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Asia Economic Institute, LLC,
Raymond Mobrez, and

lliaha Llaneras

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

ASIA ECONOMIC Case No.: 2:10-cv-01360-SVW-PJW
INSTITUTE, LLC, a California

LLC; RAYMOND MOBREZ an) FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR:
individual; and ILIANA

LLANERAS, an individual, (1) VIOLATION OF 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c) --
CIVIL RICO
Plaintiffs, (2) VIOLATION OF 18 U.S.C. § 1962(d) --
VS. RICO CONSPIRACY
(3) UNFAIR BUSINESS PRACTICES --
XCENTRIC VENTURES, LLC, CAL. BUS. & PROF. CODE § 17200¢t
an Arizona LLC, doing busine Sseq.
as BADBUSINESS BUREAU, y (4) DEFAMATION
RIPOFF REPORT, and (5) DEFAMATION PER SE
RIPOFFREPORT.COM, (6) INTENTIONAL INTERFERENCE
BAD BUSINESS BUREAU, WITH PROSPECTIVE ECONOMIC
LLC, organized and existing RELATIONS
under the laws of St. Kitts and) (7) NEGLIGENT INTERFERENCE
Nevis, West Indies; EDWARD WITH PROSPECTIVE ECONOMIC
MAGEDSON an individual, als RELATIONS
known as EDWARD (8) NEGLIGENT INTERFERENCE
MAGIDSON also known as th WITH ECONOMIC RELATIONS
“Editor,” and DOES 1 through ) (9) DECEIT
100, inclusive, (10) FRAUD
(11) INJUNCTION
Defendants. JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
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Plaintiffs Asia Economic Institute, LLC (“Asia Emomic Institute” or
“AEI"), Raymond Mobrez (“Mobrez”) and lliana Llan&s (“Llaneras”)
(collectively, “Plaintiffs”) complain of defendan¥centric Ventures, LLC doing
business as Ripoff Report, Bad Business Bureawffpport.com and

BadbusinessBureau.com (“Xcentric”), Bad BusinesseBu LLC (“Bad Business

Bureau”) and Edward Magedson, also known as Ed Mtge also known as
Edward Magidson, also known as “the EDitor” (“Maged”) (collectively,
“Defendants”), and alleges as follows:
l.
JURISDICTION AND VENUE

2.  This Court has jurisdiction of the subject mattéitios action undg
federal question jurisdiction, pursuant to 28 U.8C1331 and 18 U.S.C. § 1
(c) and (d) (the Racketeering Influenced and Cdrr@yganizations AC
(“RICQ"), in that federal questions are alleged endl8 U.S.C. § 1962(c) and {
Thus far, this Court has exercised supplementadiation over Plaintiffs’ stal
law claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367.

3. This Court has personal jurisdiction over all Defants pursuant
the RICO statute. Specifically 18 U.S.C. § 1965&wmd (d), which confe
nationwide service of process authority upon thesit€ In addition, this Court h
personal jurisdiction over all Defendants becabsg have sufficient contacts w
this judicial district and California to satisfy éh*minimum contacts” doctrif
articulated inlnternational Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S. 310, 316 (194
Defendants (a) direct conduct at Plaintiffs, whoint@n principal places
business in, and are domiciled in, this judiciaktact; and (b) operate
commercial, interactive website in this judiciadtict.

4.  Venue is proper in this judicial district pursuant28 U.S.C. § 13¢

because a substantial part of the events, actsrargs$ions giving rise to Plaintiff
claims occurred within this judicial district, am&l also proper under 18 U.S.C.
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1965(a) and (d) because all Defendants have treatsand presently transact tl
affairs in this judicial district.
5. Defendants have previously consented to and wab@éctions t
this Court’s jurisdiction and to venue within thislicial district.
Il.
THE PARTIES

6. Plaintiff Asia Economic Institute is a limited lidiby company and,
all times relevant hereto, organized and existumgpant to the laws of the Stat;

California, and is authorized to do business inStae of California. Plaintiff Asia

Economic Institute has its principal place of besmat 11766 Wilshire Bouleve
Suite 260, Los Angeles, California 90025.

neir

ird,

7. Plaintiff Mobrez is an individual and, at all timeslevant hereto,| a

resident of Los Angeles, California, County of LAsgeles. Plaintiff Mobrez is| a

principal and manager of Asia Economic Institutd,CL In addition, as
California-licensed broker, Mr. Mobrez derives gnsiicant amount of reven
from brokering commercial real estate transactions.

8. Plaintiff Llaneras is an individual and, at all esrelevant hereto
resident of California, County of Los Angeles. Rtdf Llaneras is a principal a
manager of Asia Economic Institute, LLC. In additiaas a California-licens
broker, Ms. Llaneras derives a significant amouhtravenue from brokerir
commercial real estate transactions.

9. Defendant Xcentric is a limited liability compangganized and
existing pursuant to the laws of the State of Aneavith its purported domestic
address as P.O. Box 470, Phoenix, Arizona 852&ntits are informed and
believe and thereon allege that Xcentric is ownged bingle member, Creative
Business Investment Concepts, Inc., a Nevada catiparlocated at 2533 North
Carson Street, Carson City, Nevada 89706. DefdrXfzntric transacts busine
In interstate commerce as, inter aliipoff Report,” an enterprise, located in th
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judicial district and elsewhere in California andzbna, and employs, contractg
with and engages individuals, partnerships andnessi entities, who share the
common goals of perpetuating the goals and purpbde Ripoff Report
enterprise, pursuant to long-term relationshipaywing from the same pool of
associates and spanning several years, from &t2@@s to the present, and
sharing in the substantial financial and other Genderived therefrom.

10. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereoagdlthat Xcentric
operates or manages the Ripoff Report enterpridesalbstantially directs many
its activities and operations, including sellingpge and services; acquiring
exclusive, perpetual, world-wide copyrights in aneg text and graphical conten
about businesses, consumer goods and servicesg]laswhe intimate personal
lives of private individuals, in the form of “reis” (“Rip-off Reports” or
“Reports”): “rebuttals” and “comments”; writing and produciagginal, paid,
sponsored endorsements and testimonials of condwmsaresses, goods and
services — often substantially co-written by thkjsats themselves — as
“investigations” and “notices”; thereafter distrting, displaying, publishing,
continuously republishing, indexing, and optimiziog the Web such acquired
and paid, self-produced content to make the comégractive and easily
searchable by commercial Internet search enginlgrésing against such
acquired and self-produced, paid content, derivavgnues based in part on
demonstrated analytics including numbers of unigsieors, page views and ad
clicks; attracting visitors to its website for therpose of selling them goods an(
services, increasing its analytics, enhancing tlesite’s “authority” or
“reputation” with Internet search engines, andcsioig additional content to adg
to its massive compilation of business, consumdrparsonal data; and creating
modifying, customizing or licensing software codatabase architecture, netwg

! For avoidance of confusion, Defendants’ businessfesred to herein as “Ripoff Report”

while the reports themselves are referred to ap-t#i Reports” or “Reports.”
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and computer programming. In operating or manathedRipoff Report
enterprise, Xcentric uses instrumentalities ofrgtege commerce, specifically
wire, including through websites hosted at the domames “ripoffreport.com,”
“badbusinessbureau.com,” “ripoffreport.net” anguifreport.org,” among other
all of which redirect to the Uniform Resource Lawa'URL”) for Defendants’
primary websitehttp://www.ripoffreport.con{the “ROR Website”, sometimes

“ROR”) and self-hosted electronic mail servicesrapad through the
“ripoffreport.com” domain name. Plaintiffs are infioed and believe and thereo
allege that the domain names for the ROR Webstesattronic mail services g
registered by directNIC, located at West Bay, Gr@agiman, hosted by
Intercosmos Media Group, Inc. with servers locatefinkara, Turkey, and
directed, operated and controlled from Maricopar@puArizona.

11. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereorgdl that Defends
Bad Business Bureau is, or was at times relevantttea limited liabilit
company organized and existing pursuant to the &Ev&aint Kitts or Nevis, Weg
Indies. Defendant Bad Business Bureau is or wagthdecessor to Xcentric
operating and managing the Ripoff Report enterpasd is or was otherw
associated with the Ripoff Report enterprise.

12. Defendant Edward Magedson, also known as Ed Maged$sn
known as Edward Magidson, also known as “the Eifdiagedson”) is an
individual and, at all times relevant hereto, adesst of the State of Arizona and
the State of California and, by his own admissrepyesented himself at certain
times relevant hereto as present in the State ldb€@aa. Magedson is the
Manager of Xcentric and Bad Business Bureau, tlitoE’ of Ripoff Report and
operates and manages activities of the Ripoff Regderprise, including by, intg
alia, making top-level policy, business, risk managemiegial and strategy
decisions, sometimes in consultation with outsiokensel; operating and manag
business conducted through the ROR Website; adieiimg its Corporate
Advocacy and Remediation Program; performing ingasibns of the veracity of
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the contents of certain reports; writing and putfig findings; collaborating with
the subjects of paid testimonials and endorsenentsiting original content
about them and publishing it through the ROR Wehsidbmmunicating with
individual subjects of reports by electronic mpayticularly to urge them to file
rebuttals or comments to existing Reports; supexyisr acting in association w
a currently unknown individual identified only bye electronic mail address
“Karen@ripoffreport.cofhat certain times relevant herein, whose dutietutied

responding to complaints that rebuttals were nestipg or were being posted to
the wrong reports; engaging, supervising and cotiaing with counsel to draft
significant and influential portions of the ROR Vgéb and otherwise. Magedsq
uses instrumentalities of interstate commerce tmlaot these activities,
specifically wire.

