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CASE NUMBER:

ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY: STATE BAR NUMBER:

NAME:

FIRM NAME:

STREET ADDRESS:

CITY: STATE: ZIP CODE:

TELEPHONE NO.: FAX NO.:

EMAIL ADDRESS:

ATTORNEY FOR (name):

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF
STREET ADDRESS:

MAILING ADDRESS:

CITY AND ZIP CODE:

BRANCH NAME:

PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER:

DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT:

NOTICE OF APPEAL CROSS-APPEAL
(UNLIMITED CIVIL CASE)

Notice: Please read Information on Appeal Procedures for Unlimited Civil Cases (Judicial Council form 
APP-001-INFO) before completing this form. This form must be filed in the superior court, not in the Court of 
Appeal. A copy of this form must also be served on the other party or parties to this appeal. You may use an 
applicable Judicial Council form (such as APP-009 or APP-009E) for the proof of service. When this document 
has been completed and a copy served, the original may then be filed with the court with proof of service.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that:1.

(Name): appeals from a judgment or order in this case.a.

The judgment or order was entered on (list the date or dates the judgment and each order being appealed were entered):b.

Judgment after jury trial

Judgment after court trial 

Default judgment   

Judgment after an order granting a summary judgment motion

Judgment of dismissal under Code of Civil Procedure, §§ 581d, 583.250, 583.360, or 583.430

Judgment of dismissal after an order sustaining a demurrer

An order after judgment under Code of Civil Procedure, § 904.1(a)(2)

An order or judgment under Code of Civil Procedure, § 904.1(a)(3)–(13)

Other (describe and specify the code section or other authority that authorizes this appeal):

c. The appeal is from the following order or judgment (check all that apply):

d.d. The judgment or order being appealed directs payment of sanctions by an attorney for a party. The attorney
(name): appeals.

2. For cross-appeals only:

a. Date notice of appeal was filed in original appeal:

b. Date superior court clerk mailed notice of original appeal:

c. Court of Appeal case number (if known):

Date:

(TYPE OR PRINT NAME) (SIGNATURE OF PARTY OR ATTORNEY)
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The judgment or order being appealed is attached (optional).3.

CGC-24-618681

290686
David Marek

The Marek Law Firm, Inc.
228 Hamilton Avenue

Palo Alto CA 94301
(917) 721-5042
david@marekfirm.com

Plaintiff Maury Blackman

SAN FRANCISCO

400 McAllister Street

San Francisco, CA 94102
Civic Center Courthouse

MAURY BLACKMAN

SUBSTACK, INC., JACK POULSON, TECH INQUIRY, INC.

MAURY BLACKMAN

FEBRUARY 24, 2025

Pursuant to Code of Civ. P. 425.16(i), section 904.1(a)(13) authorizes appeal of an Order Granting Defendants' Motions 
to Strike the Complaint in its Entirety Pursuant to Code of Civ. Proc. 425.16

April 11, 2025

David Marek

 

ELECTRONICALLY
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Superior Court of California,
County of San Francisco

04/11/2025
Clerk of the Court

BY: MELISSA DONG
Deputy Clerk
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NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER  

Case No. CGC-24-618681 

JOSHUA A. BASKIN, SBN 294971 
THOMAS R. WAKEFIELD, SBN 330121 
WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI 
Professional Corporation 
One Market Plaza 
Spear Tower, Suite 3300 
San Francisco, CA  94105-1126 
Telephone: (415) 947-2000 
Facsimile: (866) 974-7329 
Email: jbaskin@wsgr.com 
Email: twakefield@wsgr.com 

Attorneys for Defendant 
SUBSTACK, INC. 

SARAH E. BURNS, SBN 324466 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP 
50 California Street, 23rd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111-4701 
Email: sarahburns@dwt.com 

SAMUEL A. TURNER, SBN 338089 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP 
350 South Grand Avenue, Suite 2700 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-3491 
Email: samturner@dwt.com 

Attorneys for Defendant 
AMAZON WEB SERVICES, INC. 

SUSAN E. SEAGER, SBN 204824 
LAW OFFICES OF SUSAN E. SEAGER 
128 N. Fair Oaks Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91103 
Email: susanseager1999@gmail.com 

Attorney for Defendant 
TECH INQUIRY, INC. 

DAVID GREENE, SBN 160107 
VICTORIA NOBLE, SBN 337290 
ELECTRONIC FRONTIER FOUNDATION 
815 Eddy Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109-7701 
Email: davidg@eff.org 
Email: tori@eff.org 

Attorneys for Defendant 
JACK POULSON 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

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 

JOINT NOTICE OF ENTRY OF 
ORDER 

Dept.: 301 
Before: Hon. Christine Van Aken 

Action Filed:  October 3, 2024 Trial 
Date: None Set 

) 
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Superior Court of California,
County of San Francisco

02/24/2025
Clerk of the Court

BY: YOLANDA TABO
Deputy Clerk
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NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER  

Case No. CGC-24-618681 

TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT on February 14, 2025, in Department 301 of the above-

titled Court, located at Civic Center Courthouse, 400 McAllister Street, San Francisco, California 

94102-4514, this Court entered an Order Granting Motions to Strike Complaint by Defendants 

Substack, Inc., Amazon Web Services, Inc., Jack Poulson, and Tech Inquiry, Inc. pursuant to 

Code of Civil Procedure § 425.16, striking the complaint in its entirety.

