefore holding that the subject was beyond the scope of discovery in this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request to the extent it seeks
financial information, including secking documents “relating to™ it, on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguous, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is
overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discévery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case,
taking into acco;unt the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’
resources, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior
rulings defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On July[24, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms, Heard’s 2™ Request for
Documents seeking “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because
“those types of things aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that
discovery seeking “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he

!
makes™ was overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also

ruled that Request 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2° Request for Documents seeking all transactions from
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Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Reques:t because it seeks
information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protectec} litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

showing under the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and
Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documents in response to

this Request relevant to the statements at issue,

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and Gounterclaim Plaintiff has claimed damages for the statements set forth in the

Counterclaim, upheld by the Court on Demurrer, and has produced the following documents

responsive to this request: ALH10393-428. Please alsc see Ms. Heard’s Expert Witness

Designation, dated February 16, 2021. Other produced documents may also be responsive.

12. All Documeénts and Communications that support or otherwise relate to Your allegation
in paragraph 1 of Your Counterclaim in the above-captioned action that “Mr. Depp
and/or his agents acting on his behalf have orchestrated a false and defamatory smear
campaign against Ms. Heard.

OBJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking
documents “otherwise relating to” allegations in the Counterclaim on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguqus, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is
overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case,
|

taking into account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limi'tations on the parties’
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resources, the im

portance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critil:al]y the Court’s prior

rulings defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detaiil below.
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discovery seeking “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he

makes” was overproad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this c%ase. The Court also
ruled that Request 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for Documents seeking alll transactions from
January I, 2010 to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad” and beyond the scope
of discovery in tlr‘ is case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses” in the
case.
On Septe'nber 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7%

Requests for Doc¢uments and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7™ Requests seeking

financial related documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was

overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the
doctrine of enough is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going
to retry that divo. ce in this case.”

Also on September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant
tax-return discowj ery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross

income. .. The supporting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the

amount of income” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved “limited parts of [the

tax return] that would show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery
on November 2Q when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be
produced, and “the supplementary documents that are attached to™ the retulrns were beyond the
scope of relevant discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond
the scope of releLant discovery in this case.

DefendaL

t and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request as overly broad,

unduly burdensgme, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to'lead to the discovery
|
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of admissible evil]ience regarding the claims and defenses in this case, based on the Court’s
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Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

showing under the Rule..

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documents in response to

this Request rele

ant to the statements at issue.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and Qounterclaim Plaintiff has claimed damages for the statements set forth in the

Counterclaim, upheld by the Court on Demurrer, and has produced the following documents

responsive to this request: ALH10393-428. Please also see Ms. Heard’s Expert Witness

Designation, dated February 16, 2021. Other produced documents may also be responsive.

14. All Docume
allegation in

ts and Communications that support or otherwise relate to Your
paragraph 8 of Your Counterclaim in the above-captioned action that

Mr. Depp apd/or his agents “created, coordinated, controlled, and/or manipulated
social media accounts created specifically for the purpose of targeting Ms. Heard[.]”

OBJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking

documents “othlrwisc relating to” allegations in the Counterclaim on the grounds that it is

vague, ambiguo

s, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and 1s
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overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discoJery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defer;lses in this case,
taking info account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitartions on the parties’
resources, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior
rulings defining t;he scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in dctaiil below.

On December 18, 2020, the Court ruled that Request 51 of Mr. Depp’s 3" Requests for
Documents seeking all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone re]ating to her
relationship with|Mr. Depp, claims of abuse or violence involving Mr. Depp, and injuries Ms.
Heard contends she suffered as a result of Mr. Depp’s conduct was overbroad, and therefore
beyond the scop¢ of discovery in this case. The Court also ruled that Request 52 of Mr. Depp’s
39 Requests for Documents seeking all documents and communications relating to Ms. Heard’s

“relationship with Mr. Depp™ was also overbroad, and therefore beyond the scope of discovery in

this case.

DefendaTt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request as overly broad,
unduly burdensc;me, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, based on the Court’s

January 4, 2021 ruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain allegations from the

Counterclaim.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks

information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

invades protecteL litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work

product and mexJ tal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4: I(b)(%) of the Rules of the
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seeking documeits “relating to” it, on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, and fails to define

with particularity the information that it seeks, and is overly broad, unduly burdensome,

harassing, and se
evidence regardi
the amount in co
in resolving the
discovery in this
On Septé
Requests for Do

financial related

eks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
ng the claims and defenses in this case, taking into accow;t the needs of the case,
ntroversy, limitations on the parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery
ssues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings defining the'scope of relevant

case quoted in detail below.

mber 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7

cuments and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7" Requests seeking

documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was
;
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overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the

|
1

doctrine of enough is enough. You all have been through the divorce already, We're not going

to retry that divorce in this case.”

Defendar

|
'

t and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks

information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work

product and men

Virginia Suprem

tal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the

e Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

showing under the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

Counterclaim Pllintiff stands on her objections to this Request.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, and

specifically pursuant to Chief Judge White’s ruling that we are not to relitigate the divorce

proceedings, Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff stands on her objections. Notwithstanding,

all the document;
produced by Ms.
16. All Documet

referenced i
thereto.

s from the UK proceedings have been produced, and many of the documents
Heard are also responsive to this Request.

1ts and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate to the “GQ interview”
n Your Counterclaim at paragraphs 33 and 34, and attached as Exhibit A

OBJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking

documents “relaJing to” allegations in the Counterclaim on the grounds that it is vague,

i
ambiguous, and 1
broad, unduly bu

the discovery of

ails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is overly
rdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonabfy calculated to Iead to

admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into
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account the need_s of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ resources,

i

the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the (',E‘ourt’s prior rulings
| k

defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On Decei"nbcr 18, 2020, the Court ruled that Request 51 of Mr. Depp’s 3™ Requests for

Documents seeking all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone relating to her
|

relationship with Mr. Depp, claims of abuse or violence involving Mr. Dei)p, and injuries Ms.

Heard contends ;;he suffered as a result of Mr. Depp’s conduct was overbroad, and therefore

beyond the scop?: of discovery in this case. The Court also ruled that Request 52 of Mr. Depp’s
[ .
39 Requests for;Documents seeking all documents and communications relating to Ms. Heard’s

“relationship wiI;h Mr. Depp” was also overbroad, and therefore beyond the scope of discovery in

this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request as overly broad,
i

unduly burdensgme, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to.lead to the discovery

|
of admissible eviidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, based on the Court’s
January 4, 2021jruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain ;:allegations from the

Counterclaim. |
| :
Dcfenda:rc and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
i I

information pro1;ected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

invades protectefd litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mefltal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
Virginia Suprenfle Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not mfade the requisite

showing under the Rules.
! :
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RESPO!

Counterclaim Pl

this Request rel

|
|
) !
NSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

aintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documents in response to

vant to the statements at issue.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this

request as the st

atement in question has been Ordered dismissed as time-barred, and the request

is therefore moat. Notwithstanding, please see UK Trial Bundle F1156-F1171. Other produced

documents may/

also be responsive.

17. All Documents and Communications that support or otherwise relate to any

contention
“GQ interv
attached as
OBJEC
financial inform
it is vague, amb
overly broad, ug
lead to the discc

taking into accq

resources, the it

that You have suffered monetary or any other damages as a result of the
ew” referenced in Your Counterclaim at paragraphs 33 and 34, and

Exhibit A thereto.

TTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking
ation, including seeking documents “otherwise relating to” it, on the grounds that
iguous, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is
1duly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to
yvery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case,

unt the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’

nportance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior

rulings defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On July

24, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for

Documents seeking “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because

“those types of

things aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that

discovery seeking “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he

makes” was ov

erbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also

’
i
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ruled that Reque
January 1, 2010 ¢
of discovery in tt
case.

On Septe:3
Requests for Doc
financial related
overbroad and be

doctrine of enoug

st 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for Documents seeking all transactions from

H

o the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad’;} and beyond the scope

1is case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses” in the

mber 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7
uments and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7 Requests seeking
documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was

yond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the

h is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going

to retry that divorce in this case.”

Also on S

tax-return discovi

income...The sup

amount of incom
tax return] that wi
on November 20|
produced, and “the supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the
scope of relevant
the scope of relev

Defendan
information proté

invades protected

product and ment

eptember 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant
ery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross

porting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the
e” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved “limited parts of [the
ould show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery

when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be

discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond
ant discovery in this case.

t and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
cted by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds ti1at this Request
litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work

al impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3)I of the Rules of the

46
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Virginia Suprem

e Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not m%a.de the requisite

|
'

showing under the Rules.

Defendar

unduly burdenso

of admissible ev
January 4, 2021

Counterclaim.

RESPOT

it and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Requert as overly broad,
me, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
dence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, based on the Court’s
ruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain allegations from the

NSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

Counterclaim Plaintiff stands on her objections to this Request,

SUPPLHE

MENTAL RESPONSE: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this

request as the st

is therefore moot.

18. All drafts o

tement in question has been Ordered dismissed as time-barred, and the Request

Your op-ed published in the Washington Post, which is referenced in Your

Counterclaim at paragraph 37, and is the subject, at least in part, of the above-
captioned action.

OBJECT

because it seeks

this Request inva
opinion work prc

Rules of the Virg

[TON; Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request
nformation protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that
des protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core
duct and mental impressio_n of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b}(3) of the

inia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the

requisite showing under the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defe:ndant and

Counterclaim Pliintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documients in response to

this Request rele

ant to the statements at issue.
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SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and C
request: ALH_1(
responsive. |
19. All Documei
Washingtonf
the subject,
BJEC'j

grounds that it 1s
seeks, and is ove
calculated to lea%
this case, taking§
parties’ resource
Court’s prior rul
On Deccf
Documents seek
relationship with

Heard contends

!

ounterclaim Plaintiff has produced the following documehts responsive to this
i

1654-874, ALH_16281-845. Other produced documents may also be

!
nts and Communications regarding Your op-ed published in the

\Post, which is referenced in Your Counterclaim at paragraph 37, and is

at least in part, of the above-captioned action.

