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INTRODUCTION 
Adams’s untimely opposition1 concedes she is abusing the expedited civil 

harassment process to attempt to litigate a defamation claim. (Pet’r’s Opp’n to anti-SLAPP 

Mot. [“Opp.”] at pp. 10–11.) Such petitions are not appropriate vehicles to litigate 

complicated defamation claims, as speech directed to the public—even if shown to be 

unprotected—is not “qualitatively” the type of conduct the harassment statute addresses. 

(Thomas v. Quintero (2005) 126 Cal.App.4th 635, 662–663.) And Gulley’s criticism of 

Adams’s involvement in a high-profile criminal trial addresses matters of public concern, 

receiving the highest protection under the First Amendment. (Snyder v. Phelps (2011) 562 

U.S. 443, 451–452.) Adams thus cannot show, as the civil harassment statute requires, that 

Gulley’s speech is devoid of legitimate purpose. 

Yet, even if Adams clears all these hurdles, she cannot establish that Gulley’s 

speech—questioning the legitimacy of Adams’s claimed credentials—is defamatory because 

Adams cannot show the speech is false. Consequently, Gulley’s protected speech cannot 

form the basis of a course of conduct under the harassment statute.  

ARGUMENT 
Adams offers no serious argument the anti-SLAPP statute does not apply to speech 

about Adams’s self-intervention in public debate over a high-profile trial. Adams then fails 

to carry her burden to show that Gulley—not third parties—engaged in harassing conduct. 

I. Gulley Has Satisfied Her Burden Under the Anti-SLAPP Statute. 
As Gulley’s opening brief details, this lawsuit seeking to enjoin public criticism on a 

public issue is within the anti-SLAPP statute’s purview. Adams relies on outdated caselaw 

to argue that criticizing her efforts to influence public debate over a high-profile murder 

trial does not implicate issues of public interest. (Opp. at pp. 4–7.) But that argument fails. 

For one, it is at odds with recent California Supreme Court authority mandating a 

liberal approach to identifying interests implicated by speech. Adams also ignores binding 

 
1 The Court has “broad discretion” to “reject late-filed papers.” (Rancho Mirage Country Club Homeowners 
Assn. v. Hazelbaker (2016) 2 Cal.App.5th 252, 262 [affirming trial court’s refusal to consider self-represented 
litigant’s late opposition papers and supporting evidence].) Adams’s opposition should be disregarded 
because she filed it a week late—after Gulley’s reply deadline—despite multiple continuances. 
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precedent that an expert’s credentials are relevant to their involvement in public debate. 

And she fails to respond to the argument that there is no “public interest” requirement for 

speech concerning legal proceedings—like the British murder trial or Adams’s divorce. 

A. Adams’s argument is founded on disapproved precedent and 
ignores that the anti-SLAPP statute should be liberally construed. 

Seeking to avoid the anti-SLAPP statute entirely, Adams urges the Court to take a 

narrow view of the subject matter of Gulley’s speech. (Opp. at p. 5.) But the California 

Supreme Court has expressly rejected the authority she cites. 

To facilitate the anti-SLAPP statute’s speech-protective purpose and give effect to 

the First Amendment’s “broad protection” of matters of public or “legitimate news 

interest”—like the “media frenzy” over Adams’s conduct—the legislature has commanded 

that the anti-SLAPP statute “shall be construed broadly.” (Code Civ. Proc., § 425.16, 

subd. (a); Snyder, supra, 562 U.S. at p. 452; Steinbaugh Decl. ISO anti-SLAPP Mot. ¶ 17, 

Ex. 17 [Adams describing the “media frenzy” over her].) That “broad” approach ensures 

that courts “do not become inadvertent censors.” (Snyder, supra, 562 U.S. at p. 452.) Thus, 

the California Supreme Court has provided a two-part framework for determining whether 

speech is in connection with a public issue in FilmOn.com Inc. v. DoubleVerify Inc. (2019) 

7 Cal.5th 133 (“FilmOn”), and modified that framework in Geiser v. Kuhns (2022) 13 

Cal.5th 1238. 

“First, [a court should] ask what ‘public issue or . . . issue of public interest’ the 

speech in question implicates[.]” (FilmOn, supra, 7 Cal.5th at p. 149, quoting Code Civ. 

Proc., § 425.16, subd. (e)(4) [ellipsis in original].) Second, it should “ask what functional 

relationship exists between the speech and the public conversation about some matter of 

public interest.” (Id. at pp. 149–150.) In this second stage, context is crucial because it 

“allows [courts] to assess the functional relationship between a statement and the issue of 

public interest on which it touches[.]” (Id. at p. 140.)  

