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Adam Steinbaugh, SBN 304829 
FOUNDATION FOR INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS & EXPRESSION 
510 Walnut Street, Suite 900 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 
Telephone: (215) 717-3473 
Facsimile: (215) 717-3440 
Email:  adam@thefire.org 
 
Matthew Strugar, SBN 232951 
LAW OFFICE OF MATTHEW STRUGAR 
3435 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 2910 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
Telephone: (323) 696-2299 
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NOTICE  
On September 19, 2024, Petitioner Sarrita Adams requested a fifth continuance 

after her second failure to timely oppose Respondent Gulley’s Motion to Quash for Lack of 

Personal Jurisdiction and anti-SLAPP Motion. In support of her extraordinary request, 

Adams represented that her “Oppositions will be completed before the end of this week.”1 

Adams has not filed or served an opposition to either motion—her third failure to 

file oppositions by any deadline, even when self-set.  

Adams’s refusal to abide by statutory deadlines, the Court’s schedule, and even her 

own representations prejudices Gulley. Any dilatory opposition would come after Gulley’s 

deadline to reply, leaving Gulley’s counsel without time to research and respond while also 

preparing for the hearing and traveling from his office in Philadelphia. And Adams’s 

preferred solution—a fifth continuance—would leave Gulley under a prior restraint. Either 

option rewards Adams’s pattern of delay at Gulley’s expense. 

This Court can avoid that prejudice by granting the motions now—before Gulley’s 

pro bono counsel spends additional preparatory time. Both motions have merit and each 

shifted a burden to Adams she refuses to carry. In repeatedly failing to oppose the motions, 

Adams forfeits the issues the motions raised. (See, e.g., Meridian Financial Services, Inc. 

v. Phan, 67 Cal.App.5th 657, 699 [party that “through inaction” fails to present arguments 

to the trial court forfeits them].) 

The Motion to Quash required Adams to “carry the initial burden of demonstrating 

facts” showing the “existence of jurisdiction in California.” (In re Automobile Antitrust 

Cases I & II (2005) 135 Cal.App.4th 100, 110.) But Adams has not shown how Gulley’s 

commentary directed to a primarily British audience about a British ex-pat’s involvement 

in a British criminal trial subjects Gulley to personal jurisdiction in California.2 

 
1 Before making this representation to the Court, Adams’s counsel made similar representations to Gulley’s counsel, 
promising on the evening of September 18 that Adams would respond “tonight and tomorrow with our oppositions,” 
and that an opposition to the anti-SLAPP motion would be forthcoming “in due course.” (Supp. Decl. Adam 
Steinbaugh, Ex. 1.) 
2 Adams’s counsel asserted via email that personal jurisdiction is appropriate because Respondent “initiated contact 
with my client who lives here.” However, as Gulley’s Motion to Quash explained, contact directed “at a plaintiff who 
lives here” does not create personal jurisdiction, nor do “online postings that are accessible by anyone who is interested 