13. Xcentric and its associates in the Ripoff Repotémrise use
extremely aggressive litigation strategies to,rial&, protect and perpetuate its

business model, and silence and retaliate agdiestdritics, including by
affirmatively initiating an Arizona state court axt against Washington State-
based attorney and search engine optimization #ensand blogger Sarah L.
Bird, Xcentric Ventures LLC v. Bird(D. Ariz. 09-cv-1033) which action was
dismissed on jurisdictional grounds and is curgeatl appeal to the Ninth Circu

Court of Appeals (10-1546); initiating an Arizortate court defamation action
against Phoenix New Tim&sporter Sarah Fenske, her husband, a source fof

article, the source’s spouse and the publishersniXic v. Village Voice Media

CV2008-2416 (Arizona Sup. Ct. for Maricopa Coungnd is currently opposing
an appeal to the Seventh Circuit (10-1167) in Biogkz v. Williams 675 F.
Supp. 2d 912 (N.D. lll. 2009) (09-cv-3955) regagiits purported right to defy
compliance with a permanent injunction orderingitemove defamatory conte

14. The Ripoff Report enterprise until approximatelyyma June 2010
had a regular business practice of secretly recgrai causing to be recorded a
telephone conversations to its business telephomdar, in association with an
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unidentified vendor, without disclosure to or camtsef all parties to the telephot
conversations, in violation of, inter alithe wiretapping laws of the State of

California. The Ripoff Report has used or attemptedse the contents of such
secret recordings as a surprise litigation tactiaations in, inter aligCalifornia
and Arizona. Defendants used instrumentalitiest&rstate commerce,
specifically wire, to record such telephone calls.

15. The true names and capacities, whether individoatporate, ¢
otherwise, of Defendants DOES 1 to 100 are unkntmnAlaintiffs at the prese
time, who therefore sue such Defendants by fictgioames, and will amend {
Complaint to show their true names and capacitiesascertained. Plaintiffs
informed and believe and thereon allege that edtheodefendants assigned
DOE is responsible in some manner for the everdshappenings herein refer
to, and thereby proximately caused injuries andatpes to the Plaintiffs. Plainti
will amend this complaint to add as defendantdis action those individuals &
entities who have assisted Defendants in perpedraine acts and omissig
complained of herein, including additional indivedsi and entities complicit
managing and operating the affairs of the Ripofpéteenterprise.

1.
SUMMARY OF THE ALLEGATIONS

16. The Ripoff Report enterprise takes advantage oateeage person’
lack of sophistication in technology, reliance atefnet search engines, and
general lack of time. It misrepresents its trueireto the public and places its
victims in desperate positions through elaborathrielogical and legal traps an
artifices. It then intimidates and defrauds itgims into believing that the only
practical way of saving their good names is to d@fénem on its home turf, the
ROR Website, where it makes the rules, it decides gets heard, and most of
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it makes money. Many do, not realizing until ita® late, that they are only
aggravating their injuries and enriching Defenddmytsioing so.

17. The Ripoff Report enterprise is the ultimate In&rtiroll.”? It
survives and earns revenues through a frauduléense (the “Content Trolling

Scheme”) by building a huge database of controakecsintent about other people

and businesses (“victims” or “subjects”), whiclthen enhances for search eng
and advertisers, often with additions from theimstthemselves. The Ripoff

Report enterprise runs the Content Trolling Scheyngicking its victims throug!
various misrepresentations of material fact consgdizeough the ROR Website
and in electronic mail, and otherwise furtheredubg of the wires, into believing

there is no legal redress for them in the counts, the Reports will forever remai

as a “Scarlet Letter” on their permanent recordd, that their best available opt
IS to file a rebuttal.

18. The Ripoff Report enterprise solicits purely negmtioften hateful
and extremely personal — and in many instancegigllg recognized as
defamatory — content in the form of Rip-off Reporfhe Ripoff Report enterpris
acquires ownership of all content contributed tigtothe ROR Website under a
exclusive grant of copyright before it is ever psibéd to the web. Before
publishing Reports, the Ripoff Report enterprisediects its own-pre-publicatior
review, whereby it filters out the positive and psioes only the negative,
sometimes redacting or disclaiming portions ofdbetent, at times in a manne
that significantly changes its meaning, and inasertases (often under a finang
arrangement) adds additional content that compl&tahsforms or negates its
meaning, or, for a fee, suppresses the Reportsgrdriication altogether.

2 Wikipedia defines an Internet troll as “someone whsts inflammatory, extraneous, or offt

topic messages in an online community, such asianmeodiscussion forum, chat room, or big

with the primary intent of provoking other usertia desired emotional response.”
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19. Cloaked in the false disguise of a consumer adeotia¢ Ripoff
Report enterprise purports to advise the victimthefContent Trolling Scheme
that the “best” thing they can do is to file a #feebuttal. Unbeknownst to the
victims, the “free” rebuttals come at a cost. Auttal is likely to make the
negative content in a Report go up in page rardearch engine queries, while
doing nothing to alter the snippets of negativetennthat appear as search res
The Ripoff Report enterprise does not disclosews financial self-interest in
having victims file rebuttals —fresh content andeaisits that make the ROR
Website more attractive to search engines andealilvertisers. The Ripoff
Report enterprise does not disclose that some Begorcome down, and are
materially altered or suppressed, for a price. hdat knowing all this, the victim
file rebuttals. The Ripoff Report enterprise theads its victims down a path
toward applying for the Corporate Advocacy Programich promises to turn a
negative into a positive, and seeking either exanbifees or tax returns and
personal information, and conditioning acceptand® ithe program on repeate
“admissions of responsibility” more akin to the &alWitch Trials or Spanish
Inquisition than an outsourced customer satisfagii@gram.

20. The Ripoff Report enterprise even incorporatesdbetent Trolling
Scheme into its recommended procedure for obtathiegdentity of anonymous
contributors of Reports. Citing a string of imprigsslooking legal citations on it
legal information page, the Ripoff Report entempiissists, falsely, that the case
Mobilisa, Inc. v. Doe217 Ariz. 103, 110-11 (Ct. App. 2007) , requitieat holder
of a subpoena for author information “MUST postoéice as aebuttal to each

report for which you are seeking the author’s infation,” as the only acceptab
way of informing the anonymous author of the disaguequest. This is a
misrepresentation. The true facts are that Mobdtates that the notice must be
“via the same medium” used by the anonymous parpost the contested
message, e.g'if the message . . . was posted to an interretsage board, the
requesting party must make the notification viaatimg to that same message
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Mobilisa requires a rebuttal as a precondition to propécapthe Ripoff Report

board.” 1d. Rebuttals on the ROR website lack certain impopaoperties that

Reports have, such as an automatic sharing, eqilitton, and printing button
In fact, rebuttals are nearly impossible to prifthaut taking the intermediate st
of making a screen shot. Proper notice under Mggiliould thus be posting of g

new Report, perhaps in the category “notices.” eddants could easily facilitate

actual notice by forwarding an email. But by misiming the public that

enterprise finds still another way to “feed thdltrthat is, its content database.

21. By the time the victims realize that the best whgealing with a
Report may be to let it sink to the bottom overgjitihe damage has often been
done. The victims have sat on their rights, busires evaporated, houses haV
gone into foreclosure, and the Reports have beshgouso far up in page rankii
that it takes significant additional money and titmgoost alternative, positive
content about themselves to the Web to undo thegarto their online
reputations.

22. The Ripoff Report enterprise profusely claims tligports” never
come down. But, for a price, the Ripoff Report eptise will sell something eve
more valuable — the opportunity to change a negdsigogle search engine rest
into a positive. The Ripoff Report enterprise naediskthe Corporate Advocacy
Program (“CAP”) to the subjects of Reports, typicalfter strongly urging them
file rebuttals. By joining CAP or otherwise makifigancial arrangements with
the Ripoff Report enterprise, a subject can buyptihglege of essentially writing
(or approving) her own Google search result. Thé@#ember writes or approv
between 250 and 350 additional words of positiveteat that will be inserted in
the body of a Report and also in a known stratlegiation in the HTML for the
Report. 250 words is just the right amount of texpush the surrounding negat
content so far down in the HTML as to be irreleviansearch engines. Thus,
negative content virtually disappears from the Geasgarch results for CAP
members, replaced by the words approved by the @éfber. Because Googl¢
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search algorithms are generally influenced to $édxt that “matches,” between
both a web page and the corresponding HTML (thadlentical text that is prese
in both), putting the positive content in the stgat location in the HTML, along
with a matching block of test in the Report effeely negates the harmful effect
the Report with the Google search engine, whilewailg Defendants to continug
claiming (falsely) that they “never remove Repdrts.