In establishing this two-part analysis, the Court disapproved decisions that 

struggled to ascertain what speech “is really ‘about’” by trying to isolate a speaker’s 
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personal involvement in a matter from the context of the broader public issues. (FilmOn, 

supra, 7 Cal.5th at p. 149 [emphasis added], disapproving Bikkina v. Mahadevan (2015) 

241 Cal.App.4th 70, 85 (“Bikkina”); World Financial Group, Inc. v. HBW Ins. & Financial 

Services, Inc. (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 1561, 1572 (“World Financial”); Mann v. Quality Old 

Time Service, Inc. (2004) 120 Cal.App.4th 90, 111 (“Mann”).) That approach “is less than 

satisfying” because, “if the social media era has taught us anything, it is that speech is 

rarely ‘about’ any single issue,” even if the speaker has a personal motivation to care about 

a public issue. (Id.) 

In Geiser, the Court emphasized that statements should be viewed in context, not in 

isolation, consistent with broadly construing the anti-SLAPP statute to protect speech. 

“FilmOn’s first step is satisfied so long as the challenged speech or conduct, considered in 

light of its context, may reasonably be understood to implicate a public issue, even if it 

also implicates a private dispute.” (Geiser, supra, 13 Cal.5th at p. 1253 [emphasis added]; 

see also id. at pp. 1248–1249 [again disapproving Bikkina, World Financial, and Mann].) 

The Court conceded defendants will “virtually always” be able to make this showing. (Id. at 

p. 1250.) It is the rare case—“[o]nly when an expressive activity, viewed in context, cannot 

reasonably be understood as implicating a public issue”—that “an anti-SLAPP motion 

fail[s] at FilmOn’s first step.” (Id. at pp. 1253–1254.) 

Applying these rules, the Court held a demonstration outside of a relatively 

unknown CEO’s home “to protest [his] real estate company’s business practices” after 

evicting two residents from their home implicated a public issue. (Geiser, supra, 13 Cal.5th 

at p. 1243.) Even though the genesis of the protest was an individual family’s eviction, 

about 25 other people protested with the family. (Id. at p. 1251.) From that, a reasonable 

inference could be drawn that the protest implicated issues of residential displacement and 

gentrification—even though it also involved a matter of private concern to the individual 

protesters evicted from their home. (Id. at p. 1249–1250.) 

Adams does not follow the FilmOn framework, instead invoking authority FilmOn 

and Geiser explicitly disapproved. Adams relies on Bikkina and Mann to argue the Court 
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should determine a singular issue of public interest. (Opp. at p. 5, citing Bikkina, supra, 

241 Cal.App.4th at p. 84, and Mann, supra, 120 Cal.App.4th at p. 111.) But Bikkina and 

Mann were two of the three cases the California Supreme Court specifically criticized for 

their “less than satisfying” approach to identifying a public issue. (FilmOn, supra, 7 Cal.5th 

at p. 149.) Adams’s other authorities are branches of the same disapproved tree.2 

Applying current, controlling case law shows the anti-SLAPP statute applies here. 

On FilmOn’s first step—identifying the issue—Gulley’s speech may reasonably be 

understood to implicate public issues, namely, the Lucy Letby trial and Adams’s efforts to 

intervene. (Geiser, supra, 13 Cal.5th at p. 1253.) Looking at the contextual factors in 

FilmOn’s second step, Gulley’s speech furthered public debate on these issues, too: Gulley’s 

speech took place in public internet forums dedicated to discussing exactly those issues. 

Further, just as the presence of other protesters (i.e., other than the evicted residents) in 

Geiser indicated broader public interest (Id. at p. 1251), established media outlets have 

widely covered both Adams’s intervention and her credentials.  

Finally, this is not an instance where an anti-SLAPP movant strains to attach their 

purely private dispute to an unrelated public issue. Adams’s petition says Gulley had no 

“relationship” with Adams and only “became aware of [Adams] because [Adams] was 

featured in various media articles.” (Pet. at p. 2.) That demonstrates that Gulley’s criticism 

arose because of Adams’s involvement in the public debate.3 

 
2 Consumer Justice Center v. Trimedica International, Inc. (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 595 (“Consumer 
Justice”) and Commonwealth Energy Corp. v. Investor Data Exchange, Inc. (2003) 110 Cal.App.4th 26 
(“Commonwealth”) were the foundation for the later decision in World Financial. (World Financial, supra, 
172 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1570–1572.) And World Financial was the third case the Supreme Court disapproved 
in FilmOn. (FilmOn, supra, 7 Cal.5th at p. 149.) The same is true for Adams’s reliance on Dual Diagnosis 
Treatment Center, Inc. v. Buschel (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 1098—it, too, relied on the line of cases disapproved 
in FilmOn. (Id. at pp. 1105–1106, relying on Mann, supra, 120 Cal.App.4th at p. 90; Commonwealth, supra, 
110 Cal.App.4th at p. 34; Consumer Justice, supra, 107 Cal.App.4th at p. 595.) 
 