[TON: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to tl;is Request on the
vague, ambiguous, and fails to define with particularity tlhe information that it
rly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably
] to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in
into account the needs of the case, the amount in controve:rsy, limitations on the
s, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, Eand critically the

ngs defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.
mber 18, 2020, the Court ruled that Request 51 of Mr. Depp’s 3™ Requests for
ing all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone relating to her

Mr. Depp, claims of abuse or violence involving Mr. Def)p, and injuries Ms.

she suffered as a result of Mr. Depp’s conduct was overbroad, and therefore

beyond the scop

> of discovery in this case. The Court also ruled that Request 52 of Mr. Depp’s

3" Requests for Locumems seeking all documents and communications relating to Ms. Heard’s

“relationship with Mr. Depp” was also overbroad, and therefore beyond the scope of discovery in

this case.

Defendaf

information prot:
[

|
it and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Requelst because it seeks

ected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
48 '




invades protectey
product and men
Virginia Supremi
showing under ti

RESPOI!
Defendant and CI
these 4 Requesj

otherwise stands

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waivin
[

|
Defendant and C
request: ALH_l:
responsive,

20. All Docume:
statement b

d litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work

tal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the

e Court.. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

he Rules,

]

NSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, please refer to the

'

ounterclaim Plaintiff’s response and document production to Request No. 18 of

ts for Production of Documents. Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff
i

on her objections to this Request. '
:

g objections,

ounterclaim Plaintiff has produced the following documents responsive to this
0654-874, ALH_16281-845. Other produced documents inay also be

nts and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate t;) the alleged
Adam Waldman on April 12, 2019, referenced in Your Counterclaim at

paragraph ?12, and attached as Exhibit B thereto.

B

T1

: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking

documents “rela;ting to” allegations in the Counterclaim on the grounds that it is vague,
[ '

ambiguous, and]

broad, unduly b}

the discovery oﬁ

account the neec

the importance ¢

defining the sco

fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is overly
irdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to

admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into

is of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ resources,

of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the (:Jourt’s prior rulings

. e . . ;
pe of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

!
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On Dece

mber 18, 2020, the Court ruled that Request 51 of Mr. Depp’s 3™ Requests for

Documents seeking all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone relating to her

relationship with Mr. Depp, claims of abuse or violence involving Mr. Dein, and injuries Ms.

Heard contends
beyond the scop
3" Requests for
“relationship wi:
this case.

Defendaj

she suffered as a result of Mr. Depp’s conduct was overbroad, and therefore
e of discovery in this case. The Court also ruled that Request 52 of Mr. Depp’s
Documents seeking all documents and communications relating to Ms, Heard’s

h Mr. Depp” was also overbroad, and therefore beyond the scope of discovery in

nt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request as overly broad,

unduly burdensome, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible ev
January 4, 2021.
Counterclaim.

Defenda
information pro
invades protecte
product and mer

Virginia Supren

idence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, based on the Court’s

ruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain allegations from the

nt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
tected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

d litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
ntal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the

1e Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

showing under the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

Counterclaim P

aintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documents in response to

this Request relevant to the statements at issue in the claims, allegations, and defenses in this

casc.
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'
|
b

i
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this

request as the statement in question has been Ordered dismissed as time-barred, and the request

is therefore moot.

21. All Docum
contention

|
1

nts and Communications that support or otherwise relate to any
hat You have suffered monetary or any other damages as a result of the

alleged statbment by Adam Waldman on April 12, 2019, referenced in Your

Countercla

OBJEC

financial inform

m at paragraph 42, and attached as Exhibit B thereto.

TTON: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking

ation, including seeking documents “otherwise relating to” it, on the grounds that

it is vague, ambiguous, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is

overly broad, ur
lead to the discc

taking into acco

1duly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to

ywery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case,

unt the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’

resources, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior

rulings defining

On July
Documents see}
“those types of
discovery seeki
makes” was ov
ruled that Requ
January 1, 201
of discovery in

case.

the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

24, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Heard’s 2 Request for

king “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because
things aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that
ng “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he
erbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also

est 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for Documents seeking all transactions from

to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad” and beyond the scope

this case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses” in the
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On September 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7t
Requests for Documents and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s Tf“ Requests seeking
financial relatecl. documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was
overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the
doctrine of enm; gh is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going
to retry that diverce in this case.”

Also on'September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant
tax-return discovery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross
income...The sypporting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the
amount of income” from the tax retumns is relevant and that only involved “limited parts of [the
tax return] that would show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope .Of tax-return discovery
on November 20 when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be
produced, and ‘ithe supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the
scope of relevaTt discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond
the scope of relevant discovery in this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Requést as overly broad,
unduly burdensome, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible eyidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, based on the Court’s
January 4, 2021 ruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain allegations from the
Counterclaim,

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Requ“est because it seeks
information pratected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
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product and mer

Virginia Suprer

rtal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(?|,) of the Rules of the

1¢ Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

showing under the Rules.

RESPO
Counterclaim P

SUPPL]

NSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and
aintiff stands on her objections to this Request.

EMENTAL RESPONSE: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this

request as the statement in question has been Ordered dismissed as time-barred, and the request

is therefore mog

22. All Docums
statement |
paragraph

OBJEC

L.

ents and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate to the alleged

)y Adam Waldman in June 2019, referenced in Your Counterelaim at
43, and attached as Exhibit C thereto,

TTON: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking

documents “relating to” allegations in the Counterclaim on the grounds that it is vague,

ambiguous, and
broad, unduly b
the discovery o
account the nee

the importance

fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is overly
urdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to
f admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into
ds of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ resources,

of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings

defining the SCT

pe of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On December 18, 2020, the Court ruled that Request 51 of Mr. Depp’s 3 Requests for

Documents see
relationship wif

Heard contends

king all communications between Ms, Heard and anyone relating to her

h Mr. Depp, claims of abuse or viclence involving Mr. Depp, and injuries Ms.

she suffered as a result of Mr. Depp’s conduct was overbroad, and therefore

beyond the scope of discovery in this case. The Court also ruled that Request 52 of Mr. Depp’s
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3 Requests for
“relationship wi
this case.
Defenda:
unduly burdens;
of admissible ev
January 4, 2021
Counterclaim.

Defenda

Documents seeking all documents and communications relating to Ms. Heard’s

th Mr. Depp” was also overbroad, and therefore beyond the scope of discovery in

nt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request as overly broad,
me, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
idence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, based on the Court’s

ruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain allegations from the

nt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks

information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

invades protects
product and me
Virginia Supren
showing under
RESPQ
Counterclaim P,
this Request rel

SUPPL,

>d litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
ntal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
ne Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

the Rules.

INSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

laintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documents in response to
evant to the statements at issue.

EMENTAIL RESPONSE: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this

request as the s
is therefore mo

23. All Docum
contention
alleged stai
at paragra

atement in question has been Ordered dismissed as time-barred, and the request

Ot.

ents and Communications that support or otherwise relate to any

that You have suffered monetary or any other damages as a result of the
rement by Adam Waldman in June 2019, referenced in Your Counterclaim
ph 43, and attached as Exhibit C thereto.
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OBJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to tf:lis Request seeking

financial information, including seeking documents “otherwise relating to” it, on the grounds that

it is vague, ambiguous, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is

overly broad, un

lead to the disco

taking into acco
resources, the in
rulings defining

On July
Documents seek
“those types of
discovery seeki
makes” was 0ve
ruled that Requ
January 1, 2010
of discovery in
case.

On Sept

duly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to
very of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case,

unt the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’
nportance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior
the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

24,2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms., Heard’s 2™ Request for
(ing “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because
things aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that
ng “orutflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he

rbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also

est 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for Documents seeking all transactions from

to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad” and beyond the scope

this case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses” in the

ember 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos, 1-6 and 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7%

Requests for Documents and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7" Requests seeking

financial relate(L documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was

overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the

doctrine of eno

to retry that div

orce in this case.”

ugh is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We're not going

35




Also on
tax-return discoy
income,..The sy
amount of incon

tax return] that

September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant

ery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross

pporting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the

ne” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved “limited parts of [the

ould show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery

on November Z:vahen it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be

produced, and “

scope of relevan

the scope of relg

the supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the
t discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond

:vant discovery in this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request as overly broad,

unduly burdens
of admissible e\.
January 4, 2021
Counterclaim.

Defenda

information pro

ome, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to [ead to the discovery
vidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, based on the Court’s

ruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain allegations from the

nt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks

tected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work

product and me;

Virginia Suprer.

ntal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the

ne Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

showing under the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

Counterclaim P

laintiff stands on her objections to this Request.
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SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this
request as the statement in question has been Ordered dismissed as time-barred, and the request

is therefore moot.

24. All Documents and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate to the alleged
statement by Adam Waldman in July 2019, referenced in Your Counterclaim at
paragraph 44, and attached as Exhibit D thereto.

OBJECITION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking
documents “reldting to” allegations in the Counterclaim on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, and|fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into
account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ resources,
the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings

defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On December 18, 2020, the Court ruled that Request 51 of Mr. Depp’s 3™ Requests for
Documents seeking all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone relating to her
relationship witt M. Depp, claims of abuse or violence involving Mr. Depp, and injuries Ms.
Heard contends she suffered as a result of Mr. Depp’s conduct was overbfoad, and therefore
beyond the scope of discovery in this case, The Court also ruled that Request 52 of Mr. Depp’s
3" Requests for Documents seeking all documents and communications relating to Ms. Heard’s
“relationship with Mr. Depp” was also overbroad, and therefore beyond the scope of discovery in
this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request as overly broad,

unduly burdensome, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
57




of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, based on the Court’s
January 4, 2021 fruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain 'allegations from the
Counterclaim.
Defendapt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
information proll ected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mehtal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

showing under the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and
Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documents in response to
this Request relevant to the statements at issue in the claims, allegations, and defenses in this
case.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this

request as the statement in question has been Ordered dismissed as time-barred, and the request
is therefore moot.

25. All Documents and Communications that support or otherwise relate to any
contention that You have suffered monetary or any other damages as a result of the
alleged stalement by Adam Waldman in July 2019, referenced in Your Counterclaim
at paragrabh 44, and attached as Exhibit D thereto.

OBJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking
financial information, including seeking documents “relating to” it, on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguous, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is

overly broad, upduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to
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!
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case,
taking into accoimnt the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’®
resources, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior
rulings defining|the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.
On July 24, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for
Documents seeKing “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” was overbroad because
“those types of things aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that
discovery seeking “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he
makes” was overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also
ruled that Request 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for Documents seeking all transactions from
January 1, 2010 to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad” and beyond the scope
of discovery in I:his case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses™ in the
case.
On September 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7
Requests for Documents and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7% Requests seeking
financial related documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was

overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the

doctrine of enough is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going

to retry that div

Also on|
tax-return disca
income...The s

amount of inco

orce in this case.”