23. There are at least two ways to get into CAP. Orte fsllow the
application process, admit fault, sign away impatrtagal rights, and pay
exorbitant prices starting at thousands of dolbeves a three-year period. The of
way is to sue Defendants. In order to preservdithien that they “never lose a
case” and that plaintiffs pay all their attornefees, the Ripoff Report enterprisg
sometimes settles difficult cases by channelingpthmtiffs into CAP or similar
arrangements.

24. The Ripoff Report enterprise deceives consumers/entates Sectio

5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act (“FTC Acft}, U.S.C. 8§ 45 by providing

paid endorsements and testimonials on the ROR \féelvghout clearly disclosir
the material considerations received for such padbrsements and testimonia
The Ripoff Reports enterprise’s deceptive presamtaif itself as “by consumers
for consumers,” failure to disclose receipt of adagtion for specific
endorsements, “Verified Safe” and other favoraloletents, in violation of the
FTC Act, and failure to disclose that part of itetimations for publishing Report
and seeking rebuttals are self-interested finameiak. This deliberate conduct
proximately interferes with and causes damageamtffs’ economic relations
and prospects, because these false impressionsthe&gistence of a negative
Report damning in search results, damning on d@s fand damning by negative
implication.
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V.
FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS COMMON TO ALL CLAIMS

A. Defendants’ Business and the ROR Website

25. Defendants Xcentric, Bad Business Bureau and Mageddoing

L4

business as “Bad Business Bureau” and “Ripoff Regpdogether and [n
association with other individuals, partnershipsl dusiness entities, including
employees, contractors, consultants, counsel, cenproviders and other
participants, acting with a common purpose, purst@relationships among thgse
associated with the Ripoff Report enterprise, Wtigevity sufficient to pursue the
purposes of the Ripoff Report enterprise, operat manage the affairs of the
Ripoff Report enterprise, often through the ROR ieb

26. Defendants control other domain names that redvistiors to the

ROR Website, including,inter alia, ripoffreport.net, ripoffreport.org, and
badbusinessbureau.com. The Ripoff Report enterpmansacts a substaritial
amount of its affairs through the domain name ‘fiiggport.com,” both through
the ROR Website and through electronic mail emagatrom email addresses
including info@ripoffreport.com, Editor@ripoffreport.com and

karen@ripoffreport.com

27. The Ripoff Report enterprise must be viewed for wwhas — a self-
interested business model, not a disinteresteducogrs advocacy or consurnier-
protection, public service. The Ripoff Report eptexe is a for-profit business.
The Ripoff Report enterprise earns revenues froenstide of goods and services
and Web-based advertisements, which generate resehased in part ugon
analytics including, Internet visitor traffic, pagesits, page views, length of visit,
number of clicks on advertisements and links, amk Ireferrals to pald
advertisements, whether under a revenue-shariregamgmt or fee for advertising
model.

First Amended Complaint - 12
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28. The Ripoff Report enterprise uses instrumentalieigterstate
commerce, specifically wire, to further its purpgsacluding conducting the
“Content Trolling Scheme” and other schemes thatgat its revenues and pow

29. The Ripoff Report enterprise conducts its “trolliregn two levels.
One is on the visible, superficial level of whapuiblishes on web pages at the
ROR website, in the contents of the Reports, ratsjttomments, advertisemen
and editorials. The Ripoff Report enterprise pakisgly frames any legal
challenge to its practices solely as a challenges tonduct on this first, visible,
two-dimensional plane.

30. However, the true, three-dimensional space in wthelRipoff
Report enterprise conducts its “trolling” for comtepage views and visitors occ
on the level of the dynamic, semantic computer ¢dbdemakes the first level of
content searchable and interactive. For each \agb pomprising the ROR
Website, there is an accompanying page of Hypekiexkup Language code
(“HTML”). The HTML for a web page is responsiblerfgenerating what people
see on their Internet browsers, influences howptge ranks with search enging
and influences what appears in the snippets okeoblisplayed as search engir
results, which is often the public’s first impressiof any web page on the Inter

31. The Ripoff Report enterprise determines not onlaidoes into wel
pages, but also what goes into the HTML, by deaiggh continual improvement
its database, user interface and system archigectur

32. The Ripoff Report enterprise has designed its syst® generate ws
pages from content it acquires, and also the HTdtlstich web pages. Simply
put, the web pages are written in plain, generatigerstandable English langua
readily visible and comprehensible to a web visitbordinary sophistication.

33. The HTML for such web pages is written in dynansiemantic
computer code, using generally accepted elemeat®Kpress intentions, ideas
and conduct readily understandable to a persorodenate to advanced
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sophistication in HTML, but likely not visible, noeable to a casual Google
searcher making snap impressions based on a feehsesults.

34. The Ripoff Report enterprise knowingly, delibergtahd with intent
to deceive, exploits the gap between web pageshandrespective HTML. The
Ripoff Report enterprise has designed its servedsdatabases so that for ordin
Reports, the “matching” text in the body of the welge and the header of the
HTML is generally negative, combined with the sainame as keywords.

35. However, for money, the Ripoff Report Enterprisd aliow a subje¢

to rewrite the “matching” portion of text that wide identical in the Report and
the HTML, and thus influencing Google to displagasitive search result for thg
subject.

36. An advertising-supported Internet business modeh s the Ripo
Report enterprise supports itself and earns resehyeattracting visitors to t
content it publishes on the Web. As an advertisiagported business, the Riy
Report enterprise must constantly acquire or gémecantent that will attra
visitors. Therefore, like many Internet-based confmiblishers, the Ripoff Rep
enterprise aggressively solicits original contamtthe form of contributions
submissions and generates original content of wa,ofor publication arn
continual republication, for the purpose of adwsentg against it.

37. The ROR Website comprises over 500,000 unique wage
organized and hosted through the domain name regadft.com and stored
servers owned or controlled by the Ripoff Repottegirise. The Ripoff Repq
enterprise copiously represents through the RORsié&hn electronic mail and
filings in the public records that it does not rempdepublish or delete cont
from its database. Therefore, the amassed storetérdoowned by the Ripq
Report enterprise is constantly increasing, theiabyeasing the total number
web pages comprising the ROR website and assocad@base, and there
increasing opportunities for attracting visitorsthe ROR website to which it ¢
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serve advertisements, and in turn enhancing theusanalytics that determ
the advertising revenues that the Ripoff Reporemgmise can earn.

38. The ROR Website gains so-called “authority,” or deable pag
ranking, with Internet search engines based omabets of factors. These incl
the overall number of web pages, the quality of ¢batent and links, the mq
fresh content it posts, the more often it is linkedand the more frequently
content is updated, including by comments and ‘ttaks.1”

39. In addition to selling two-dimensional advertisertseon its static we

pages, Ripoff Report also sells links to paid atisements in the body of t
“rebuttals” that users post to its web pages.

40. Ripoff Reports offers programs such as the “Vedlifttafe” progran
under the tagline “businesses you can trust!” amel tCorporate Advoca
Program,” described as a “Business Remediation @odsumer Satisfacti
Program. . . . a long name for a program that @oles$ for both the consumer &
businesses alike.”

41. While the goals of consumer self-help, providinglace to repart

scams and rip-offs and generally exercising FirsteAdment-protected “pu
expressive speech” rights are noble, Ripoff Repogs much more, behind
scenes, that destroys livelihoods, reputationsbaisthesses.

B. Rip-Off Reports and the ROR Website's Terms of Serg¢e

42. As part of the Content Trolling Scheme, the Rigeéport enterpris
holds the ROR Website out to the public and ingiaditribunals as a consun
review website or public discussion forum.

43. Ripoff Report purports to serve the public as “bpnsumers, fq
consumers,” urging the public to contribute repodf “scams, consum
complaints, and frauds” under mottos such as “bet truth be known!” The
reports are referred to hereinafter as “Rip-off &€y or “Reports.
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44. The ROR Website will not publish positive reviewse only positiv
material that can be posted are rebuttals and cosme

45. Not all Rip-off Reports are about companies witladsh busines
practices or individuals engaging in fraud or decBhne ROR Website hosts, :
has hosted “Rip-off Reports” concerning the degpiyate details of the live
habits and health conditions of individuals, inchgd purported reports
individuals’ alleged “mental health” problems, ddtrting to individuals “sexual

transmitted diseases,” “substance abuse” habitsotmet deeply personal, priv
details, along with names and home addresses.

46. The ROR Website differs from other community wedsior publi
discussion forums in several unusual ways. Ripefbdtt does not merely host
Rip-off Reports. Ripoff Report takesvnership of the copyright of every Repc
rebuttal and user comment before it is even publisto the Web, under 1
Copyright Act, 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101. Thus, at the tinhg@ublication, Ripoff Report
the exclusive owner of all content that is postethe ROR Website.

47. This is because, unlike community websites suchFasebool
Craigslist, and Roommates.com, Ripoff Report makesmandatory for a us
wishing to contribute content to the ROR Websiteetgister and accept the R

Website’s Terms of Service, which requires an aatmn exclusivegrant o

copyright in all user submissions to Ripoff Redwefore the user can contributs.