3 In her petition, Adams alleged that Gulley was a pawn in a Dutch professor’s scheme to retaliate against 
Adams for rejecting the professor’s business proposal. (Adams Decl. in Supp. of Pet. at pp. 1–2.) Now she 
alleges—with no evidence—that Gulley made a business proposal that Adams rejected. (Opp. at p. 9.) In her 
opposition to the Motion to Quash, Adams claims a third person, Helena Spinelli, made the business 
proposal. (Adams Dec. in Opp. Mot. Quash ¶ 5, Ex. E.) Adams’s baseless theories are difficult enough to keep 
track of without the unexplained changes in the characters. 
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B. Adams ignores controlling precedent holding that speech about 
her credentials is connected to matters of public concern. 

Adams’s arguments that Gulley’s speech implicates purely private concerns fail as a 

matter of law because they ignore Copp v. Paxton, which, as Gulley’s brief explained, holds 

that the “credentials” of an expert who seeks to influence public debate are always relevant 

to the broader “public controversy.” (Copp v. Paxton (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 829, 846; Anti-

SLAPP Mot. at pp. 7, 12.) Adams’s opposition boasts that she is an expert and that she 

seeks to influence public debate through her “commentary” and involvement in “high-

profile legal cases.” (Opp. at pp. 6, 8.) Yet she has no answer for Copp’s rule and concedes 

the anti-SLAPP statute applies where—as here, given her self-promotion in the media—an 

individual “voluntarily thrust[s] themselves into public controversy.” (Id. at p. 6.) 

C. Adams does not dispute that Gulley’s speech is connected to legal 
proceedings, which are always of public interest. 

On Gulley’s showing that one category of the anti-SLAPP statute—speech in 

connection with issues considered by a court—does not require “public interest” (Mot. at 

p. 9; Code Civ. Proc., § 425.16, subd. (e)(2)), Adams offers no response. She thus concedes 

the issue, and Gulley meets her burden on the first anti-SLAPP prong. 

II. Adams Has Not Established a Probability of Prevailing on Her Petition. 
Adams fails to carry her burden in opposing Gulley’s anti-SLAPP motion. At bottom, 

speech about Adams—the express focus of Adams’s petition—does not implicate the type of 

conduct contemplated by the statute. Moreover, because that speech occurs in the context 

of debate on matters of public concern, it cannot be said to be without legitimate purpose, 

even if it were shown to be unprotected. And Adams cannot in any case show that any of 

Gulley’s speech is unprotected, as she cannot identify or prove a false statement of fact—let 

alone the actual malice that a limited public figure like Adams must show. 

A. The expedited civil harassment process is not an appropriate 
vehicle to litigate complex defamation claims. 

Adams cannot succeed because the ‘problem’ she seeks to address—people talking 

about her—cannot be solved through a process not designed to adjudicate “potentially 

complex issues.” (Cal. Judges Benchguides, Benchguide 20 (rev. 2016), § 20.2.) Moreover, 

the civil harassment statute “requires significantly more” than speech directed to the 
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public, even if “not constitutionally protected.” (Thomas, supra, 126 Cal.App.4th at 

pp. 662–663.)4 Outward speech is “qualitatively” not the type of conduct “contemplated by 

the statute.” (Id.) That dooms Adams’s likelihood of success as a matter of law. 

Adams says she must be able to pursue summary adjudication of her defamation 

claim here to avoid the procedural burdens attendant with civil litigation. (Opp. at pp. 10–

11.) However, what Adams sees as procedural burdens are constitutionally mandated 

safeguards to protect speech from the chill of abusive litigation, and Adams’s conduct 

demonstrates their necessity. A defamation defendant could use discovery—not available 

in civil harassment petitions—to test dubious claims of falsity. And the necessity of a jury 

as a bulwark against censorial defamation suits has been recognized since the colonial trial 

of John Peter Zenger. (New York Times Co. v. Sullivan (1964) 376 U.S. 254, 301 [J. 