A copy of the Court’s February 14, 2025 Order is attached as Exhibit A. 
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SUSAN E. SEAGER, SBN 204824 
LAW OFFICE OF SUSAN E. SEAGER 
128 N. Fair Oaks Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91103 
Email: susanseager1999@gmail.com 

Attorney for Defendant 
TECH INQUIRY, INC. 

/s/ Susan E. Seager

SARAH E. BURNS, SBN 324466 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP 
50 California Street, 23rd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111-4701 
Email: sarahburns@dwt.com 

SAMUEL A. TURNER, SBN 338089 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP 
350 South Grand Avenue, Suite 2700 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-3491 
Email: samturner@dwt.com 

Attorneys for Defendant 
AMAZON WEB SERVICES, INC. 

/s/ Sarah E. Burns 

DAVID GREENE, SBN 160107 
VICTORIA NOBLE, SBN 337290 
ELECTRONIC FRONTIER FOUNDATION 
815 Eddy Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109-7701 
Emails: davidg@eff.org; tori@eff.org 

Attorneys for Defendant 
JACK POULSON 

/s/ David Greene           

JOSHUA A. BASKIN, SBN 294971 THOMAS R. 
WAKEFIELD, SBN 330121 WILSON SONSINI 
GOODRICH & ROSATI, Professional Corporation 
One Market Plaza, Spear Tower, Suite 3300 
San Francisco, CA  94105-1126 
Telephone: (415) 947-2000 
Facsimile: (866) 974-7329 
Emails: jbaskin@wsgr.com; twakefield@wsgr.com 

Attorneys for Defendant 
SUBSTACK, INC. 
/s/   Joshua A. Baskin

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER  
Case No. CGC-24-618681 

3



Ex. A - Order









1 be of any less public significance. Thus, defendants succeed under 425.16(e)(3), and the court need 

2 not analyze the other prongs of step one. 

3 Blackman contends that Poulson's speech is outside.the anti-SLAPP statute because it was 

4 illegal, regardless of its public significance. (Opp. to Poulson Mtn. to Strike at 10 [citing Flatley 

5 v. Mauro (2006) 39 Cal.4th 299, 320].) The speech at issue in Flatley was extortion, a threat to

6 publicly accuse the plaintiff of rape unless the plaintiff paid money to the defendant. (Id at 305, 

7 320.) Flatley holds that the question whether speech is illegal is a first-step inquiry under the anti-

8 SLAPP statute, id at 320, but the First Amendment issues that inform this analysis will also be 

9 relevant at the second step. 

10 To assess the argument that Poulson's speech was illegal, it is useful to review the law 

11 about sealing with some precision, because courts in California (and elsewhere) have recognized 

12 that there is a "continuum" of illegal acts by newsgatherers, and only wrongful conduct at the 

13 "extreme end" will overcome the First Amendment protection for reporting. (See Jenni Rivera 

14 Enterprises, f-LC v. Latin World Entertainment Holdings, Inc. (2019) 36 Cal.App.5th 766, 798 

15 ["Jenni Rivera Enterprises"] [" 'At one extreme, routine ... reporting techniques, such as asking 

16 questions of people with information (including those with confidential or restricted infqrmation) 

17 could rarely, if ever, be deemed an actionable intrusion. [Citations.] At the other extreme, ;violation 

18 of well-established legal �eas of physical or sensory privacy-trespass into a home or tapping a 

19 personal telephone line, for example-could rarely, if ever, be justified by a reporter's need to get 

20 the story. Such acts would be deemed highly offensive even if the information sought was. of 

21 weighty public concern; they would also be outside any protection the Constitution provides to 

22 newsgathering.' " [quoting Shulman v. Group W Prods., Inc. (1998) 18 Cal.4th 200, 237 [some 
, I 

23 internal quotation marks omitted]].]) Thus, it is worth understanding the statutory scheme in 

24 greater detail. 

25 The record of Blackman's arrest was sealed pursuant to Penal Code section 85L91. That 

26 section permits "[ a] person who has suffered an arrest that did not result in a conviction" to petition 

27 the court to have "arrest and related records sealed." (Id., subd. (a).) When the court grants relief, 

28 as the Superior Court did here, provisions of Penal Code section 851.92 then apply. 











1 Incident Report that is prohibited by Penal Code 851.92; it is disclosure or disseminatidn, which 

2 is what the CDA immunizes. In any event, it is difficult to see how a publisher of a website could 

3 • publish content without being in possession of it, and accordingly the court concludes that the 
• ! ' 

4 conduct alleged in the complaint as to these defendants is immunized. As to Poulson, the complaint 

5 alleges that he is the creator of content, and thus the speaker rather than the publish�r. The CDA, 

6 does not immunize his conduct. 

7 * * *

8 The Court exercis,es its discretion to hear Tech Inquiry's special motion to strike outside 

9 of the 60-day limit because the motion presents the same issues as the timely filed motion� of other 

10 defendants; (CCP 425.16(£).) 
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SO ORDERED. 

Dated: _i.?\ \ r1 \io1.-f �� , H".cfuistin an Aken 
JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 
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