48. A true and correct copy of the ROR Website's TeohService, 3
they existed on April 3, 2009 (and identical toaath respect to Paragraph 6)
attached ag&xhibit “1” and is incorporated herein by this reference.adtaph
of the ROR Website’'s Terms of Service provides thaser wishing to use the
grants Ripoff Report an irrevocable, perpetuallwesiee world-wide license fq

certain rights exclusive to copyright holders, efthey can post anything tg
public area:
“6. Proprietary Rights/Grant of Exclusive Rights
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By posting information or content to any public areo
www.RipoffReport.com you automatically grantand you represent &

warrant that you have the right to grant, to Xdentn irrevocably
perpetual, fully-paid, worldwide exclusivicense to use, copy, perfo
display and distribute such information and congerd to prepare derivat
works of, or incorporate into other works, suclomfation and content, g
to grant and authorize sublicenses of the foregbing
Exhibit 1, Paragraph 6.
49. Because the rights to copy, display, perform, arepare derivativ
works are among the exclusive rights comprisedaomyright, and Paragraph €
the ROR Website’'s Terms of Service is an excludigense of these right

Paragraph 6 of the ROR Website’'s Terms of Servmestitutes a “transfer

copyright ownership” with respect to all user contributions, under @mpyright

Act, 17 U.S.C. § 101.

50. Because all user-generated submissions are scréameédometimg
altered) by Ripoff Report's content monitors beftiney are posted to the R
Website, and because copyrighted works are “créatbdn they are first fixed
any method that is sufficiently stable that they & perceived, reproduced
communicated, under the definitions of the Copyrigtt, 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, Ripq
Report has already acquired exclusocapyright ownership of all user-submit
content before it is published to the Web.

3 In “Definitions” of the Copyright Act, a “transfer of copyright ownership”
is defined as “an assignment, mortgage, exclusive | icense , or any other
conveyance, alienation, or hypothecation of a copyr ight or of any of the
exclusive rights comprised in a copyright , Whether or not it is limited in

time or place of effect, but not including a nonexc lusive license.” 17
U.S.C. § 101.
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51. Websites Facebodk, Craigslist Roommates.cofn and most

standard community websites only require usergyteeato grant a non-exclug
license for user content. By contrast, Ripoff Répavns the perpetual, exclusi
worldwide copyright in and to every single item obntent any user h
contributed to the ROR Website, even before ibst@d to the Web.

52. Moreover, unlike community forums such as Facebookraigslist
Ripoff Report embeds links into the contents ofrimdmitted material for pa

advertisements for sometimes unrelated advertikersCash4Gold.”

C. ROR Website's Rebuttal and Commenting System

53. Ripoff Report does not allow users to post posiReports about
business or individual on the ROR Website. Ripo#pBrt's content monito
review Reports before they are posted to filter thaise that say positive thir

about a business.

4 “you grant us a non-exclusive, transferable, subli
worldwide license to use any IP content that you po
ends when you delete your IP content or your accoun
Statement of Rights and Responsibilities Last Revis
5 “you automatically grant . . . to craigslist an ir
exclusive, fully paid, worldwide license to use, co
distribute said Content. . .” (Craigslist Terms of

6 “with respect to Content you submit . . . you gran
wide, royalty-free and non-exclusive license(s) . .
distribute, reproduce, modify, adapt, publicly perf

such Content . . . “ (Roommates.com Terms of Servic
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54. |Instead, Ripoff Reports restricts subjects wishing defen
themselves or others identified in a Report to ipcsuch comments in
“rebuttal” or as a “comment” to a Rip-off Report.

55. Rebuttals and comments are placed in a less prompusition than

the Reports. They are in smaller type, and lowesvrdthe screen, than the hea
and main body of Rip-off Reports.

56. Ripoff Report also has designed the ROR Websitdr weriou
technical restrictions that make it much more diffi to reproduce, memorialize
share the rebuttal and comment sections purporstighed to the Reports.

57. Attempts to print a Rip-off Report directly from standard we
browser such as Firefox will only print the negatiRip-off Report and sidel
advertising, and will not print the purportedly asisited rebuttals and comment

58. The Rip-off Report section of a ROR Website webegpegntaining
Report includes a “print this” button. However, ngsithe “print this” button wi
only print the negative Rip-off Report and sidebdwertising, and will not pri
the purportedly associated rebuttals or comments.

D. Ripoff Report’'s Commercial Goods and Services

59. Ripoff Report is a business. In addition to beingthe business
attracting visitors to the ROR Website and adviegisgainst the resulting visi
traffic analytics, selling paid advertising linksnch banner and sidel
advertisements, Ripoff Report directly vends goaasl services in intersts
commerce through the wires by means of, inter Hia ROR Website and emai

60. Among the goods Ripoff Report sells is a book, paletpor guid
called the “Rip-Off Report.com Do-It-Yourself Guidédow to Get Rip-0|
Revenge.” This book is offered for sale in thetddiStates for $21.95.
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61. Purchasing this book is actually “Step Two” inléa¥ing the RO}
Website’s “How to Get Rip-Off Revenge” instructionStep One is to file
detailed Rip-Off Report at the ROR Website.

62. At all times relevant herein, and since at lea®B2®Ripoff Report hg
offered and offers for sale, through the ROR Welaitd through emails in
interstate commerce a program called the “Corpadkdiecacy Program”
(sometimes herein, “CAP”).

63. Defendants describe CAP as “where a business nidicize its
proactive approach to addressing . . . complaimsféndants insist that “all
businesses will get complaints, but how those lmsses handle those complair
separates good business from bad business.” Defenddvertise to the public
that that CAP “demonstrate[es] yours is an honesiness, with integrity, and
willing to make a commitment to righting consumeongs.”

64. In or around April 2010, Defendants also introduttesl“Ripoff
Report Verified Safe” program. Defendants advertgith reference to CAP,
“This program now includes — Ripoff Report Verifiéd

65. The ROR Website depicts a logo for the Ripoff RéMarified Safe
program comprising a stylized figure of a persomnvey a necktie with a halo
floating above, and a checkmark in a box, togethtr the tagline “businesses y
can trust!”

66. Defendants advertise that this Verified Safe Pnogfalso includes g
commitment to Ripoff Report Corporate Advocacy Besis Remediation and
Customer Satisfaction Program,” which is CAP. Ddtents advertise CAP as “g
program that benefits the consumer, assures thewongplete satisfaction and
confidence when doing business with a member bssihe

67. The web page on the ROR Website dedicated to thpflRReport
Verified Safe” program represents, in hyperlinkext tthat “Advertisers have m
our strict standards for business conduct. Clickinghat hyperlinked text direct
the viewer to another web page located at the URL
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http://www.ripoffreport.com/ConsumersSayThankYowadisingStandards.asy
and titled “About Us: Advertising Standards.”
68. On the “About Us: Advertising Standards” web pagthe ROR

Website, Defendants state that they ensure anteshras “Scam-free and has no

outstanding reports filed against them.” This iiepthat having “outstanding
Reports” on the ROR Website means a business chertaisted.

E. Ripoff Report's Relationship with Search Enginesand HTML

69. In order to truly understand the nature of the hamd destructid
wrought by Defendants, it is critical to recognilee importance of seat
technology in the modern use of the Internet.

70. Search is currently the most powerful, vibrant dateant in the wg
people use the Internet today. The global searehrasing market was a repor
$6.2 Billion in the second quarter of 2010500gle, which reported a total ma
capitalization of $36 Billion in 2009, rose to prim@nce by making the Interi
searchable.

71. Courts have long recognized the importance of se@s@ means fo
users to locate information or consume contenthtgrest on the Web. In 2000,
Court in_Bihari v. Gross119 F. Supp. 2d 309, 312 (S.D.N.Y. 2000) wrote of
search:

“Because entering the company's nhame as the daraame often fails to
take the user to the desired webpage, many ussfes pine . . . search
technique. Here, a websurfer enters a particulapamy name or search

" Source: Investor Business Times, “Google seamahesslips, Baidu gains: report” (July 23,
2010).
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request in a search engine. The search enginalibglays a list of website
that match the user's request. The search engike tlae relevant sites

according to the relative frequency with which wi@d or phrase appearg |

the metatags and in the text of the websites. Téteswfer then chooses,
based on any number of considerations, which websivisit.”

Bihari v. Gross119 F. Supp. 2d 309, 312 (S.D.N.Y. 2000).
72. Many members of the public influenced by a Ripfé&port do not

locate it by navigating to the ROR Website by dom@ame -- ripoffreport.com -
and then searching the ROR Website for a compaaypearson.

73. Instead, many -- if not most -- discover Rip-offdeets by searching
for that company or person on the Web generallyeritgring the name of that
company or a person as a query in a search engiheas Google and then
viewing the web pages returned in response todheck query.

74. The public often does not type in unique web adshe®r "URLS”
into address bars in their browsers. Instead,mtush more convenient and ofte
faster to type in a query to the search pane obager or enter a search query
one of the major search engines: Google.com, Yabag.or Bing.com. See
Declaration of Joe Reed, attachedeahibit “25” and Declaration of Anthony
Howard attached dsxhibit “24.”

75. Defendants’ conduct herein encompasses their afiven activity
directed at search engines through the HTML whigy tcause to be designed,
written, generated and published for each unique pegje comprising the ROR
Website. Thus, the Ripoff Report enterprise comimateis with the public by
shaping the HTML and Report texts in ways thatibws will influence search
results to appear in certain, predictable ways.