Goldberg, concurring].) 

B. Adams cannot show Gulley’s speech lacks legitimate purpose. 
Adams also cannot succeed because she attacks speech where it is most protected— 

the public arena. Speech can amount to unlawful harassment only if the petitioner shows it 

is devoid of legitimate purpose. (Code Civ. Proc., § 527.6, subd. (b)(3).) But speech always 

serves a legitimate purpose when it addresses matters of public concern, even if it is deeply 

upsetting to its subjects. (Snyder, supra, 562 U.S. at p. 453.) And because California law 

recognizes speech criticizing an expert’s credentials advances public debate, Gulley’s 

speech cannot lack legitimate purpose—even if it were unprotected. (Copp, supra, 45 

Cal.App.4th at p. 846; Thomas, supra, 126 Cal.App.4th at pp. 662–663 [speech to the 

public is not part of a “course of conduct” even if “not constitutionally protected”].)  

C. Adams fails to otherwise show that Gulley’s speech is outside the 
First Amendment’s protection. 

Even if it were appropriate for Adams to litigate her defamation claims in this 

proceeding, she fails to show any specific statement is both demonstrably false and made 

with actual malice, as she must as a limited public figure. Notably, Adams specifically 

identifies only one statement she contends is false: Gulley’s assertion that Adams’s claimed 

 
4 In the same vein, the civil harassment statute is narrowly limited to conduct “directed at a specific person,” 
not other people. (Code Civ. Proc., § 527.6, subd. (b)(3).) 
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PhD is “incomplete.” (Adams Decl. ¶ 7, Ex. E.)5 But Adams cannot establish that statement 

is false. Adams now claims she earned a PhD in June 2017 but testified six months later 

that she had not completed her PhD—and facial anomalies on the diploma she submitted 

to this Court undermines its claimed authenticity. 

i. The diploma Adams offers from Cambridge University’s Gonville 
and “Cauis” [sic] College is of dubious authenticity. 

Adams now testifies she “possess[es] a PhD in Biochemistry from Cambridge 

University,” submitting a diploma that purports to be dated June 29, 2017. (Adams Decl. 

¶ 7, Ex. E). Yet the diploma Adams proffers here bears unsettling indicia it is not authentic. 

Foremost is the spelling of the college’s name—the diploma states it is from 

Cambridge University’s “GONVILLE AND CAUIS COLLEGE.” (Steinbaugh Suppl. Decl. 

¶ 6, Ex. 63 [emphasis added].)6 But that flips the letters in the name of “Gonville and Caius 

College.” (¶ 7, Ex. 64 [official website showing the correct spelling of “Caius”].)7  

The diploma also purports to be signed by the University’s Registrary, Jonathan 

Nicholls. (¶ 6, Ex. 63.) But Nicholls retired from Cambridge University on December 31, 

2016—six months before the diploma’s date. (¶ 8, Ex. 65.) And photographs of the June 29, 

2017, ceremony—posted by the College itself—show diplomas were signed by Nicholls’s 

successor, Acting Registrary Emma Rampton. (¶¶ 9–11, Exs. 66 & 68; see also Ex. 67 [July 

1, 2017, diploma bearing Emma Rampton’s signature].) 

ii. Adams is judicially estopped from claiming she was 
awarded a PhD in June 2017. 

Then there is the date on the diploma. In November 2017—five months after the 

diploma’s “29 June 2017” date—Adams testified she had not completed her PhD.  

 
5 Adams asserts that Gulley stated Adams “mishandled forensic evidence and conducted improper analyses” 
and was “spreading misinformation about the legal cases she analyzed,” broadly citing a collection of 
screenshots. (Opp. at pp. 8–9, citing Adams Decl. Exs. A & B.) But Adams does not identify the statement at 
issue or show it is false. None of the statements in the exhibits implies Adams ever handled forensic evidence. 
Stating she is “WRONG about the evidence” (Ex. A) or has “made a number of debunked and erroneous 
claims” is opinion—part and parcel of a public debate, not a verifiably false statement of fact. 
 

