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THE MAREK LAW FIRM, INC. 
DAVID MAREK (CA Bar No. 290686) 
David@marekfirm.com 
AMI SANGHVI (CA Bar No. 331801) 
ami@marekfirm.com 
228 Hamilton Avenue 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 
(650) 460-7148

BERMAN NORTH LLP 
Stacy Y. North (CA Bar No. 219034) 
stacy@bermannorth.com 
2001 Van Ness, Suite 300 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
(650) 843-1988

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
MAURY BLACKMAN 

SUPERIOR COURT OF STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

CIVIL UNLIMITED JURISDICTION 

MAURY BLACKMAN, an individual, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

SUBSTACK, INC., a Delaware 
Corporation; AMAZON WEB SERVICES, 
INC., a Delaware corporation; JACK 
POULSON, an individual; TECH 
INQUIRY, INC., a Delaware corporation; 
DOES 1-25, inclusive, 

Defendants. 

Case No.: CGC-24-618681 

PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANT SUBSTACK'S MOTION 
TO STRIKE UNDER THE ANTI-SLAPP 
STATUTE (CCP § 425.16) 

REDACTED 

Date: February 4, 2025 
Time: 9:30 AM 
Dept.: 301 
Judge: Hon. Joseph M. Quinn 

PUBLIC 

REDACTS MATERIALS PURSUANT TO COURT’S JANUARY 7, 2025 ORDER 
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