September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant
very in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross
upporting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the

me” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involvec;i “limited parts of [the
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ould show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery

when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be
produced, and “the supplementary documents that are attached to™ the returns were beyond the
t discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documentslare therefore beyond
vant discovery in this case.

nt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request as overly broad,
me, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

idence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, based on the Court’s

ruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain allegations from the

nt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks

ected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

d litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work

ntal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the

ne Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

he Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

Counterclaim P

SUPPL

laintiff stands on her objections to this Request.

EMENTAL RESPONSE: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this

request as the sf
is therefore mo

26. All Docum

atement in question has been Ordered dismissed as time-barred, and the request

Ot,

ents and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate ;to the alleged

statement by Adam Waldman in July 2019, referenced in Your Counterclaim at

paragraph

44, and attached as Exhibit E thereto.
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admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into
s of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ resources,
f the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings
pe of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

mber 18, 2020, the Court ruled that Request 51 of Mr. Depp’s 3™ Requests for

ing all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone relating to her

h Mr. Depp, claims of abuse or violence involving Mr. Depp, and injuries Ms.

she suffered as a result of Mr. Depp’s conduct was overbroad, and therefore
e of discovery in this case. The Court also ruled that Request 52 of Mr. Depp’s
Documents seeking all documents and communications relating to Ms. Heard’s

th Mr. Depp” was also overbroad, and therefore beyond the scope of discovery in

nt and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request as overly broad,

ome, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

vidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, based on the Court’s

ruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain allegations from the
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Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite
showing under the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documents in response to

this Request relevant to the statements at issue.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this
request as the sjatement in question has been Ordered dismissed as time-barred, and the request
is therefore moot.

27. All Documlnts and Communications that support or otherwise relate to any
contention that You have suffered monetary or any other damages as a result of the
alleged statement by Adam Waldman in July 2019, referenced in Your Counterclaim
at paragraph 44, and attached as Exhibit E thereto.

OBJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking
financial information, including seeking documents “otherwise relating to” it, on the grounds that
it is vague, ambiguous, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is
overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case,

taking into accqunt the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’

resources, the ilnportance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior

rulings defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.
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On July ﬁ.4, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Hearc’i’s 2" Request for
Documents seeking “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” w;as overbroad because
“those types of things aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” eilong with ruling that
discovery seeking “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he
makes” was overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also
ruled that Request 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2 Request for Documents seeking all transactions from
January 1, 201 Oito the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad” and beyond the scope
of discovery in this case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses” in the
case. ‘

On September 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos, 1-6 and 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7™
Requests for Documents and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7" Requests seeking
financjal relateci documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was
overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the
doctrine of enough is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going
to retry that divorce in this case.”

Also on September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant

tax-return discoyvery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross

income...The supporting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the
amount of income” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved “limited parts of [the
tax return] that would show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery
on November 20 when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax fcturns needed to be

produced, and ‘ithe supplementary documents that are attached to” the ret;urns were beyond the
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scope of relevant discovery in this case, Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond
the scope of releyant discovery in this case. |

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Requcét as overly broad,

unduly burdensame, and seeking information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evildcnce regarding the claims and defenses in this case, bascl:d on the Court’s
January 4, 2021 ruling on the demurrer and plea in bar dismissing certain allegations from the
Counterclaim. |

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite
showing under the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

Counterclaim Plaintiff stands on her objections to this Request.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE; Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this
request as the statement in question has been Ordered dismissed as time-barred, and the request
is therefore moat.
28. All Documents and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate to the alleged

statement b|y Adam Waldman in April 2020, referenced in Your Counterclaim at
paragraph 45, and attached as Exhibit F thereto.

OBJECTION; Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking

documents “relating to” allegations in the Counterclaim on the grounds that it is vague,

ambiguous, and|fails to define with particularity the information that it se:eks, and is overly
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ounterclaim Plaintiff has produced documents responsive to this request. Please
rs ALH10393-428. Please also see Ms. Heard’s Expert V\j’itness Designation,
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RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and
Counterclaim Pllaintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged docurpents in response to

this Request relevant to the statements at issue.

SUPPLEMENTAIL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,
Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced documents responsive to this request. Please

see bates numbers ALH10393-10428. Please also see Ms. Heard’s Expert Witness Designation,

dated February 16, 2021. Other produced documents may also be responsive.

30. All Documl‘nts and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate to the alleged
statement bly Adam Waldman in April 2020, referenced in Your Counterclaim at
paragraph l46, and attached as Exhibit G thereto.

OBJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to t.his Request seeking
documents “relating to” allegations in the Counterclaim on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonat;ly calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into
account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ resources,
the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings
defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On December 18, 2020, the Court ruled that Request 51 of Mr. Depp’s 3™ Requests for
Documents seeking all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone relating to her
relationship with Mr. Depp, claims of abuse or violence involving Mr. Depp, and injuries Ms.
Heard contends she suffered as a result of Mr. Depp’s conduct was overb"road, and therefore

beyond the scope of discovery in this case. The Court also ruled that Request 52 of Mr. Depp’s

3" Requests for Documents seeking all documents and communications relating to Ms, Heard’s
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the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.
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On September 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos, 1-6 and 8 of Ms, Heard’s 7%

Requests for Documents and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7th Requests seeking

financial related documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was

overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the
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on November 20 when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be
produced, and “the supplementary documents that are attached to” the rct{lrns were beyond the
scope of relevant discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond
the scope of relevant discovery in this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mental impression of counsel, which is prehibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite
showing under the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and
Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documents in response to

this Request relevant to the statements at issue.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced documents responsive to this request. Please
see bates numbers ALH10393-428. Please also see Ms. Heard’s Expert Witness Designation,

dated February!16, 2021. Other produced documents may also be responsive.

32. All Documents and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate to the alleged
statement ﬁy Adam Waldman in June 2020, referenced in Your Counterclaim at
paragraph|47, and attached as Exhibit G thereto.

OBJECGTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking
documents “relLting to” allegations in the Counterclaim on the grounds that it is vague,

ambiguous, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is overly

broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to
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the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses ir? this case, taking into
account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on tﬁc parties’ resources,
the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the éourt’s prior rulings
defining the scﬁpe of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On Decémber 18, 2020, the Court ruled that Request 51 of Mr. Depp’s 3™ Requests for
Documents seeicing all communications between Ms. Heard and anyene r:clating to her
relationship wifh Mr. Depp, claims of abuse or violence involving Mr. Dépp, and injuries Ms.
Heard contends|she suffered as a result of Mr. Depp’s conduct was overb;oad, and therefore
beyond the scoﬁe of discovery in this case. The Court also ruled that Request 52 of Mr. Depp’s
34 Requests fo¥ Documents seeking all documents and communications relating to Ms. Heard’s
“relationship with Mr. Depp” was also overbroad, and therefore beyond the scope of discovery in
this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
information pratected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite
showing underlthe Rules.

MES_E_ Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and
Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documents in response to
this Request reievant to the statements at issue.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced documents responsive to this request. Please
!
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On Sept

smber 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos, 1-6 andi 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7'

I
Requests for Dacuments and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7' Requests seeking

financial related documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the; divorce case was

overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the

doctrine of enough is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going

to retry that div

orce in this case.”

Also on|September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant

tax-return discovery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross

income...The sipporting documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the

amount of income” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved “limited parts of [the

tax return]| that

would show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery

on November 20 when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be

produced, and *

the supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the

scope of relevant discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documents are therefore beyond

the scope of relgvant discovery in this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks

information pratected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

invades protect

ed litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work

product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the

Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

showing under

the Rules.
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Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced documents responsive to this request. Please

see bates numbers ALH10393-428. Please also see Ms. Heard’s Expert Witness Designation,

dated February (16, 2021. Other produced documents may also be responsive.
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NSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Det;endant and

laintiff stands on her objections to this Request.
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Defendant and
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laintiff has produced documents responsive to this request that relate to the

ons and damages claimed. Please see bates numbers ALH_00010450-481.

Ms, Heard’s Expert Witness Designation, dated February 16, 2021. Other

nents may also be responsive.

mications between You and Bianca Butti regarding Your allegations of
abuse against Mr. Depp.
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this case, taking into account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limitations on the

parties’ resourc
Court’s prior ru

On Dec
Request for D¢

relating to Ms

es, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the
lings defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.
ember 18, 2020, the Court ruled that Request No. 42 of Mr. Depp’s 3™
ycuments seeking all communications between Ms. Hezflrd and Bianca Butti

}
Heard’s relationship with Mr. Depp, this litigation, the divorce litigation,

71




the UK action,

contended she

the scope of rel

The Co

claims of abuse or violence involving Mr. Depp, and injuries Ms, Heard
suffered due to Mr. Depp’s conduct was overbroad, and therefore beyond
evant discovery in this case.

art also ruled on December 18, 2020 that Request 51 of Mr. Depp’s 3™

Requests for Documents seeking all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone

relating to clai

contends she st

ms of abuse or violence involving Mr. Depp, and injuries Ms. Heard

hffered as a result of Mr. Depp’s conduct was overbroad, and therefore

beyond the scdpe of discovery in this case. The Court also ruled that Request 52 of Mr.

Depp’s 3™ ReJuests for Documents seeking all documents and communrications relating to

Ms. Heard’s “relationship with Mr. Depp” was also overbroad, and therefore beyond the

scope of discovery in this case.

d

RESP

Counterclaim

SUPPL

NSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

PEintiff stands on her objections to this Request.

MENTAL RESPONSE: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff stands on her

objections to this Request.

36. All Comm
regarding

OBJEC
documents rega
and fails to defi
burdensome, hé
of admissible &

needs of the cas

ications between You and any other Person, other than Your attorneys,

n
l’\l’our allegations of violence or abuse against Mr., Depp.

'TION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to ihis Request seeking

!
rding allegations in the Counterclaim on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous,
ne with particularity the information that it seeks, and is qverly broad, unduly
rassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
vidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taléing into account the

se, the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ r‘Eesources, the

78




importance of t

defining the sco
On Dec

for Documents|

1e discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings

3

pe of relevant discovery in this case quoted in detail below.
ember 18, 2020, the Court ruled that Request 51 of Mr. Depp’s 3rd Requests

seeking all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone relating to

claims of abuse or violence involving Mr, Depp and injuries Ms, Heard contends she
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ntal impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the

Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite
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RESP

Counterclaim Blaintiff stands on her objections to this Request.
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documents resp]
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onsive to this request. Please see bates numbers ALH_OQ000001-16845. Other
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~ 37. All Documents and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate to the impact that
Your purported donation of the proceeds of Your settlement withi Mr, Depp to charity
had on Your reputation and career. .

OBJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request, including
seeking docum]nts “relating to,” on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, and fails to define
with particularity the information that it seeks, and is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into account the needs of the case,
the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery
in resolving the; issues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant
discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On December 18, 2020, the Court narrowly defined the scope of discovery regarding
charitable donations for this case as only applying to “the $7 million donation or pledge” and
“that specific donation,” and held that related discovery seeking “how she spent her money and
those types of things” was beyond the scope of discovery in this case. As part of this ruling, the
court therefore ruled that Request 47 seeking all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone
regarding any gf her charitable donations and Request 46 seeking documents evidencing what
Ms. Heard did with the divorce settlement funds beyond any that were donated to charity (both
from Mr. Deppjs 3™ Requests for Documents) were beyond the scope of discovery in this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work

product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
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Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

showing under the Rules.
RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

b

Counterclaim Plaintiff stands on her objections to this Request.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,
Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff is unaware of any documents responsive to this Request.

38. All Documents and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate to any and all
publicity arising from Your divorce from Mr. Depp, including but not limited to any
publicity associated with Your public claims to have donated the entirety of the
proceeds of the divorce settlement to charity.

OBJECQTION; Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request seeking
financial information, including seeking documents “relating to” it, on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguqus, and fails to define with particularity the information that it seeks, and is

overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case,

taking into account the needs of the case, the amount in controversy, limiitations on the parties’
resources, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior
rulings defining the scope of relevant discovery in this case quoted in det:ail below.

On September 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7
Requests for D;quments and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7" Requests seeking
financial rclate::i documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was
overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case becausie “its denied under the
doctrine of enopigh is enough. You all have been through the divorce alrﬁ:ady. We're not going

!
to retry that divorce in this case.”

i
;
'
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On Nov

ember 20, 2020 the Court also ruled that Requests 1-5 of Ms. Heard’s 8™

Requests for Dgcuments seeking deposition transcripts, pleadings, discovery responses, and

document production from four other specific litigations regarding disputes over Mr. Depp’s

finances were *

overly broad [and] burdensome™ and beyond the scope of discovery in this case.

On December 18, 2020, the Court narrowly defined the scope of discovery regarding

charitable donaJions for this case as only applying to “the $7 million donation or pledge” and

“that specific donation,” and held that related discovery seeking “how she spent her money and

those types of things” was beyond the scope of discovery in this case. As part of this ruling, the

court therefore

ruled that Request 47 seeking all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone

regarding any of her charitable donations and Request 46 seeking documents evidencing what

Ms. Heard did with the divorce settlement funds beyond any that were donated to charity (both

from Mr. Depp

s 3" Requests for Documents) were beyond the scope of discovery in this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks

information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request

invades protect

ed litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work

product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the

Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

showing under

the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

Counterclaim B

SUPPL

laintiff stands on her objections to this Request.

EMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced documents responsive to this request. Please

see bates numbers ALH_00010358-10392. Other produced documents may also be responsive.
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39. All Documents and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate to any anonymous
donations made on Your behalf on in Your name to the Children’ls Hospital, Los
Angeles, from January 1, 2016 to present.

OBJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request, including
seeking documents “relating to,” on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, and fails to define
with particularity the information that it seeks, and is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into account the needs of the case,
the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery
in resolving the|issues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant
discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On December 18, 2020, the Court narrowly defined the scope of discovery regarding
charitable donations for this case as only applying to “the $7 million donation or pledge” and
“that specific donation,” and held that related discovery seeking “how she spent her money and
those types of things™ was beyond the scope of discovery in this case. As part of this ruling, the
court therefore ruled that Request 47 seeking all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone
regarding any of her charitable donations and Request 46 seeking documents evidencing what
Ms. Heard did with the divorce settlement funds beyond any that were donated to charity (both

from Mr. Depp/s 3" Requests for Documents) were beyond the scope of discovery in this case.

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the

'
|
b
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Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

showing under the Rules. 1{

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and
Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced documents in response to this Request identifying the
amounts donated on her behalf to Children’s Hospital, Los Angeles. Defendant and

Counterclaim Plaintiff otherwise stands on her objections to this Request.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff has produced documents responsive to this request. Please

see bates numbe#s ALH _00010358-10392. Other produced documents may also be responsive.

40. All Documehts and Communications that refer, reflect, or relate to any anonymous
donations made on Your behalf on in Your name to the American Civil Liberties
Union, from|January 1, 2016 to present.

BJECTION: Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff objects to this Request, including
seeking documents “relating to,” on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, and fails to define
with particularity the information that it seeks, and is overly‘ broad, unduly burdensome,
harassing, and seeks information not reasonabiy calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into account the needs of the case,
the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery
in resolving the il;sues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant
discovery in this case quoted in detail below.

On December 18, 2020, the Court narrowly defined the scope of discovery regarding
charitable donaticlms for this case as only applying to “the $7 million donation or pledge” and

“that specific donation,” and held that related discovery seeking “how she spent her money and

those types of things” was beyond the scope of discovery in this case. As part of this ruling, the
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ections to this Request.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and C

ounterclaim Plaintiff has produced documents responsive to this request. Please

sce bates numbers ALH_00010358-10392, ALH_00010487-10492. Other produced documents
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OBJECT

ade on Your behalf from January 1, 2016 to present.
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the information that it seeks, and is overly broad, undulyiburdensome,
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harassing, and seeks information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence regarding the claims and defenses in this case, taking into account the needs of the case,
the amount in controversy, limitations on the parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery
in resolving the issues, and critically the Court’s prior rulings defining the scope of relevant
discovery in thisj case quoted in detail below.

On December 18, 2020, the Court narrowly defined the scope of discovery regarding
charitable donati;ons for this case as only applying to “the $7 million donafion or pledge” and
“that specific donation,” and held that related discovery seeking “how she spent her money and
those types of things” was beyond the scope of discovery in this case. As part of this ruling, the
court therefore ruled that Request 47 seeking all communications between Ms. Heard and anyone

regarding any offher charitable donations and Request 46 seeking documents evidencing what

Ms. Heard did Wlth the divorce settlement funds beyond any that were donated to charity (both
from Mr. Depp’s 3™ Requests for Documents) were beyond the scope of discovery in this case.

Defendan‘t and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Request because it seeks
information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
Virginia Supreme Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite
showing under the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and

Counterclaim Plaintiff stands on her objections to this Request.
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On July 24, 2020 the Court ruled that Request No. 14 of Ms. Heard’s 2" Request for
Documents seeking “income from all sources from 2010 to the present” w"as overbroad because
“those types of things aren’t anything that would be helpful in this case,” along with ruling that
discovery seeking “outflow, what his expenses are and whether he spends more money than he
makes” was overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case. The Court also
ruled that Request 16 of Ms. Heard’s 2™ Request for Documents seeking all transactions from
January 1, 2010 to the present with a list of individuals was “overly broad” and beyond the scope
of discovery in this case unless these individuals were “going to be potential witnesses” in the
case.

On September 18, 2020 the Court ruled that Request Nos. 1-6 and 8 of Ms. Heard’s 7™
Requests for Documents and Request Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Ms. Heard’s 7" Requests seeking
financial related documents during the parties’ marriage and related to the divorce case was
overbroad and beyond the scope of relevant discovery in this case because “its denied under the
doctrine of enough is enough. You all have been through the divorce already. We’re not going
to retry that divorce in this case.”

Also on September 18, 2020 the Court specifically defined the narrow scope of relevant
tax-return discovery in this case as only requiring “the documents which show the gross
income...The suPponing documents are not to be produced,” and further Ordered that only “the
amount of incom?:” from the tax returns is relevant and that only involved “limited parts of [the
tax return] that would show the income.” The Court reiterated this scope of tax-return discovery
on November 20 |when it further ruled that only the “return pages” of tax returns needed to be

produced, and “the supplementary documents that are attached to” the returns were beyond the
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scope of relevant discovery in this case. Any other tax-related documentslare therefore beyond
the scope of relevant discovery in this case. |

Defendant and Counterclaim Plaintiff further objects to this Requeét because it seeks
information protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the grounds that this Request
invades protected litigation work product and would require disclosure of core opinion work
product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by 4:1(b)(3) of the Rules of the
Virginia Supre ie Court. Plaintiff and Counterclaim Defendant has not made the requisite

showing under the Rules.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the objections, Defendant and
Counterclaim PlLintiff has produced or will produce non-privileged documents in response to
this Request releyant to the statements at issue.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving objections,

Defendant and CJounterclaim Plaintiff has produced documents responsive to this request. Please
see bates numbers ALH_00000001-00016845. Please also see Ms. Heard’s Expert Witness

Designation, dated February 16, 2021. Other produced documents may also be responsive.
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 ATTACHMENT 2



Elaine Bredehoft -

From: Elaine Bredehoft

Sent: Thursday, April 08, 2021 1:26 PM

To: Chew, Benjamin G.

Cc: Vasquez, Camille M.

Subject: Scheduling Crder, Motion to Compel, other Motions in the queue, and new matter in

light of UK denial of further appeals

Ben: Thanks for yous response. | look forward to seeing your mark up of the Scheduling
Order, so we can discuss. Do you want to set up a time for a call on Monday?

On the 4t RFPs, while neither side has provided bates stamps for the responsive pleadings, we
will agree to provide those in this instance to try to assist in resolving, and are working on that.
| hope to get these td you asap.

On the other motions in the queue:

We have already met and conferred on the 10", 11'" and 12 RFPs and the related RFAs. We
have also met and conferred on using Tracey Jacobs’ other depositions and documents that
were sent during Ms. Jacobs’ deposition. All of these are motions we were prepared to file,
and intend to bring in turn, unless you want to reconsider your earlier positions.

In the meantime, another issue has developed that we believe takes priority. In light of the
finality of the UK decision, including the exhaustion of the appeals, we are amending our
Answer & Grounds of Defense and supplementing our Plea in Bar to include the defenses of
comity, collateral estoppel, issue preclusion, res judicata, and the like. We need to request
the consent of the Court to file these. We would also like to schedule a hearing on the Plea in
Bar, a briefing schedule and we believe the Court should stay discovery pending a ruling on
this.