6 Except where noted, further evidentiary citations are to the attached declaration of Adam Steinbaugh. 
 
7 On comparable facts, a federal district court found that a purported PhD diploma that “misspelled ‘Board’ 
as ‘B-A-O-R-D’” was “obviously fake.” (Broxterman v. Sec’y, Dep’t of Corr. (M.D.Fla. Sep. 26, 2023, No. 
8:20-cv-2940-WFJ-AEP) 2023 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 171158, at *18.) 
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On November 7, 2017, Adams testified in her divorce trial that she did not know 

when she expected to be able to complete her PhD, as she had to “rewrite the entirety of my 

thesis.” (¶ 3, Ex. 60 at pp. 126:3–9, 130:19–23.) And she told the court point-blank she had 

not completed her PhD (Ex. 60 at pp. 129:28–130:3):  

THE COURT:  Ma’am, you’re seeking to complete your Ph.D. 
and you’re finishing up your thesis; correct? 

[ADAMS]:  Yes. 

Judicial estoppel bars Adams from contradicting her prior testimony. The doctrine 

prevents litigants from playing “fast and loose” with the courts by asserting inconsistent 

positions. (Thomas v. Gordon (2000) 85 Cal.App.4th 113, 119; People v. Castillo (2010) 49 

Cal.4th 145, 155 [identifying elements of judicial estoppel].) Here, Adams has taken 

inconsistent positions in judicial proceedings, asserting both that she did not and did have 

a PhD in November 2017. She was successful in her prior position, as the Alameda court 

concluded she was entitled to spousal support because her “work prospects” were “limited” 

until she completed her PhD. (¶ 4, Ex. 61 at pp. 045–047 [pp. 3–5 of Statement of 

Decision].) Adams cannot now abandon that position even if it were true. 

Between Adams’s night-and-day testimony and the facial anomalies on her claimed 

diploma, the Court cannot credit the evidence she offers. 

iii. Whether Adams engaged in domestic violence in 2020 is 
irrelevant to the 2017 finding that she did. 

That Adams was cleared of domestic violence in a later incident does not erase the 

trial court’s findings years earlier about a separate incident. Adams points to an August 

2020 transcript to argue any assertion that she engaged in domestic violence is false. (Opp. 

at p. 8, Adams Decl. Ex. D.) But the August 4, 2020, transcript is from a hearing on a 

domestic violence petition filed in 2020. (¶ 13, Ex. 70 [docket in restraining order hearing 

related to divorce action].) It addresses a separate incident years after the Alameda court 

ruled—following trial in November 2017—that Adams was the “primary aggressor” in 

“disturbing” incidents of domestic violence. (¶ 4, Ex. 61 at p. 051 [Statement of Decision 

p. 9].) That included Adams’s use of a circular saw to cut through a door to reach her 

barricaded ex-husband. (Req. for Judicial Notice Ex. A at pp. 13, 17 [opinion pp. 4, 8].) 
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Adams does not contest that collateral estoppel bars her from arguing otherwise, 

conceding the issue Gulley raised. (Mot. at p. 12, n. 6.) Since she cannot establish falsity as 

a matter of law, she cannot show that assertions of domestic violence are defamatory.   

iv. Adams makes no attempt to establish actual malice. 
Adams concedes her “professional involvement in high-profile criminal cases” and 

her work consists of public “commentary” online, but insists she is a purely “private 

professional” and her credentials are a matter of her “personal life.” (Opp. at p. 6.) Not so. 

As a “matter of law,” Adams’s conceded attempts to “thrust [her]self into the public eye” 

render her a “limited purpose public figure” who must demonstrate that statements about 

her “credentials” (and her domestic violence)8 are not only false but made with knowledge 

of their falsity. (Copp, supra, 45 Cal.App.4th at pp. 845–846.)  

Yet, without evidence, Adams claims Gulley “knowingly” made false accusations. 

(Opp. at p. 10.) Her conclusory assertion thus falls far short of her burden to show a 

probability she will be able to demonstrate—with clear and convincing evidence—that 

Gulley made statements that Gulley subjectively believed were false. (St. Amant v. 

Thompson (1968) 390 U.S. 727, 731.) As a result, Adams cannot show Gulley’s statements 

were made with actual malice. Gulley’s speech thus remains protected. 

D. Adams’s claims that Gulley “hacked” into her website or violated 
the TRO are unsupported. 

Adams’s extraordinary claim—never mentioned in her petition—that Gulley 

“hacked” into her website to secretly record her meetings is baseless. (Opp. at p. 4.) The 

only evidence she offers is a screenshot of a YouTube video Adams made publicly available9 

and an email from “Jess Harrison.” (Ex. F.) But Gulley is not “Jess Harrison.” (Gulley 

Suppl. Decl. ¶¶ 5(h).) And Adams has no expectation of privacy in information she willingly 

posted to social media sites like YouTube, where the “potential audience [is] vast.” 

