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2. Court Reporting Services are not requested.

3. It is estimated that 60 minutes will be sufficient for oral argument.

4. Pursuant to UTCR 5.010, counsel for Defendants sent a draft of this motion to Plaintiff's

counsel on April 30, 2025. The parties were unable to resolve the issues presented in the

motion.

6 This Motion is based upon the attached memorandum of points and authorities and attached

7 exhibits, the papers and pleadings on file in this action, and any oral argument permitted by this

8 Court.
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МЕМОRANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

INTRODUCTION

It seems odd that this case exists. Plaintiff was homeless and apparently drifting through

12 Grants Pass during "an unfortunate and stressful time in her life." During this sojourn in Grants
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Pass, she was arrested for drunk driving. The Oregon Department of Corrections published her

booking photo. Defendants then did the perfectly legal and First Amendment-protected act of

republishing it on their website.

Plaintiff sought to remove the photo from Defendants' website, through a process

Defendants once offered, but have since eliminated. She did not complete the process. Instead, she

went on a completely unnecessary years-long campaign to have the photo removed, including by

seeking assistance from government officials, legal aid organizations, and retaining counsel. All

of this to accomplish what she could have done in a few minutes for, compared to the cost of this

litigation, a pittance.2 While yes, the removal process involved a token payment, that payment

18

19

20

21

22 was under $200 initially, and under $50 as of the beginning of 2022.
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2 Plaintiff, in her Response to the now-moot first Anti-SLAPP motion, calls this an

admission of "extortion." This is absurd, particularly since (1) there was no legal prohibition on
Defendants' program when they posted Plaintiff's booking photo; and (2) when ORS 133.875 went

into effect, Defendants charged less than $50 for the removal of an Oregon booking photo. For her
to frame conduct that the law specifically allows as "extortion" is no more than bad-faith rhetoric.

If that rhetoric is credited, then what is this lawsuit other than "extortion?" Is it "extortion" that
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1 The Court should dismiss this case under Oregon's Anti-SLAPP law, ORS 31.150 and

2 31.152, and award Defendants their costs and reasonable attorneys' fees. Plaintiff's sole claim for

3 relief is premised on conduct in furtherance of the right to free speech in connection with an issue

4|| of public interest, namely reposting Plaintiff's criminal booking photo taken from government

5
sources, and she cannot show a probability of prevailing on this claim. In the alternative, the Court

6 should dismiss this case for lack of personal jurisdiction, as Defendants have no meaningful

7 connection to this state and all the parties live in Nevada.

8 2.0 FACTUAL BACKGROUND

9 Plaintiff was arrested for DUI on May 12, 2020, in Josephine County. FAC at 7. Her
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arrest report indicates that she was "homeless in Grants Pass" at this time. FAC Exhibit 6. Shortly

thereafter, Defendants published her mugshot and booking information on the website <arre.st>.

Id. at 16; Declaration of Jason Watson ("Watson Dec."), attached as Exhibit 1, at 4-5.3 The

photo on <arre.st> was taken from the Oregon Department of Corrections website. Id. at5.

On December 9, 2020, Plaintiff began a DUI diversion program which she completed on

May 26, 2021. FAC at 8-10 and Exhibits 6-8. Due to completion of the program, her DUI

charges were dismissed on January 6, 2022. FAC at 11 and Exhibit 9.

On January 26, 2021, while still completing her DUI diversion program, Plaintiff sent an
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20 FAC Exhibit 12. It did not provide any details regarding her arrest, such as when or where it

21 occurred, and did not identify the website on which it was posted. ORS 133.875 was not in effect

22

email to Defendants requesting that they remove her booking photo. FAC at 19. Her request

consisted of nothing more than the text "I am requesting to opt out and remove my mug shot."
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Houtsinger is demanding to be paid an enormous ransom in order to end this lawsuit? Houtsinger
was driving drunk, and now she should be paid a ludicrous amount of money because she was
unsuccessful in hiding the truth from the rest of the world. Two can play this game, but the defense
suggests that it be played no more.

3 This is the only website of Defendants on which the mugshot was posted. Plaintiff alleges
it was also posted on the website <guessthecharge.net> (FAC at 5), but this is false, as that site
only posts West Virginia arrest records. Watson Dec. at 6. Even if it were, this would be of no

significance, as Plaintiff does not allege that <guessthecharge.net is a "publish-for-pay" website
subject to ORS 133.875.
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