Will you agree to a Consent Order permitting leave to file the Amended Answer & Grounds of
Defense and Supplerjnental Plea in Bar? Will you join us in requesting a hearing date on the
Supplemental Plea in Bar, a briefing schedule and agree to a stay pending decision? If so, we
can prepare a Consent Order and approach Chief Judge Azcarate’s law clerk for dates.

If you do not agree, we would like to set this down as soon as possible. If you will allow us the
April 30 date, we would set it down on that Friday (] say allow because we have agreed that
your motion to compel the 4" RFPs was already filed and scheduled for hearing, and therefore
would be set first if \I/ou choose to proceed after seeing our supplemental responses). If you



want to retain that date, we would ask the Court to allow us May 7 for the request for leave,
to set the hearing anc} briefing and for a stay pending.

Let me know your thdughts on this and if you want to schedule a time on Monday to discuss.
How is 11:30 a.m. Eastern?

Thanks. Elaine

Elaine Charlson Bredéhoft

Charlson Bredehoft Cohen & Brown, P.C.
11260 Roger Bacon Drive

Suite 201

Reston, VA 20190
(703) 318-6800
(703) 919-2735 {mobijle)
(703) 318-6808 (fax)
www.cbcblaw.com

From: Chew, Benjamin G. <BChew@brownrudnick.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 07{ 2021 3:31 PM

To: Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft.com>
Cc: Vasquez, Camille M. <GVasquez@brownrudnick.com>
Subject: Re: Follow up on scheduling a call

Elaine,

I will send you a mark up of your draft Scheduling Order in the next few days.

As agreed, Mr. Depp will blring on for hearing on April 30 his previously filed motion to compel. To the extent you believe
Ms. Heard has produced documents responsive to any of the issues raised in that motion since we filed it, please
provide us Bates ranges, noting the request(s) to which particular documents are responsive.

Am tied up through Friday, but let’s talk Monday about fleshing out the concept of alternating available Friday motions
days, and how to deal with those Fridays on which the party whose “turn” it is does not have a motion.

Best regards,
Ben

Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 7, 2021, at 12:58 PM, Elaine Bredehoft <ebredehoft@charlsonbredehoft.com> wrote:




‘CAUTION: External E-

mail, Use caution accessing links or attachments, . L i

Ben and Camille: | am following up on our scheduling a call to discuss the draft

Scheduling Ord|

r. | have a few more things to cover as well, including discussing

your Fourth RFPs (we have been working through those, | think we have provided
the vast majority of what you have requested and are supplementing to reflect

that, and we cg
would like to d

n talk about any concerns you may have specifically). In addition, |
scuss the substance of, timing and scheduling of our motions that

we believe are the most pressing.

What works for you? Thanks. Elaine

Bredehoft

Elaine Charlson
Charlson Brede—:l

hoft Cohen & Brown, P.C.

11260 Roger Bacon Drive

Suite 201

Reston, VA 20190

(703) 318-6800
(703) 919-2735
(703) 318-6808

(mobile)
(fax)

www.cbcblaw.!com

The information contained in this electronic message may be legally privileged and confidential under applicable faw, and is intended only for the use of
the individual or entity named above. If the recipient of this message is not the above-named intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, copy or disclowre: of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify Brown
Rudnick LLP, (617) 856-8200 (if dialing from outside the US, 001-(617)-856-8200) and purge the communication immediately without making any copy

or distribution,

To the extent Brown Rudnick is 3 "controller” of the “"personal data" (as each term is defined in the European General Data Protection Regulation
(EU/2016/679) or in the UK's Data Protection Act 2018} you have provided to us in this and other communications between us, please see our privacy

statement and summary here wh)
any legitimate interests on which

European Economic Area.

ch sets out details of the controller, the personal data we have collected, the purposes for which we use it (including
we rely), the persons to whom we may transfer the data and when and how we intend to transfer it outside the
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produced yesterday, detailed income statements of

Mr.

Depp's three loan-out companies: Infinitum

Nihil, LRD, and Scaramanga Brothers.

al

20

th

agr
ov

20

thl

an

wh

sS4

We

th

re

Ary

mo

Specifically, Mr. Depp produced from EWC
1 detailed income statements from 2009 through
15, and he produced detailed P&L's for those
ree entities from 2016 through August 2020.
Moreover, we produced a summary of the

oss receipts for all of Mr. Depp's projects for

er a decade, spanning the period from 2009 to
20.

| And, again, your Honor, the reascon that

is took so long was that Mr. Depp -- Mr. White
d his staff had to compile this information
ich did not exist in Mr. Depp's custody.

So, getting to the other documents, they
y they want the tax returns from 2009 and 2010.
respectfully submit that that doesn't overcome
e qualified privilege. Number one, his tax
turns for that period of time are not relevant.

d even if they were, Mr. Depp has now provided

re than sufficient alternatives relating to his

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM
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required to provide all this information is
nied. Mr. Waldman is still currently counsel

¥y a party in the case.

As to the documents that I guess I've got
tt of categorized here as fourth RFP 14; sixth
Ps 1 through 6 and 8; and seventh RFPs 1, 3, 5,
d 7, those are, basically, the information

lated to the divorce case. Request is denied as
those documents. It is denied under the

ctrine of it's enough is enough. You all have
en through the divorce already. We're not going
retry that divorce in this case, and that's

at I deem this to be aimed at.

The fourth RFP 1 and 2, that is to be
oduced by September 30th.

As to the tax documents, it's granted in

rt and denied in part. The documents which show
e gross income are to be produced. The

pporting documents are not to be produced. You
1 have got a lot of information on income, and
is is just one more area where I envision a

hashing of previous other issues.

PLANET DEPOS
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Your question is what's the amount of
ingome, and you can get that from the -- those
parts of the tax return is limited —-- there's very
liAited parts that would show the income.

As to the meeting with Mr. White, the
buJiness manager, and is this the April meeting?

I'm not sure how that that is really related to

anT issue that's going to be produced in our case,
buﬁ 1f after Mr. White is deposed, it appears that
there is some documents that are necessary, I'll
let you revisit that.

And I understand your argument that we

need the documents before we do the deposition,
and in this particular case, I don't find that to
be| the case.

So, I think I have touched on everything.
If| I missed a ruling on one of them, would you all
tell me.

MR. CHEW: ©No, I think that's it, your
Honor. And may we, once we have the benefit of
Ms|. Wilson's transcript, which we will

respectfully order expedited, may we submit a

PLANET DEPOS
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RTIFICATE OF SHCRTHAND REPORTER-E-NCTARY PUBLIC
I, Victoria Lynn Wilson, the officer

fiore whom the foregoing proceedings were taken,
hereby certify that the foregoing transcript is
true and correct record of the proceedings; that
id proceedings were taken by me stenographically
d thereafter reduced to typewriting under my
rection; and that I am neither counsel for,
iated to, nor employed by any of the parties to
s case and have no interest, financial or
herwise, in its outcome.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my
nd and affixed my notarial seal this 18th day of
ptember 2020.

commission expires May 31, 2023,

hTORIA LYNN WILSON

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR

E COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM
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a problem with lying, and she had to say that, "I
gave it away to other victims like me,
$7|million.”"™ That's a lie. And the Court in Los
Angeles, Judge Bowick, was incensed by that. I
think this case -- Court should be incensed by
that.

She can still make her argument that

she -—- that somehow, "I donated to charity," you

know, didn't mean what it said. She's able to
make that argument, but she should be compelled to
produce those documents by noon Monday or just to
certify that she didn't do it, she didn't honor
helr pledges. And, your Honor, that's only fair,
your Honor.

Thank you, your Honor.

THE COURT: All right. Thank you both.
With regards to the first category, second
request for production number 7 as to the arrest
records, that motion to compel is granted. I
understand that it may or may not be admissible.
Whether it leads to something or not is such that

iY's appropriate that it be discovered.

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM
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23

th
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46
th
do
th
mo
ho
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Cco

in

Second category, that is second RFP number

and the third RFPs 50 and 51, the motion to

- compel there is denied. I find that is overbroad.

And as to number three, the third RFP, I

ink it's number 42, 43, and 52, that is also
erruled as being overbroad -- I'm sorry -- and
t compelled. Denied.

As to number four, which is RFP 44, 45,
, and 47, I agree we're not going to relitigate
e divorce, but the issue of the $7 million

nation or pledge or whatever it actually is, I

ink that is now subject to discovery, so the
tion is granted as to that. It's denied as to
w she spent her money and those type of things,
t as to that specific donation, that's
mpelled.

With regards to the fifth category, second
terrogatory number 1, 7, 8, and 9,

supplementation is required by the Rules of Court.

Th

e Court doesn't generally set a date for that

supplementation because the Rules of Court compel

th

e parties to do it. So that's denied as to

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM
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TIFICATE OF SHORTHAND REPORTER-E-NOTARY PUBLIC
I, Victoria Lynn Wilson, the officer

ore whom the foregoing proceedings were taken,
hereby certify that the foregoing transcript is
rue and correct record of the proceedings; that

d proceedings were taken by me stenographically

and thereafter reduced to typewriting under my

ection; and that I am neither counsel for,

ated to, nor employed by any of the parties to

this case and have no interest, financial or

otherwise, in its outcome.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my

hand and affixed my notarial seal this 18th day of

December 2020.

commission expires May 31, 2023.

|

VICTORIA LYNN WILSON
E-NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR

THE COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
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time as to the matters actually docketed. Thank

you.

wi

Ho

Co
en
sh
fr

or

to

Th

Fil
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wh

MS. BREDEHOFT: Thank you, Your Honor. I
il reserve the rest for rebuttal.
MR. CHEW: Good morning again, Your
nor. Ben Chew for plaintiff. Your Honor, the
urt should deny Ms. Heard's motion in its
tirety. And we respectfully submit that Mr. Depp
ould be awarded the costs of defending this
ivolous motion. I will be happy to proceed in the
der in which --

THE CQURT: Mr. Chew, your volume needs
come up just a little bit, if you don't mind.
ank you.
MR. CHEW: Yes, Your Honor. Apologies.
rst, Your Honor, with respect to the tax
cuments, as Your Honor may recall, on September 18
ur Honor ruled as followed, quote, The documents

ich show the gross income should be produced. The

supporting documents are not to be produced. That's

th

jl=l

e transcript of the September 18 proceeding at

ge 35.