76. HTML is the language of expression for individuapages that are

published to the web. The ROR Website comprisesstimated over 500,000
unique web pages, by Defendants’ admission.
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77. HTML determines not only how a web page is forndhttea viewer,
but also influences how a page is located andaysypl in response to a search
engine query. Among other things, a web page’s HiMIluences (1) the order
which a search engine query returns and displastgtsefor a particular web pag
(“page rank”) and (2) how the description of thebvpage returned by the seara
guery appears (“search result”).

78. It is well-recognized that a party can be held lealbbr damagg
proximately caused by writing or causing computaftvgare, computer code,
HTML to the extent it influences the public througlsearch engine.

79. Courts have long held parties accountable for ttheliberate condug
expressed in HTML and aimed at the intermediateespatween the front, or
user-facing, side of a Website, and the “back eidl website.

80. Courts regularly enjoin parties to refrain fromringing trademarks
through inserting infringing terms in the descoptiand keyword metatags of
HTML, and find such inclusion of infringing terms metatags to be actionable
infringement, even where the HTML is not immedigatékible to the viewer. Se
e.g., Brookfield Communs. v. W. Coast Entm't Cotg4 F.3d 1036, 1065 (9th
Cir. Cal. 1999).

81. Courts have also recognized that computer codegalify as

“speech,” inasmuch as it is readable by humansanguter programmers
“‘communicating ideas to one another almost inelytabmmunicate in code,
much as musicians use notes.” Universal City StudidCorley 273 F.3d 429, 44
(2d Cir. 2001).

82. Thus, Courts have long recognized the power andasgmon of

search results on a user surfing the Web, andgeettes accountable for what tf
write in HTML.

83. The business model of commercial search engine aoiep such as
Google, Yahoo and Microsoft’'s Bing is an advertisepported one.
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84. The underlying business model of such search erogimganies is
the delivery of online advertising to as many ussrpossible. Websites that ha
more visitors create greater opportunities foradeengine company to delivel
online advertisements.

85. A typical search engine user begins by enteringeayq or

“keywords” into a field in the search engine’s wieb®r perhaps in Web browse

bar. After a user enters keywords or terms asckajuery in a search engine,
blocks of text are yielded, known as “search resuttomprising the link to the
web page and snippets of content associated vatlvéb page. The order of
prominence in which the search results appearrmvevik as “page rank” or "pag
rankings."

86. Google operates an Internet search engine, whiaclsalnternet use
to locate Web sites that match the “keywords” @rsle terms they enter. A sea
engine uses algorithms to process the keywordpeotiice a “search results”
page that displays links to the Web sites in tla@deengine’s database that ma
the keywords. Links to the Web sites usually aspldyed in order of decreasin
relevance, with the most relevant Web sites lifitstl Google’s free search eng

processes hundred of millions of searches dailycanvdrs billions of Web pages.

See, e.g.Google Inc. v. Am. Blind & Wallpaper Factory, In¢4 U.S.P.Q. 2d
1385 (N.D. Cal. 2005) at *6.
87. A person searches for a business or person bygypabusiness or

person as a query into a search engine such ade;d@inoo, or Bing. She view
the pages of results returned by her search quredgcreasing order of
“relevance” as determined by the search engin@prpetary algorithms.

88. What she sees is a powerful first impression ofstlitgect of her
search query. Both the "search results" and "pagi@ngs" are important
determinants for a user filtering the total amoafihformation available to the
public through Internet research.
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89. An entire business of "search engine optimizatmm'SEO” has
developed around the critical importance of thesgofs. Search engine
optimization concentrates on “organic” or “algontic” search results -- that is,
natural, unpaid, search results and page rankasysgposed to “Sponsored
Results” that appear on the side of the main seasalits page and which are
influenced by the purchase of keywords). See Howeaclaration, Exhibit 24.

90. Search engine optimization has been describedeasusiness of
“help[ing] companies rank high on Internet seanshirees, such as Google, for
certain keywords, so that their prospective custsroan find them on the web.”]
See, e.g., Rhino Sports, Inc. v. Sport Court,, 12807 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 32970 (|
Ariz. May 3, 2007) at *7.

91. The size of the market for SEO services providecbtopanies

seeking to attract customers to their websitesutjinamptimizing content on the
Web about them for search engines such as Gooujlg,d8 Yahoo was, in 2009
reported $14.6 billiof.

92. Courts have long recognized the importance offttesimpression ir
the context of “initial interest confusion” in trachark cases, whereby “the
defendant, by diverting or capturing the consumiaiitgal attention, improperly
benefits from the goodwill that the plaintiff degpkd in its mark.”

93. Inthis case, the Defendants improperly assassihatgoodwill of th
subject in search results. They do not do thidwéde altruistic reasons. They d(
this for their own direct pecuniary gain, eithey ifi the form of sales of goods g
services, or (2) in the form of increased Web icaff its ROR Website, which
drives up the statistics in web analytics thatipbytdetermines the amount of
advertising revenue they receive from online adsements. It is a win-win
situation for Defendants.

8 Source: Crain’s Cleveland Business, “Search Engine Adviser's Growth Easy to

Fathom.” (July 23, 2010).
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94. Thus, Defendants’ conduct herein must be viewednlytin terms

)f

what is displayed on the ROR Website itself, babah terms of what Defendants

cause to be published in the “HTML” for each welggp@n the ROR Website
view of the economics of advertiser-supported $eangine business models.
95. By the time any content is published to the Welmulgh the RO
Website, Defendants have already acquired an axelugerpetual license to |
content.
96. Defendants are the owners of all Reports, rebustiats comments

the time anyone ever reads them. Defendant flils tontent with pajd

advertisements, links and sometimes paid endordsnogriestimonials. Spedq
on the ROR Website is thus commercial speech, andréed a lower level
protection under the First Amendment than purelyressive speech.

97. The HTML influences such things as the URL for &b page, how

prominently ROR Website web pages rank in searakryquesults and whi
information about Rip-off Report subjects appearadtual search results.

98. Defendants have taken many affirmative, delibesatens in
designing and controlling the process by which HTidligenerated for the over
500,000 unigue web pages comprising the ROR Wettsteare deliberately
intended to improve the organic search resultsvidy pages containing Rip-off
Reports when the subject’'s name is search queried.

99. In particular, Defendants have been successfulimtaining
favorable page ranking, or “authority” from Goode the over 500,000 web
pages comprising the ROR Website.

F. Ripoff Report’'s Authority with Google and Preference for Google

100. The ROR Website has been on the Internet since. 1998
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101. Google is by far the most popular search enginaMeb searches.
July 2010, an estimated 69.7% of users use Google& &earch engine,
estimated 5.4% use Yahoo, and an estimated 4.8%ligsesoft’'s Bing.

102. Some professional SEO consultants have openly kieduths
search engines Yahoo and Bing have changed traaicisalgorithms to “punis
or downgrade Ripoff Report within their organic daresults, based on
observation that search queries conducted throwgiod or Bing for a company,
individual will ordinarily return search resultsathrank web pages from the R
Website containing or referring to that companynadividual relatively low.

103. However, Google’'s search algorithms continue to egihig}
“authority” to web pages from the ROR Website. idgwhigh “authority” meatr
a website’s individual web pages rank consistehtbhly in search query p4
rankings.

104. Search queries conducted through Google for a coynpaindividug
will ordinarily consistently return search resuhat rank web pages from the R
Website containing Rip-off Reports about that conypaor individual (th
“subject”) relatively highly, if any such Rip-offéports exist.

105. For a small business or individual that has nobdehtely engaged
any SEO activities, if there is a Rip-off Reporbabthat subject, a Google ses
for that business or individual will frequently uet search results that rank
web page containing the Rip-off Report about thatject on the top page
Google search results, if not as the first pag&.ran

G. Defendants’ Use of Domain Names To Influence GoogRage Rankings
106. One of the factors that influence a particular Wwage’s ranking in

responses to Google search engine queries is thaidmame and URL assigne
to it.
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107. Defendants are responsible for the operating syst&isite design,
and user interface of the ROR Website. As desigmadhtained and operated b
Defendants, the user interface of the ROR Websitegates a unique URL for
each web page associated with each of the ovedGO®RIip-off Reports hosted
through the ROR Website.

108. A ROR Website user cannot actually choose a URdsgign to the
web page associated with a Rip-off Report. Defatslawn and control all
domains and sub-directories that direct througrROG& Website located at
ripoffreport.com. Only Defendants can create a padpe with a URL that begin
with the domain name “http://www.ripoffreport.com/. “

109. Ripoff Report designs and operates its user interéand website
operating system in a manner that it creates auernitRL for every ROR Websit
web page that includes in the URL itselfe name of the subject of the Report,

sometimes repetitively.

110. This inclusion of the subject’s personal or bussneame in the
unique URL for a Report, always combined with thpdffreport.com” domain
names for Rip-off Report web pages influences Gaeglearch engine to give
higher page rankings to Reports than web pageslded URLSs that do not
include such business or personal names in the URL.

