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c. More specifically as it relates to Plaintiff’s claims of having legal 

representation, on August 22, 2021, Plaintiff sent Defendant an email exchange 

allegedly between herself, and California attorneys Joe Cotchett and Alison E. 

Cordova, discussing pursuing legal action against Defendant. Plaintiff attached a 

contingent fee agreement between herself and Cotchett, Pitre, and McCarthy, LLP, 

dated August 23, 2021 (Exhibit A). Upon information and belief, Alison E. Cordova 

is not employed at the firm and was not employed by the firm on August 22, 2021.  

d. An email dated August 24, 2021 indicated the firm does not represent 

Plaintiff in this matter (Exhibit B).    

e. Defendant asserts that the one-week courtesy extension offered is more 

than reasonable and enough time for an attorney to review “40+ docket entries” many 

of which are brief and not substantive in nature.  

2. Plaintiff has been aware of Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss/Motion for 

Judgment on Pleadings of Plaintiff’s Abortion Coercion Claim (“Motion”) since 

February 3, 2022. 

a. On February 3, 2022, Plaintiff and Defendant had an Early Meeting and 

specifically discussed the Motion. Plaintiff requested Defendant clarify the Motion 

and the parties spoke over the phone a second time later that day (Exhibit C).  

b. A draft of the Motion was also forwarded to Plaintiff as a courtesy on 

February 14, 2022 with a request that she stipulate to dismiss the abortion coercion 

claim voluntarily prior to Defendant filing the Motion. Plaintiff declined to stipulate.  
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c. Therefore, Defendant’s Motion was ultimately filed on February 15, 2022. 

Pursuant to Rules 6(c) and 7.1(a)(3), Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure, Plaintiff had 

ten (10) business days in addition to five (5) calendar days to file a Response. 

Therefore, Plaintiff’s Response is due on March 7, 2022. 

d. On February 25, 2022, Plaintiff requested an extension from undersigned 

counsel until April 15, 2022.  Defendant promptly responded by offering a weeklong 

extension, making Plaintiff’s Response due March 14, 2022. The court is encouraged 

to read Plaintiff’s request and Defendant’s response (noting that undersigned counsel 

inadvertently calculated the response time to be due on March 10, 2022 by failing to 

include the five (5) calendar days permitted by Rule 6(c), as referenced above) 

(Exhibit D). 

e. Plaintiff’s request would have her filing a Response on April 14, 2022 to a 

Motion she had knowledge of on February 3, 2022 and direct access to on February 

14, 2022. Requesting what amounts to 2-2.5 months to file a Response to Defendant’s 

Motion to Dismiss is entirely unreasonable.  

WHEREFORE, Defendant respectfully requests the following: 

A. That this Court only grant Plaintiff an additional seven (7) days, until 

March 14, 2022, to file her Response to Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss/Motion for 

Judgment on the Pleadings of Plaintiff’s Abortion Coercion Claim; 

B. That this Court grant such other and further relief as deemed appropriate.  
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Exhibit “B” 

 









 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit “C” 

 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit “D” 

 