PLANET DEPOS
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Mr. Deppr timely produced all such

documents on September 30. Specifically, Your

Honor, Mr.

fo

Depp produced the Form 1120-S forms with

thI federal statements from 2009 through the present

each of Mr. Depp's three earn-out entries from

which he receives his salary. That's where he gets

all of his

income from the three entities —-

Infinitum Nihil, LRD Productions, Inc., and

Scaramanga,

Inc. These 1120-S forms report income

gains, losses, deductions, credits, et cetera, for

each entity covered by an election to be an S

corporation. We redacted only the company's

personal identifiers, such as the employer

identification number.

So, Your Honor, we complied with this

back on September 30. They show all of the gross

income. And Ms. Bredehoft is free to examine

Mr|. White,

whose company prepared those documents.

Mri. Depp —- quoting from his deposition, Mr. Depp is

not a tax accountant and was not intimately involved

in the production of documents by his manager and

accountant.

So, Your Honor, that should be denied.

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM
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Mr.

at category of documents just as Judge Bowick in
Iifornia has twice denied Ms. Heard's motions to
ek documents from TMG. To the extent the Court is
clined to grant any portion of Ms. Heard's motion
th respect to that category -- the other

ﬁigation -— we would respectfully request that the
urt order Ms. Heard to pay Mr. Depp's counsel for
eir time, which would be substantial, and for the
s5sive costs that would be entailed in reproducing
re than two million documents, none of which have
ything to do with this case or Ms. Heard and would
quire Mr. Bloom's counsel and TMG's counsel again
refight the issues of confidentiality.

Finally, Your Honor, as to the last
tegory, these are categories of document requests
X through nine, Ms. Bredehoft is frankly mistaken.
ere 1s no impasse as to these documents -—-
cument requests. But they are still, despite
Treece's effort, overly broad. I will go
rough them very guickly.

Requests six and seven call for documents

fficient to show the impact of the other

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

Transcript of Hearing
Conducted on November 20, 2020 18

litigation on Mr. Depp's career. So that's an

extlremely vague and ambiguous request. There is no

fi
on

to

le of documents which, you know, impact litigation
Mr. Depp's career. We have agreed in principle

produce documents, if any, that relate to the

impact of the litigation on his career. But it is a

ve

la
in

Pi

Msl

Po

ne

to

if

ov

co

de

de

fi

ry vague redquest.
Request number eight. Mr. Depp testified
st week that Disney never wrote or otherwise
formed him that it had cut him loose from the
rates of the Caribbean series only days after
Heard published her op-ed in the Washington

st. Mr. Depp had to read about it in the

Wspaper.

We agreed to produce documents relating

career -- lost career opportunities from Disney,
any. But this request is hopelessly, again,

erbroad. It calls for materials relating to any
mplaints Disney may have had over the period,
cisions in timing as to the filming, career
cisions, anything related to other litigation,

nancial compensation.

PLANET DEPOS
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Your Honor has already ordered Mr. Depp
to |produce, and he has produced all documents

related to his damages claims. So that's already

been done. But this request is overly broad. We
arl willing to work with them on six, seven, and
eight to narrow it to something that makes sense.
Finally, request number nine, which calls

for any and all insurance company regarding any film

that Mr. Depp has ever done or any other project in

which he has ever done. Again, Your Honor, this is
overly broad. We agree and have agreed to produce
any documents relating to any claims made against an
insurance company based on any conduct by Mr. Depp,
which we haven't found. But this request calls for
any and all insurance information regarding any film
or| other project which is, again, Your Honor,
hopelessly overbroad. We would respectfully request
that the Court deny Ms. Heard's motion in its
entirety and award us the costs of having to defend
this. Thank you, Your Honor.

MS. BREDEHOFT: 1Is Your Honor ready for

eyt irrr g w— A ————————————————————————— e ——
R TRCTIT 8 R RIS T Al T T B 1 a1 A AT IR o

i,
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THE COURT: All right. Thank you all.
The objections to request for production one through
fiye are sustained. I find them to be overly broad,
burdensome. As to six and seven, they are sustained
on‘that grounds as well and additionally on the
grounds of vagueness. As to six and seven, the
reéuest to produce the documents requested in
pa;agraph —-— in number eight is granted. The

request as to paragraph number nine is denied. The

request with regards to the personal income tax

returns is granted as to the return pages, not all
the supplementary documents that are attached to
them.

And, Ms. Bredehoft, I am going to make a
comment to you. And maybe I shouldn't, but I am
going to, anyway. But you risk losing credibility
with the Court when you come before the Court and
accuse the other side of not following the rules.
Yet, you repeatedly have tried to add matters to the
argument docket that were not on the docket. That

would be a violation of the rules.

You also send vastly overbroad requests

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM
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CERTIFICATE OF SHORTHAND REPORTER - E-NOTARY PUBLIC

I, Carla L. Andrews, the officer before

whom the foregoing proceedings were taken, do hereby

certify that the foregoing transcript is a true and
correct record of the proceedings; that said

proceedings were taken by me stenographically and

thereafter reduced to typewriting under my
supervision; that review was not requested; and that
I am neither counsel for, related to, nor employed
by|any of the parties to this case and have no

interest, financial or otherwise, it its outcome.

i IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set
my| hand and affixed my notarial seal this 23rd day

of| November, 2020.

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR

=
|

THE COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

My Commission Expires: April 30, 2023
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representation o
millions of pages
and scores of thi,

designated “Con

ver a period of nearly fwo decades. Vast quantities of documents totaling
v were produced and exchanged in discovery in both litigations, by Mr. Depp
rd parties unrelated to this litigation. The vast majority of such materials were

fidential” in connection with Protective Orders entered by the Superior Court for

the County of Los Angeles, California, and the documents, depositions, and discovery responses

in those cases rel

affairs over a se;:

Mr. Depp and h.ié

As noted

ate to sensitive aspects of Mr. Depp’s business, personal, and privileged legal
enteen-year period, Moreover, numerous documents were exchanged between
former managers and attorneys that would be privileged as to Ms. Heard.

above, Ms, Heard’s purported limitation of the scope of these RFPs to particular

topics is, in reality, no limitation at all, because the topics are ludicrously overbroad and

amorphous. Ms.|

do with “witness

7, &
2

damagcs

perce

Heard cannot credibly argue that any litigation document that has something to
interactions”; “Mr. Depp’s explanations for his conduct”; “claims for-

ption of other person’s fault™; “photographs”; and “medical issues™ is per se

relevant to this action. To the contrary, absent an explanation for how the “Other Litigation”

directly relates to

relevant or approj

In short, N

the Depp/Heard relationship—which is not the case—none of those topics are
priate,

As. Heard’s attempt to engage in an open-ended fishing expedition into these

matters is nothing short of outrageous, and should be rejected out of hand.

I1.

True to fo

The P

arties Did Not Reach Impasse On RFP Nos. 6-9

rm, Ms. Heard and her counsel moved to compel RFP Nos. 6-9 before the

parties reached impasse.

iMs. Heard

’s RFP Nos. 6 and 7 are somewhat odd, in that they seek ~documents_sufficient’

{to reflect the impact” of various litigation on Mr. Depp’s reputation and career. (There is no file




wenitently labelled as reflecting the impact litigation on Mr, Depp’s career,

‘rendering these'}

""" ntirely clear what

EPs highly ambiguous and subject to intefpretation It s ot

\documents would even be considered responsive. Nonetheless—as Ms. Heard concedes in her
|

Motion—Mp: De

agrees in princip]

non-privileged d

Motion is unnec

are already agreef

As for M

p has never refused to produce documents in response to these RFPs, and

e that responsive documents, if any are determined to exist, will be produced.

b. 4) (“Plaintiff agreed in its responses and in the meet and confer to produce

cuments that analyze the impact of these litigations on Plaintiff’s career”). The

2ssary and inappropriate to the extent it demands production of documents that

to be produced.

i
and communicati

. Heard’s RFP No, 8 Mr. Depp agrees in principle with producing documents

ons between himself and Walt Disney related to lost career opportunities in

|
response (and, indeed, Mr. Depp believes that there are no such documents in his possession that

would be respons

However, a close]
|

requests, it is ovc;
“complaints™ of a%
(same—it is uncl%
appropriate to thei
Mr. Depp’s Otheg
Depp is willing lc
requests, and ther?

discoverable. Bu

ive to a request for such documents that have not already been produced).
reading of Ms. Heard’s proposed RFP No. 8§ reveals that, like the rest of her -
rbroad. For instance, Ms. Heard demands communications that relate to any
ny nature; “decisions and timing” (whatever that means); “career decisions”
car what that actually means); “financial compensation” (this would only be
extent it relates to damages, i.e., lost cbmpensation); and “anything related to ‘
" Litigation™ (clearly overbroad, as the “Other Litigation” is not at issue). Mr.
work with Ms. Heard to develop more reasonable parameters for'these

e is certainly a subset of documents sought that could be legitimately

t as posed, this is overbroad and inappropriate.
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Fax: (949) 252-1514
cvasquez@brownrudnick.com

Counsel for Plaintiff and

Counterclaim Defendant John C. Depp, II
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A

Q

It's perfect.

Do you recall that that was a public

record filing?

A Public record filing?

0] Your divorce decree -- do you understand
that that was -- your judgment of final decree was
a public record filing?

MR. CHEW: Objection toc the form of the
qguestion, calls for a legal conclusion.

A I have only been led tc 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 toc in fact make the

first set of donations to those charities myself,

but I put it in her name.
to the ¢harities,

wildly complained about it,

charged

So I gave the first two
and then Ms. Heard came out and
saying that I should be
because I was

the double, 14 million,

trying to use that as a tax write-off.

Q

| Did you pay any of the seven million in

settlement to Amber Heard because she alleged that

you had

engaged in domestic violence against her?

| PLANET DEPOS .
' 888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM
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A
to the
attorne

A
any cha

Q

A
like ittt

No, she dreopped the charges,
MR. CHEW: You may answer that question
extent that you are not disclosing any
y—-client privilege.

No, it's very simple. She had dropped
rges of violence against me.

So —-
In fact, there were no --
MR. CHEW:
THE WITNESS: No --
MR. CHEW:
THE WITNESS: It's okay.

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: He runs on a

lot, and T would like you to talk with him --

MR. CHEW: I would like you to stop

interrupting him.

done?

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry. What have I

MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: He runs on a

lot, and --

THE WITNESS: ©Oh, do I run on?

Please stop interrupting him.

We're going to call the court.

I'm starting to

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM
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THE REPORTER: Question: "So none of the

$7 millliion that you paid to Amber Heard was because

or as a

in domestic abuse or wviolence;

‘result of her alleging that you'd engaged
is that correct?™
And same instruction.