111. For example, in Rip-off Report number 621543, adregbout a
company called “JobsforMoms.com” with the headlild@sforMoms.com take
our money and run Internet” generates the domammena
http://www.ripoffreport.com/work-at-home/jobsformsmom/jobsformoms-com

take-our-mone-8e566.htnThis URL visibly incorporates the words “ripoff,”

"ripoffreport,” "work," "work at home,"” "home," "jusformoms", and
"lobsformoms.corhand would result in a higher page ranking forweb page

hosting Report 621543 in search queries for thazelsvthan a web page locate
at a URL that did not include those words in thelURelf.
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112. The Ripoff Report enterprise designs and operate website
operating system, directories and subdirectoriggeteerate unique URLS for
individual ROR Website web pages that include #a@s of companies or

individuals written about in the Reparithese URLs are created, controlled by

and owned by Defendants thus influence search eagmreturn higher page
rankings for ROR Website web pages displaying RipR@ports about the subjs
companies or individuals than other web pagesrttagt mention the same
company or individual but do not include the companindividual’s name in thg
domain name.

113. Another place the Ripoff Report enterprise optirsittee Reports for

search engines are in the headlines. The “headlioemany Rip-off Reports are

not written in standard English with ordinary graemmand syntax. In many
instances, they read like nonsense or gibberisth Sweadlines” frequently
include redundant, repetitive instances of a comanndividual’'s name.
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114. For example, Defendants published to the Web @bout January
28, 2009 Rip-off Report number 417493 concerniragrféiffs. A true and correct
reproduction of relevant portions of Report numd&r493 and screen shot
showing the URL in the browser bar is reproducddvee

115. At all times relevant herein, Report number 417#@Buded text nea
the top that repeats the name of Plaintiff Asiartecnic Institute twice and also
includes the acronym “AEL.”

“ Asia Economic Institute, AEI, WorldEcon: Raymond iMez And Iliana
Llaneras Complete exploitation as an employee. @avork for the Asia
Economic Institute its a SCAM! West Los Angelesifoanhia.”

116. The URL for the web page on the ROR Website thaildys Report

number 417493 is currentligttp://www.ripoffreport.com/employers/asia-

economic-instit/asia-economic-institute-aei-ef3fthhThis mirrors the double

1

X Kia Fesnomicl nstitiitea Al WorldEcan Review )| IRipoffiRe port #4174 93 = Mozilla Firefoxs
File  Edit Mjew History  Bookmarks  Tools  Help

@ b e 5t E http: v, ripoffreport, comjemployers asia-economic-institf asia-economic-institute-aei-ef 3f4, htm by - | -‘l’ Soog) ,

.ﬁ, IMost Visited ;j Getting Started &y Latest Headlines (3 Twitter | Search - ...

| M Gmail - our.. | |_"] Geta Do, _-:l'GoogIe Dics...| :_f‘-: Pandora Ra... | H ‘Google Adw... | E AsiaE... | ﬁ-How tocon... | |_'] {Unikitled) | aalnsertandp. b | & -
«by consumers, for consurners ...scams, consumer complaints, and frauds reported, File a report, post your review or experience! 2
n'.m ne nn Register toFile aReport | login | Help
==.v- - n @

Don't let them get away with it.™ Let the truth be known! HOME

SEARCH COMPANY DR REPORT #

0 Latest
= Ropert | Report

Consumer
Reports | Resourc

Gonsumers Legal Gorporate
Say Thank You | Directory Advoeacy '

Use Mvanced Search Latest Repodts

Use our camplaint formi to report & scam: Site problems? Uze our support form,
Read "Thank You" e-mails from ¢ Ripoff Report protects ¢ ‘s right to zpeak out.

America’s #1 Gold Buyer |
EASHACERLIE) |
==

Report: Asia Economic Institute, AEI, WorlrglEc_on ; ;

Reported By: {Los Angeles California) [= |.__‘- B SHRRE. |

Asia Economic Institute, AEIL, WorldEcon: Raymond Mobrez and Iliana
Llaneras Complete exploitation as an employee. Do not work for the Asia
Econmomic Institute its a SCAMI| West Los Angeles California

e Don't et him win,

3. Gash in 24 Hours After Proc:zss.ing.'

L —
Asia Economic Institute, AEI, WorldEcon Hinaii Re|
Www.asiecon,org ! ! I'Gl.n & lehﬂﬂﬂl. 8“"““ safe
~ West Los Angeles California 300324 [ SR e o5 Businesses you can frust |
Dione @,‘

inclusion of Plaintiff Asia Economic Institute’s m& and the inclusion of the
acronym “AEI” that is also in the header.
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117. The Ripoff Report enterprise changed the URL fopdte417493 at
some time between the date it was originally phielisand the present. In or
about January 2009, the URL for Report 417493 didmclude so many repetiti
instances of Plaintiffs’ names. The Ripoff Repartegprise has since “optimizec
it for search engines.

118. Defendants updated Report number 417493 on or &bayi1, 201(
at 3:30 p.m. Pacific Standard Time. Defendantsicoatisly publish Report
number 417493 to the Web.

119. At some time between January 28, 2009 and the mrd3efendants
caused the terms “Asia Economic Institute” to eeeded in the header of Repq
number 417493 and in URL for the web page disptajteport number 417493
attract search engines to the web page of the ReEp@earch queries for “Asia
Economic Institute” and to influence the searchimegto rank the web page mq
highly, rather than to express an idea to a rethd¢has already navigated to th
page displaying Report number 417493.

120. Many businesses and individuals of ordinary sopfagon have not
purchased domain names consisting of their busmrggsrsonal names. Many,
not most, businesses and individuals or ordinaphstication do not host conte
at URLs or domain names that include their busioeggersonal names.

G. Defendants’ Preferential Treatment of Google andFrounders in Reports

121. Ripoff Report actively and deliberately encouragssrs to prefer
Google as a search engine above others, invokingl@&drequently by name.
Various portions of the ROR Website and form emseist by Defendants on M
12, 2009 to Plaintiff Raymond Mobrez state, “Whywi® win? — just do a Goog
search for Communications Decency Act” or suggestgients of emails to
“Google” for advertisers to demonstrate the vajidit various propositions.
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122. Ripoff Report also strongly protests on the ROR ¥uebthat it dod
nothing to earn special, favorable treatment frooo@e.

123. As early as June 26, 2009, Defendants stated anvilebsite: “Why
would a multi-billion dollar company like Googlevgi preferential treatment t
relatively small, controversial site like Ripoff ga&t? IT WOULDN'T, PEOPLE
. . . Ripoff Report has never, ever (not now, antlin the past) done anythirng
cause Google to rank our website higher in seaedults than other site
Plaintiffs viewed such statements on June 26, 20@B0ctober 27, 2009.

124. Despite this protest, Defendants changed signifigahe content (
Report numbers 607436, 517026 and 144627 in a mdhaemakes the Repad
more favorable to Google and its founders, Sergay &d Larry Evans.

125. Report number 607436 is a complaint about the Godglword
program. The purportedly user-submitted Report “GWris” of Atascader
California, bears the headline beginning “GooglewAdds Waste of Tin
Internet” and states that the user’s ad performedmnbetter on Yahoo.

126. On or about May 31, 2010 at 9:31 a.m. Pacific SaathdTim¢
Defendants inserted in type of equal prominence Report 607436, a
transmitted through the wires in interstate commdirough the ROR Webs
the following false statement:

“‘NOTICE..! this ripoff has nothing to do with Golegsearch engine — mg

rip-off businesses use the Google name to foolwness.”

127. The “Notice” on Report number 607436 transmitteddsfendants

bS

/
D a

U

ite

\ny

IS

false on its face. The true facts are that AdWasdsprogram operated and owned

by Google, the same company as Google search erigoogle Adwords is sold
http://google.com/ads/adwordsand the Google search engine is locate

http://google.comBoth reside under the same top-level domain ngomegle.con

128. A true and correct copy of relevant sections of-&fipReport Numbs
607436 is reproduced herein.
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header of Rip-off Report Number 517026. A true a&odrect copy of releva
portions of Rip-off Report Number 517026 is reproel below:

Report: 2607430

Report: Google Adwords

Reported By: Chris (Atascadero California)
United States of America

Google Adwords Waste of Time Intemet*NOTICE..!! this
rpoff has nothing to do with Google search engine -
many rip-off businesses use the Google name to fool
consumers,

& (2] [© ensse |

Google Adwords

2 Report & Rebunal:
Internet ea i e ) i
Urited States of America Suthot  Consumer  Employes
Fhaone;
Web Address: adwords.google.com Respond to this report!

[ Filz a Rebuttal J @

Category: Internet Marketing
Companies Yictim of this person/company?