(Moreno v. Hanford Sentinel, Inc. (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 1125, 1130–1131.) Likewise, her 

 
8 Adams concedes that whether she engaged in domestic violence bears upon her “professional credibility.” 
(Opp. at p. 8.) As a result, she must show statements on this subject are false and made with actual malice. 
 
9 Adams’s screenshot shows that the video is—in contrast to a private video available only to invited YouTube 
users—accessible to anyone with a link, as depicted by the icon adjacent to the words “16h ago.” See generally 
YouTube Help, https://support.google.com/youtube/answer/157177.  
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SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF ADAM STEINBAUGH 
I, Adam Steinbaugh, hereby declare: 

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice in California. I work for a non-profit 

organization, the Foundation for Individual Rights and Expression (FIRE), which provides 

pro bono legal assistance on First Amendment matters. I am an attorney of record for 

Respondent Amy Gulley in this matter. As such, I have personal knowledge of the matters in 

this declaration and could competently testify thereto. 

2. I make this supplemental declaration in further support of Respondent 

Gulley’s special motion to strike under Code of Civil Procedure section 425.16. 

3. A true and correct copy of excerpts of the Reporter’s Transcript on Appeal, 

Volume 1, from the Final Judgment of the Superior Court of the State of California in and 

for the County of Alameda on November 6, 7, 8, and 13, 2017, in Billings v. Adams, No. 

A162112 in the Court of Appeal and No. HF16830225 in the Superior Court for the County 

of Alameda, is attached as Exhibit 60. 

4. A true and correct copy of the March 6, 2018, Notice of Entry of Judgment, 

together with the Judgment of the same date, in Billings v. Adams, No. HF16830225 in the 

Alameda County Superior Court, is attached as Exhibit 61. 

5. A true and correct copy of the “Declaration of Sarrita Anastasia Adams” filed 

in the instant litigation on September 23, 2024, is attached as Exhibit 62. 

6. A true and correct copy of the document purporting to be a diploma from the 

University of Cambridge’s Gonville & Caius College, as submitted as part of Exhibit E to the 

September 23, 2024, Declaration of Sarrita Anastasia Adams, is attached as Exhibit 63. 

7. A true and correct copy of a screenshot of the University of Cambridge Gonville 

& Caius College home page, available at https://www.cai.cam.ac.uk and archived at 

https://perma.cc/4PAG-ULBT, is attached as Exhibit 64. 

8. A true and correct copy of an article published by the University of Cambridge, 

entitled “Dr Jonathan Nicholls to retire as Registry of the University,” available at 

https://www.staff.admin.cam.ac.uk/general-news/dr-jonathan-nicholls-to-retire-as-



 

— 15 — 
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF ADAM STEINBAUGH 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

registrary-of-the-university and archived at https://perma.cc/KMC2-QEBT, is attached as 

Exhibit 65. The article states, in pertinent part: 

Dr Jonathan Nicholls, the University's Registrary, has 
decided to retire on 31 December 2016. 

9. A true and correct copy of a staff biography posted by the University of 

Cambridge, entitled “The Registrary - Ms Emma Rampton,” available at 

https://www.governance.cam.ac.uk/committee-members/members/Pages/Emma-

Rampton.aspx, and archived at https://perma.cc/A5LY-MPEV, is attached as Exhibit 66. 

The biography states, in pertinent part: 

Emma Rampton joined Cambridge in 2015 as 
Academic Secretary. After serving as Acting Registrary 
from January 2017 (following the retirement of 
Jonathan Nicholls) she was appointed Registrary from 
1 October 2017. 

10. A true and correct copy of a photograph posted by “Chia Jeng Yang” and 

purporting to show a July 1, 2017, University of Cambridge degree certificate, together with 

the article containing the post (which is available at https://www.quora.com/What-does-

an-official-certificate-from-Oxford-or-Cambridge-look-like and archived at 

https://perma.cc/S9NC-59LU), is attached as Exhibit 67. 

11. True and correct copies of photographs posted by the Gonville & Caius 

College, Cambridge Facebook page, which is located at https://www.facebook.com 

/gonvilleandcaius, are collectively attached as Exhibit 68. The individual photographs are 

available and archived at: 

a. https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=1474631669265404 

[https://archive.is/wC9Zb] 

b. https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=1474614429267128 

[https://archive.is/rebJK]; 

c. https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=1474613349267236 

[https://archive.is/t9910] 

d. https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=1474634982598406 [3] 
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