MR. CHEW:

THE WITNESS: None of the $7 million that

she was|awarded in the divorce had anything
whatsoever to do with any -- any of her claims, any
of that, no.
MS. CHARLSON BREDEHOFT: You can take
your break now.
MR. CHEW: Thank you.
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We're going off the
record.| The time is 12:15.
(Recessed at 12:15 p.m.)
{Reconvened at 1:32 p.m.)
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are back on the
record. | The time is 13:32.
BY MS. GHARLSON BREDEHOFT:
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

PLANET DEPOS
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CERTIFICATE OF SHORTHAND REPORTER - NOTARY PUBLIC

I, Karen Young, the officer before whom

the forkgoing deposition was taken, do hereby

certify

correct

that the foregoing transcript is a true and

record of the testimony given; that said

testimony was taken by me stenographically and

thereafter reduced to typewriting under my

direction, and that I am neither counsel for or

related

te, nor employed by any of the parties to

this case and have no interest, financial oz

otherwise, in its outcome.

my hand

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, I have hereunto set

and affixed my notarial seal this 17th day

of November, 2020.

NOTARY LUBLIC IN AND FOR

THE COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

My comm]

lssion expires:

June 30/,

Registr:

2022

tion No. 7046852

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM
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VIRGINI;

A

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY

JOHN C. DEFP, II .
Plaintiff,
V. Civil Action No.: CL-2019-0002911
AMBER LAYRA HEARD
Defendant. ;
DEFENDANT AMBER LAURA HEARD’S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO

P]

LAINTIFF’S THIRD SET OF REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION

Pursuant to Rule 4:9 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia (“Rules”), Defendant

Amber Laura ]
“Responses™) t
2020 (the “Req
The 1c
incorporated ir
forth therein:
1.
seek informati
2.
broad, unduly
or are not prop
3.

requirements b

Heard, by and through her attorneys, submits these responses and objections (the
o Plaintiff John C. Depp’s Third Set of Requests for Production dated August 14,
uests™).

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

llowing general objections and responses (the “General Objections”) are

ito each specific objection and response (the “Specific Objections™) as if fully set

Defendant objects to the Requests to the extent they are duplicative, cumulative, or
yn that has been or will be provided through other means of discovery.

Defendant objects to the Requests to the extent they are vague, ambiguous, overly
burdensome, seek information not relevant to the claims or defenses of any party,
ortional to the needs of the case.

Defendant objects to the Requests to the extent they impose any obligations or

eyond the scope of the Rules or any case law interpreting them.




41.
Your relatio

All Communications between You and Rami Sarabi that refer or relate to

refer or relate to the Action, the Divorce Action, the UK. Action, any claims of abuse or
violence involving Mr. Depp, and any injuries You contend You suffered as a result of any

conduct by
RESPONSE:

Defend
burdensome ar
not reasonably
objects to this
accessible to
information pr
privilege or wi
Subject to the
and/or the U.K]
responsive do
identified by a

42,
Your relatio

¥

nEhip with Mr. Depp, including without limitation any Communications that

r. Depp.

ant objects to this request on the grounds that it is overbroad and unduly
\d seeks Information that is not relevant to the claims or defenses in this action and

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Defendant further
request to the extent it seeks information that is already available to and equally
Plaintiff. Defendant objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged
otected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client
ork product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection.
foregoing specific and general objections, Defendant has produced in this action
 litigation (which Plaintiff already possesses from the trial bundles) non-privileged
cuments and will produce any additional, non-privileged documents that are

reasonable search that refer or relate to the claims and defenses in this case.

All Communications between You and Bianca Butti that refer or relate_to!
ship with Mr. Depp, including without limitation any Communications that

refer or relate to the Action, the Divorce Action, the UK. Action, (any claims of abuse or}

(violence involving Mr. Depp; and any injuries You contend You suffered as a result of any

conduct by
RESPONSE:
Defend
burdensome be
and not reason:

to this request

ﬁ‘. Depp.

ant objects to this request on the grounds that it is overbroad and unduly
cause it seeks information that is not relevant to the claims or defenses in this action
ably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Defendant objects

to the extent it seeks privileged information protected from disclosure, including

28




information px
applicable priy
Notwit

1n this action 4

Defendant star

@3)
Your relation
refer or relat

otected by the attorney-client privilege or work product doctrine and any other
ilege, immunity or protection.

hstanding any non-privileged, responsive documents Defendant may have produced
nd/or the U.K. litigation (which Plaintiff already possesses from the trial bundles),

\ds on the objections.

All Communications between You and any other Person that refer or relate to}
ship with Mr. Depp, including without limitation any Communications that
e to the Action, the Divorce Action, the UK. Action,fany claims_of abuse or’

(violence involving Mr, Depp) and any injuries You contend You suffered as a result of any

conduct by
RESPONSE:

Defend
burdensome bg
and not reason
objects to this
accessible to
information pt

privilege or we

M

r. Depp.

ant objects to this request on the grounds that it is overbroad and unduly
cause it seeks information that is not relevant to the claims or defenses in this action
ably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, Defendant further
request to the extent it seeks information that is already available to and equally
Plaintiff. Defendant objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged
rotected from disclosure, including information protected by the attorney-client

yrk product doctrine and any other applicable privilege, immunity or protection.

Notwithstanding any non-privileged, responsive documents Defendant may have produced

in this action and/or the U.K. litigation (which Plaintiff already possesses from the trial bundles),

Defendant st

44.
settlement pa;

RESPONSE:

]

ds on the objections.

All Documents that evidence or reflect any donations made by You of any
yments made to You by Mr. Depp in connection with the Divorce Action,

29
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Elamne Charlson Bredeflott ( VB NO. 25/00
Adam 8. Nadelhaft (VSB No. 91717)
David E, Murphy (VSB No. 90938)
Charlson Bredehoft Cohen & Brown, P.C.
11260 Roger Bacon Drive, Suite 201
Reston, Virginia 20190

Telephone: (703) 318-6800
ebredehoft@cbeblaw.com
anadelhaft@icbeblaw.com

dmurphy@cbeblaw.com

J. Benjamin Rottenborn (VSB No. 84796)
Joshua R. Treece (VSB No. 79149)
Woobs RoGERS PL.C

10 S. Jefferson Street, Suite 1400

P.O. Box 14125

Roanoke, Virginia 24011

Telephone: (540) 983-7540
brottenborn@woodsrogers.com

itreece@woodsrogers.com

Counsel to Defendant Amber Laura Heard
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I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served this 4" day of
September 2030, by email, by agreement of the parties, addressed. as follows:

Benjamin G. Chew, Esq. Adam R. Waldman, Esq.

Andrew; C. Crawford, Esq. THE ENDEAVOR LAW FiRM, P.C.
BROWNRUDNICK LLP 1775 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 350
601 Thirteenth Street, N.W. Washington, DC 20006

Washington, D.C. 20005 awaldman(@theendeavorgroup.com
Telephdne: (202) 536-1700

Facsimile: (202) 536-1701 Counsel for Plaintiff John C. Depp, Il
bechew@brownrudnick.com

acrawford@brownrudnick.com

Camille|M. Vasquez, Esq.
BROWN|RUDNICK LLP

2211 Michelson Drive

Irvine, CA 92612

Telephgne: (949) 752-7100
Facsimile: (949) 252-1514
cvasquez{@brownrudnick.com

Elaine CharlsomBredeheff (VSB No. 23766)
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Michelle Bredehoft

From:

Sent;

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Counsel:

I’'m writing to follow up ¢
responses to Plaintiff’s in

Defendant’s RFP respon
1

You confirm
her docume
Attached is
Please let us

2.

Approach to pro

!

Robert B. Gilmore <RGilmaore@steinmitchell.com>

Wednesday, September 04, 2019 9:28 AM

rschwartz@bgrfirm.com; SRoche@cameronmcevoy.com
CVasquez@brownrudnick.com; BChew@brownrudnick.com

John C. Depp, Il v. Amber Laura Heard// Case No. CL-2019-0002911
DRAFT ESI Protocol.docx

’n our meet and confer telephone calls of August 21 and August 27, regarding Defendant’s
itial requests for production and interrogatories.

5es

duction of ESI:

ed that Ms. Heard’s attorneys are working with an e-discovery vendor to direct the collection of
ts (including ESI).

proposed ES| protocol regarding the formatting and metadata for producing documents.
know if this is agreeable or if you have any questions/comments.

Withholding of documents on grounds other than privilege: you confirmed that, except with respect to the five

RFPs to which Defendant has objected and not indicated any productions will be forthcoming, Defendant is not
withholding documents on grounds other than privilege.

3.

RFP 15: as
which Ms. H
supposed al

issues with spedific responses:

e explained to you, this request seeks plainly relevant documents. For example, a document in
ard or another person described an injury Ms. Heard allegedly suffered as a result of a
ercation with Mr. Depp, but where Ms. Heard (or sameone else) describes the injury as in

reality resulting from her assaulting Mr. Depp, is directly relevant to her the truth of her allegations that she
suffered domestic abuse. Therefore, Ms. Heard should produce all such non-privileged documents.

RFPs 18 and|27: as we discussed, without conceding that these two requests as stated are overbroad, in the
interest of avoiding the need for the Court’s intervention Plaintiff is willing to narrow these two requests so
that they are limited to documents concerning physical abuse or concerning Mr. Depp. You objected to the

latter alternjte criteria, but as | explained on the call, an email in which Ms. Heard tells Mr. Musk that Mr.

Depp is a loving, gentle, person, is probative of whether Ms. Heard's allegations of domestic abuse are true.
Therefore, a‘s narrowed, Plaintiff seeks production of non-privileged documents responsive to these

requests.
RFP 21: asw
Superior Cot
therefore, P
RFP 28: as w
avoiding the|
documents/
instance wh

e discussed, any non-privileged documents relating to Ms. Heard’s appearance at the LA

irt on May 27, 2016 likely will be relevant for the claims, defenses and issues in this case;

aintiff is unwilling to narrow this request.

e discussed, without conceding that this request as stated is overbroad, in the interest of

need for the Court’s intervention Plaintiff is willing to narrow this request so that it is limited to
communications concerning Mr. Musk visiting Ms. Heard during or within 72 hours after any

ere Ms. Heard alleges that Mr. Depp engaged in physical abuse towards her.