[ File & Feport ] @

Submitted: Wednesday, May 26, 2010
Posted: Monday, May 31, 2010

[ spent a whole bunch of ime setting up my account for my small business,
puting inkeywords that were relevant to my county and my vocation, Howeyer
diue to AdWords infinite wisdom they "rarely show my ads due to low quality
score”, this makes their service ultimately a big waste of my time. [ am not
going to spend anymore ime on refining my account to fit their system, [ have
the words in there that I want my ad to be friggered by, They want o get paid
by the number of imes people dick on my ad, yetthey never show my ad...
genius, My ad only shows in my county and does much better on the Yahoo
service, about 25 times, atleastsomeone getsit [ wrote customer service (if
wou can call itthat) about this problem and they sentme back a carned response
that had advice about changing the content of my web page..thats exfremely
Felpful, another way [ have to conform to their service, I hope someones from
Google reads this, IF YOL WANT TO SERWVICE YOUR CUSTOMERS MAKE YOUR
SYSTEM FIT THEM! 1 know a novel concept, maybe they should teach that in
school.,.ob wait they do, 1 justwanted to share my extremely negative
experience with someone who might care,

129. Defendants also placed a false “*Notice” in betweba title an
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Report: 2517026

Report: Google Adwords

Reported By: Robert (Painesyville Chia)
U. 5.8

@ [  [o swese |

Google Adwords google Adwords advertising google
Adwords advertising ripped me off on sponsored search
advertising Intemet

w0 Fead this Part

Google Adwords

Renert & Rehunak:
Internet Internet =lE o6
United States of America futher  Cansumer  Eraploves
Phone:
Wweb Address: wwwgoogle.com Respond to this report!

3 l File a Rebuttal l @
Category: Computer Markefing
Companies ¥ictim of this personfcompany?

[ File a Report ] @

Submitted: Thursday, Gctober 29,
2009
Last posting; Friday, OQctober 30, 2009

*NOTICE..!! this ripoff has nothing to do with Google
search engine - many rip-off businesses use the Google
name to fool consumers.

Anyone thinking of trying Google adwords sponsored search advertizing don't Do
It

130. Report number 51706 is a complaint about the Godglevords

program. The Report is dated Thursday, Octobe2@09 and indicates the |
posting was October 30, 2009. The purportedly gssbmitted Report numk
517026 by “Robert” of Painesville, bears a headlm#uding “google Adworg
advertising ripped me off on sponsored search #éidirey Internet” and states t
“anyone thinking of trying Google adwords sponsasedrch advertising don’t
It.”

131. On or about October 30, 2009, at 4:26 p.m. Pa8fandard Tim{
Defendants inserted in Report number 517026 amgrmdated through the wires

interstate commerce through the ROR Website, thewimg false statement, |i

bold type of much larger point size than the botiyhe Report consisting of t
following “Notice”:
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“NOTICE.." this ripoff has nothing to do with Google search engine

many rip-off businesses use the Google name to famnsumers.

132. The “Notice” added by Defendants on Report numidéi2be6 is fals
on its face.

133. The true facts are that Google does offer a keyvrigderet

advertising program called “AdWords.” See Googte.lv. Am. Blind &

Wallpaper Factory, Inc2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 6228 (D. Cal. 2005) at *6.
134. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereoagslthat Defendali

changed the names in Report number 144627 fromg&yeBrin” to “Sone
Bonoi.”

135. Defendant Magedson admitted that he suppressechamged th
names in Rip-off Reports about Google Co-foundeg&eBrin because Google
a company that Ripoff Report does business with Madedson “was persong
told that [a user was] going to file phony repab®out Google, anybody that [
user] could find out that | was doing business With

136. Defendant Magedson admits that Sergey Brin is noember of th
Corporate Advocacy Program. Therefore, Defendaidec the additional matel
in Report number 607436 and changed the namesparie

137. The true facts are that Ripoff Report does mangghiin creating
formatting and publishing the web pages and assatieiTML of content
publishes to the Web that optimize its ranking wstrarch engines, particulé
Google, and that influence the way search respjiear.

H. Defendants Alter Google Search Results for CAP Bmbers

138. Defendants misrepresent their SEO efforts in fpaaippear authent
to the public and add credibility to the Reportse Ripoff Report enterprise the
offers certain ways that a subject can change miriboite to his or her own
Report. One is by joining CAP.
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139. There are at least two ways to become a membeefenidants’
Corporate Advocacy Program. The first, “officialayis to engage in Defendar|
elaborate CAP application process.

140. Following the “official” method of enrolling for CR, the potential
applicant jumps through various procedural hooken various written factual
admissions, agrees to jurisdiction in Maricopa QGguArizona and eventually
compromises and waives substantive legal rightfyding all claims against
Defendants.

141. The first step is to complete an intake questiamniaicluded on the
ROR Website, a sample of which is attached heiExhibit “2” as it appeared
on July 26, 2010, and which is in substantiallyghene or same form as preser
by the Ripoff Report Enterprise to Plaintiffs dtralevant times herein (“First
Questionnaire”).

142. The First Questionnaire informs applicants thatghegram “requires
accepting responsibility for past problems andramidment to making things
better.” It asks applicants, “Will you be willing accept responsibility for
mistakes made?”

143. On information and belief, Plaintiffs allege thaCAP applicant mus
answer this question in the affirmative, as weltlascribe information such as t
average dollar amount of its sale, to continudnedpplication process. Attache
hereto a€xhibit “3” are true and correct copies of electronic maitesben one
such prospective CAP applicant, Tina Norris (“Ngfiyiand Magedson, including
those sent on March 9, 2010 at 8:23 p.m., May Q@0zat 7:55 a.m., and May 2
2010 at 10:31 a.m. On March 2, 2010, Norris filleéind submitted the
information requested by the Ripoff Report entegas responses to the First
Questionnaire through the ROR Website.

144. After receiving responses to the First Questiormddefendants sen
interested CAP applicants an email that advisebaamps, inter aliathat they
have the option of filing a free rebuttal to anyp®iff Reports about them on the
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ROR Website. Prospective CAP members receive ail #ora Defendants that
instructs them to copy and paste into a return eim@efendants the following
text:

“Dear Rip-off Report, | understand | could file étals to the one or smal

hand full of reports | have. | would still like tonderstand the program th4

Rip-off Report has created to try and help busieegmin consumer trust,

whether or not the reports are true or false. lizeawith or without Rip-off

Report we would get complaints somewhere.

| have already filled out the form which is beloar {our review. Please

send me the RATES and whatever information youwkthimeed to know

about the benefits of joining Rip-off Report Corgi@ Advocacy Program.
On March 9, 2010 at 8:23 p.m., Magedson sent Narrismail with the above-
described instructions and requesting the aboverdesl acknowledgement
(Exhibit “37).

145. On May 20, 2010 at 7:55 a.m., Norris cut and paitedequested
text into an email and emailed that reply back tagedson, as requested in
Magdson’s March 9, 2010 email to Norris (Exhibit 3)

146. Thereafter, Defendants send prospective CAP appsan email
with the subject “Corporate Advocacy Intake Formthaseveral attachments. T
attachments include (1) a document entitled “CaafgAdvocacy Program

At

he

Description and Rates,” which contains more detbisut CAP, some additiona‘l

terms and conditions of CAP, some of the benefitSAP, and a rate sheet setti
forth the fees for CAP (“CAP Rate Sheet”), (2) @uiment entitled “Sample letts
we send to anyone that filed “a Ripoff Report.”

147. A true and correct copy of an actual “Corporate dehcy Program
Description and Rates” and covering email that seag from Defendant
Magedson to Tina Norris (“Norris”) on May 20, 204010:31 a.m. Central
Standard Time with the subject line “Corporate Aclkwy Intake = TNT MGMT,
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Tina Norris — 11 Reports? Our philosophy — the RATE attached hereto as
Exhibit “3” at pages 6 to 10 and incorporated herein by éfiesence.
148. A true and correct copy of the attachment to the & 2010 10:31
a.m. email from Magedson to Norris consisting délyothe “Corporate Advocad
Program Description and Rates” document is attableeeto a&xhibit “4.” The
first page of that document written and sent byRIpoff Report enterprise state
“NOTICE: Jurisdiction for this program is in Arizanunder the laws and
the state of Arizona. Doing this program, both igaragree they will have

no claims against each othand jurisdiction for any disputes is in Arizor

Maricopa County.”
Exhibit “4.”

149. The cost of joining CAP is revealed in the Rateebhentitled “Costs
for the Cap Program - $$$$.” A true and correqtycof the Rate Sheet portion
the Corporate Advocacy Program Description and fRRexeailed to Tina Norris g
Defendant Magedson on May 20, 2010 at 10:31 a.mtr@leStandard Time is
attached hereto &«hibit “5.”

150. The cost of joining the CAP program has two compdsig1) an
initial charge, consisting of a “Programming” chaqgus a flat fee based on the
number of reports existing at the time of joinihg program, and (2) a mandatc
36-month contract requiring “Monthly Monitoring Fgeayments of between by
the third of the month.

151. To join CAP, an applicant with 1 to 350 Reports tqesy the initial
Programming charge is $7,500, plflat fee of between $600 to $140,000, gl
36-month contract to pay between $35 to $7,000mmerth, depending on the to
number of Reports at the time of joining.

152. To join CAP, an applicants with 351 to 500 Repartsst pay the
initial Programming charge is $8,500, plflat fee of between $122,850 to
$175,000, plus 36-month contract to pay between $5,265 to $7ped month,
depending on the total number of Reports at the tifijoining.
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153. To join CAP, an applicant with 501 to 1000 Repontsst pay the
initial Programming charge is $15,500, pluflat fee of between $122,850 to
$175,000, plus 36-month contract to pay between $7,515 to $6p@r month,
depending on the total number of Reports at the tifjoining..

154. To join CAP, an applicant with 1001 to 1500 Repaontsst pay the
initial Programming charge is $20,500 phufiat fee of between $250,250 to
$375,000, plus 36-month contract to pay between $10,010 todRBper month
depending on the total number of Reports at the tifjoining.