Please confirm by
produce the doclt

Defendant’s Interrogato

1. Supplementatio

s close of business, Thursday, September 5, that Ms. Heard will revisit her objections and
iments identified above.

v Responses

n: as we discussed, we expect, and you agreed, that Defendant will timely supplement her

responses once she has produced documents in the case, so that she more specifically and camprehensively
identifies documents reflecting the supposed information in her current responses.

2. Privilege assertion concerning communications with third parties: you indicated that Defendant was willing to
produce communications involving her, her lawyers, and outside parties, despite a colorable claim of privilege
over such comm‘jmications, if Plaintiff agreed that the fact of such a production did not constitute a subject-

matter waiver over all other privileged communications. Plaintiff is willing to agree to that non-waiver

agreement, prov
instead will be pr

Regards,
Rob Gilmore

Robert B. Gilmore
Stein Mitchell Beatc
901 15t Street, NW,
Washington DC 200(
D 202.601.1589

C 202.362.1877

F 202.296.8312
rgilmore@steinmitche

ded that Defendant does not cherry-pick the communications she would be producing, but
oducing all such communications responsive to Plaintiff's discovery requests.

y & Missner LLP
Suite 700
D5

l.com

www.steinmitchell.co

m

From: "Richard A. Schv
Date: Monday, August
To: Sean Roche <SRock
Cc: "Vasquez, Camille

vartz" <rschwartz@bgrfirm.com>

26,2019 at 5:22 PM

1e@cameronmcevoy.com>

M <CVasquez@brownrudnick.com>, Ben Chew <BChew@®brownrudnick.com>, Robert

Gilmore <RGiImore@sjeinmitcheII.com>

Subject: Re:John C. D

That time will work for me.

On Aug 26, 2019, at 2:00P

Works for me.

Rick, does that w

pp, Il v. Amber Laura Heard// Case No. CL-2019-0002911

Thanks.

V, Sean Roche <SRoche@cameronmecevoy.coms> wrote:

ork for you?

Also, during anytall, we’d also like to discuss the prior request (by email) for counsel to accept service

on behalf of indi
proposed a list o
willing to consid
people appearin

iduals that may be employed by, or acting as agents for, the parties. The email
f individuals we thought you all may be able to accept service on behalf and we are
er the same. We're running into difficulty getting people served, including instances of
g to be home but simply refusing to answer the door for service. [n the same email
2




we’d raised the idea of using declarations for out of state witnesses which we’d also like to discuss. Can

you all discuss on

your end and let us know your position during any call tomorrow?

All of the above seems to benefit both sides equally so I'd like to see if we can start to craft stipulations
that may work fgr everyone.

Sean

Sean Patrick Roche, Esq.
Cameron/McE{oy, PLLC - A Litigation Boutique

4100 Monumen

Corner Drive, Suite 420

Fairfax, Virginia 22030
703.460.9343 (direct}
571.213,5412 (mobile)

703.273.8897 (fdx)

sean.patrick.roche (skype)

sroche@cameroh

mcevoy.com

Find us on the we

b at: http://www.cameronmcevoy.com

Bio: http://fwww.cameronmcevoy.com/attorneys/sean-patrick-roche/

Paralegal: Sally Ri

703.460.9350

ibera

sribera@cameranmcevoy.com

From: Vasquez, {amille M. <CVasquez@brownrudnick.com>
Sent: Monday, l—‘1ugust 26,2019 4:33 PM
To: Sean Roche <SRoche@®cameronmeevoy.com>; Chew, Benjamin G. <BChew@brownrudnick.com>

Cc: Robert B, Gilmore <RGilmore@steinmitchell.com>; Richard A. Schwartz <rschwartz@bgrfirm.com>

Subject: RE: Joh

Sean,

C. Depp, Il v. Amber Laura Heard// Case No. CL-2019-0002911

Does 3:30 p.m. BT work for you?

From: Se

an Roche [mailte: SRoche@cameronmeevoy.com]

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 10:36 AM

To: Chel

, Benjamin G.

Cc: Robert B. Gilmore; Vasquez, Camille M.; Richard A. Schwartz

Subject:

RE: John C. Depp, II v. Amber Laura Heard// Case No. CL-2019-0002911

External [E-mail. Use caution accessing links or attachments.

Ben, let’s
now (angd

lock in Sept. 27 for the protective order hearing date. I'll email Judge White’s law clerk
copy everyone else) and confirm that date works.

| need to catch up with Rick though I’'m fairly certain anytime tomorrow afternoon works on our
end for the meet and confer on the discovery if you all want to regroup on your end and
propose|a time to talk.




Sean

Sean Patrick Roche, Esq.
Cameron/McEvoy, PLLC - A Litigation Boutique
4100 Monument Corner Drive, Suite 420
Fairfax, \Erginia 22030

703.460.8343 (direct)
571.213.l 412 {mobile)
703.273.8897 (fax)

sean.pa@ti’ick.roche {skype)
sroche@cameronmcevoy.com

Find us on the web at: http://www.cameronmcevoy.com

Bio: http://www.cameronmecevoy.com/attorneys/sean-patrick-roche/

Paralegae: Sally Ribera
703.460.9350
sribera@cameronmcevoy.com

From: Chew, Benjamin G. <BChew@brownrudnick.com>
Sent: Wédnesday, August 21, 2019 2:58 PM

To: Sean Roche <SRoche@cameronmcevoy.com>
Subject:lJohn C. Depp, Il v. Amber Laura Heard// Case No. CL-2019-0002911

Dear Segn,
Hope yolr week is going well.

Mr. Depp has decided to oppose Defendant's motion for entry of a protective order. The
rationalé, which | would be happy to discuss with you in more detail, is that Ms. Heard chose to
publish her op-ed in the Washington Post |ast December, defaming Mr. Depp, and then attached
to the papers in support of her motion to dismiss (transfer venue) a deciaration attaching
materials unrelated to the merits of her motion, apparently for the purpose of continuing her
assault on Plaintiff's character. It seems unfair that, having done so, she should then he allowed
to retreat behind the cover of a protective order.

| am having ablation surgery on August 28 (for which | will have to stay in the hospital
overnight), and have a deposition in Los Angeles on September 19, so would ask that you please
set the motion for entry of protective order for hearing either on Friday, September 13, 2019, or
Friday, September 27 {assuming those dates are available for you and Chief Judge White),
meaning our opposition briefs would be due either on September 6 or September 20, depending
on the date you select for the hearing.

Best regards,

Ben




N.B. As p(eviously agreed, we are still set for Mr. Depp's deposition at Mr. George's offices in
Los Angeles on Wednesday, October 2.

<imageQDl.jpg>

Benjamin G. Chew
Partner

Brown Rudnick LLP

601 Thirteepth Street NW Suite 600
Washington, DC 20005

T: 202-53641785

F: 617-289-0717
bchew@brawnrudnick.com

www, browrrednick.com

Piease censifler the environment before printing this e-mail

From: Sally Ribera [mailto:sribera@cameronmeevoy.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 3:37 PM

To: Cra\hford, Andrew C.; Chew, Benjamin G.; Vasquez, Camille M.; Claudia Bonilla
(CBoniIIe]@bqrﬁrm.com); Weingarten, Elliot J.; Eric M. George; Kevin Attridge; Lachmin Singh;
Laura Leibowitz; Laurle Schwartz ; Milin Chun; Richard A. Schwartz; Robert Gilmore; Sally Ribera;
Sean Roche; Theresa Burgess; Timothy McEvoy

Subject: John C, Depp, II v. Amber Laura Heard// Case No. CL-2019-0002911

External |[E-mail. Use caution accessing links or attachments.

Dear Counsel,

Please see the attached filed in connection with the above-referenced matter.

Thank you,

Sally M.|Ribera

Litigation Assistant

Camer?n/McEvoy, PLLC, A Litigation Boutique
4100 Monument Corner Drive, Suite 420
Fairfax, VA 22030

703.460.9350 (direct)

703.273[8897 {fax)

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they
are addressed. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this e-mail from your
system. If you are not the named addressee, you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. If you are not the intended
reciplent, Jou are notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action In reliance an the contents of this information is
strictly prohibited.

We are required to advise you that any tax advice contained in this communication {including any attachments) is not intended or
wiritten to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer (i) for the purpose of avoiding any penalties that may be imposed under the
Internal Revenue Code, or {ii) in promoting, marketing or recommending any entity, investment plan ar arrangement, or any other
transactior] or matter discussed herein to any taxpayer other than the intended recipient hereof.
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Computer viruses can be transmitted via email. The recipient should ¢heck this email and any attachments for the presence of
viruses. The firm accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this email. E-mail transmission cannot be
guaranteed to be secure or error-free as infarmation could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or
cantain viruses, The sender therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which
arise as a result of e-mall transmission.

ARARRAERA RN AL

The information contained in this electronic message may be legally privileged and confidential under applicable law, and
is inlended“' only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the recipient of this message is not the above-
named intanded recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this communication is
strictly prohibited, If you have received this communication in eror, please notify Brown Rudnick LLP, (617) 856-8200 (if
dialing fror? outside the US, 001-(617}-856-8200) and purge the communication immediately without making any copy or
distribution.

To the exte‘fnt Brown Rudnick is a "data controller” of the "persenal data” (as each term is defined in the European General
Data Protection Regulatien) you have provided to us in this and other communications between us, please see our
privacy sla&emenl and summary here which sels out details of the data controller, the personal data we have collected,
the purposes for which we use it (including any legitimate interests on which we rely), the persens to whom we may
transfer the data and how we intend to transfer it outside the European Economic Area.

The infermation contained in this electronic message may be legally privileged and confidential under applicable law, and is
intended only for theLuse of the individual or entity named above. If the recipient of this message is not the above-named intended
recipient, you are hefeby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this communication in error, please notify Brown Rudnick LLP, (617) 856-8200 (if dialing from outside the US, 001-(617)-
856-8200) and purgé the communication immediately without making any copy or distribution.

To the extent Brown:Rudnick is a "data controller® of the "personal data® {(as each term is defined in the European General Data
Protection Regulation) you have provided to us in this and other communications between us, please see our privacy statement and
summary here whicr] sets out details of the data controller, the personal data we have collected, the purposes for which we use it
{(including any legitimate interests on which we rely), the persons to whom we may transfer the data and how we intend to transfer it
outside the EUI’OPEGI’] Economic Area.

This e-mail message may contain legally privileged and/or confidential information. If you are not the intended
recipient(s), or the employee or agent responsible for delivery of this message to the intended recipienti(s), you are
hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail message is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this message irl error, please immediately notify the sender and delete this e-mail message from your
computer.