155. If the applicant is more than 10 days late in pgyammonthly
monitoring fee, a $50.00 late fee per dapssessed, which is incorporated intg
member’s currently, monthly fee.

156. Thereafter, another step that an applicant to CABtitake is to
provide more detailed information about its bussnesDefendants in the form o
second questionnaire (“Second Questionnaire”)ud &nd correct copy of an
example of Defendants’ Second Questionnaire islath hereto aExhibit “6.”

157. The Second Questionnaire purports to be “Questmne
Agreement” that Defendants will prepare based enQAP applicant’s answers.

158. The email accompanying the Second Questionnairaiesghat a
few days after successful completion of the Seduestionnaire, Defendants W
send an agreement for the CAP member’s signat@&R“Agreement”).

159. Defendants represent that upon return of a sigdel &greement
with payment, Defendants will send the CAP meminger alig a “TEXT outline
SO you can give us your proposed comments you wikddis to use to talk abo
your company, explaining changes your company heem. . and other positiv
comments about your company.”

160. Defendants also promise that upon joining the CAfg@am (by
returning the signed CAP agreement with paymentefants will, inter alia,

send the CAP member “the 250 to 350 words you warnb put in front of the
Reports found on search engines.” Finally, The RiReport enterprise gives as
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an example, a Google search query “like this
one.. http://www.google.com/search?hl=en&g=Blue+CoastahRtial&aqg=f&adqi

=080-ml&aqgl=&qs rfaF"

161. This Google search query for “Blue Coast Financya¢lded, as of
July 25, 2010, search results as reproduced iadieenshot below:

162. As promised, joining CAP has turned the “negatived a positive ir

Google search results. The web page for Rip-offdReumber 412338 still
remains in a high-ranking position three in pagirar a Google search query
“Blue Coast Financial.” However, the viewer of fBeogle search query results
sees only the following preview snippets of texttfee web page displaying Rip
off Report Number 412338:
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Edit  Mew History Bookmarks Tools Help
@ bt e 15T -:,l http: e, google. comfsearch?hl=en@n=Blue+Coast+Financial®ag=Flagi=gSg-m1&agl=tgs_rfai= 77 - | | W + gigi d'agostino p
|2 Most Visited |_] Getting Started [ | Latest Headlines (3) Twitter | Search - ..
Ij GetaDocu... | @ 3523 claim. ... _I_"I Pal_‘ndora Ra... -fl Blue C... ﬁ ‘WordPress, ... ,F‘_; T Fly Witk .. YouTube - G... | \§/ L'amour towi... | @ Microsoft ¥ b & |-
N ~
GO()S[G Blue Coast Financial Search |
About 701,000 results (0.22 zeconds) Adwaneed search
“% Everything Welcome to Blue Coast Financial Spensored links
- Niore Take advantage of all or any of Blue Coast's porfolio of risk-free financial services gnd Blue Coastvs Fiesta Tax
expense reduction programs at no upfront cost. ... Fiesta Tax Franchise fees are lower
wni bluecoastfinancial com/- Cached - Similar than Blue Coast's by §10,000.
*|Show search tools 3 . wenewd fiestatax.com
Welcome to BlueCeast Financial Group
As a Blue Coast Financial Services Advisor, you'll represent 2 powerful suite of free Blue Ceast Financial
second-opinion financial services that require no upfront fees — vet.. Take a look at Blue Coast Financial
wher bluec castfinancial bizi - Cached & owr your business for 19,995,
. " ; : wanaw. SmallBusinessOpportunity. com
Blue Ceast Financial Review | Rip-off Report #412338 ' )
Apr 9, 2010 .. INVESTIGATION: Shawn Hull, Blue Coast Financial Commitmentto 100% Your Own Finance Business =
client satisfaction, Feel confident and securewhen doing husiness with ... Make a Six Figure Income or more
winnwy ripofirepart.comd. Blue-Coast-Financialinve stigation- shawn-hull-blu-co 8 &w. bt - Frovide Loans from $4l< to $300m+
Cached - Similar whnt. CormmercialCapital Training.com
Blue Coast Financial Group Franchise Service Opportunity Blue Coast Franchise
Blue Coast Financial Group Business Opporunity - Pre-Set, Face-to-Face Appointments Owen This Franchisg! Get Free_- Info
Provided! Wark fram home; providing the argest portfolio of . On Ower 1,000 Quality Franchises.
winni ERtrepreneur comi_ bluecoastfinancialgroupi 88538 html - Cached - Similar wannwy BizQuest.com/Find-a-Franchise
Blue Coast Financial Consulting Opportunitiy w
One ofthe jobs that | closed that performed an engineering study, realized cansiderable Find our Franchise to Owh Today.
saving that would have otherwise gone ta the IRS, the client said ... Reguest Ownership Information.
whnnne franchisetestimonials.comi - Cached - Similar ey FranchizeSolutions.corm
Blue Coast Financial Group Blue Coast F'f':'“""j"" Inf9
‘Regarding the training and process%u2026 was much mare then | anticipated, itwasnt GetInfo On Blue Loas1_Fman-:|.1I
just praduct knowledge you really get a feel for the company the ... Access 1 U.5earch Engings Al Once.
winnwy soUidon.cormlueceastfinancialgroup - Cached - Similar wraret. Info.comiBlueCoastFinancial 5
Daone ﬁf-.'_
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“Blue Coast Financial Review | Rip-off Report #412338

Apr 9, 2010... INVESTIGATION: Shawn Hull, Blue Coast Financial
Commitment to 100% client satisfaction, Feel comfidand secure when

doing business with.
www.ripoffreport.com/.. Blue-CoastFinancial/investigation-shawn-hull-
blu-cc86w.htm Cached - Similar”

163. The reason this happens is that after a subjewt joie CAP progran
the negative content in the Rip-off Report aboetghbject may not be removeq
but the negative comments are pushed so far dosvittmntent” attribute of the
“head” section of the HTML code for the web paggpthying the Report that th

(D

negative content becomes virtually irrelevant ® d$karch engines because of the

overwhelming “good” content placed in the first 90¥%the metatag.
164. An example is shown below, for Ripoff Report’s adiger,
Cash4Gold:

<meta name="keywords" content ="rip-off, ripoff, rip

off, Cash4Gold, Corrupt Companies" />< meta
name="description" content ="INVESTIGATION: Cash4Gold
customers can feel safe confident & secure when doi ng
business Cash4Gold & Albar Precious Metal Refining —
Commitment to total customer satisfaction, positive

rating for its customer support. Consumers best bet

when looking to get Cash for Gold.*UPDATE ...Rip-of f
Report Investigation: Cash4Gold pledges to resolve

complaints. Commitment to Rip-off Report Corporate

Advocacy Program.- Executives stated " We are only as
strong as our weakest link running a company of this
size & volume you must adapt to your customers needs"
Over $350,000 spent on new state of the art trackin g
systems " /></ head >

165. In the above example, the new, custom “contenghmwvn after the
“content=" attribute inside the second set of nfatagle brackets” (between the
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“<meta” and the “/>". Although the previous negatpart of the actual Report
may not be physically removed, it is effectivelyn@ved for search results beca
of the change in meta tags and overwhelming pagbfitation with positive
comments.

166. The actual Rip-off Report used as an example irStgxond
Questionnaire Email, Report number 412338, appgedrave been replaced by
retraction from the original poster as of July 2610. A true and correct copy ¢
Report Number 412338 as it appeared on July 25) 20drently is attached hers
asExhibit “7.”

167. Report Number 412338 provides in part:

“Dear Editor:

Please publish the following post:

| would like to retract my original post. | was cpletely wrong for posting

what | did about Blue Coast Financial.

After my post rip off report investigated the compand that made me

think about what | was actually doing. | would liteeapologize to the

company and staff that tried to help me make th&ress successful.”
Exhibit 7. The “original post” referred to in Repd12338 is not visible.

168. Thus, the Ripoff Report enterprise promises, peshegeitly, tha
membership in CAP will get the CAP member favorapleminent search resu
and points the CAP applicant to an example wheee dhginal Report h;
obviously been replaced. The only thing that appéa remain the same is
number.

169. A second, “unofficial” way to get into CAP is tddia lawsuit again
Defendants.

170. The Ripoff Report enterprise makes many representgabf fact t
the public and to victims in furtherance of the @&t Trolling Scheme.

171. Among Defendants’ most striking false representestidooth on th
ROR Website on both June 26, 2009 and October @@9,2and in emails
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individuals seeking information about Rip-off Refsoris that “WE DO NO
Remove any Rip-off Reports” amgbver removes reports for money.
172. ROR falsely claims that it never takes down repowbether fg

money or even if you sue, including currently o tRipoff Report Website

“Ripoff Report . . . will not remove complaints evd you sue.” This quotati
appeared on the Website on June 26, 2009 and @@adp2009. Plaintiffs views
the page containing this statement on those datelsielied thereon.
173. This is absolutely false. Ripoff Report has takemwd at least tw
reports after litigation, and for a sum of over $0DO, in October 2009 34
December 20089.
174. The true facts are that Ripoff Report has removeddi’ Reports

and for substantial amounts of money. For subsiastounts of money, Rip-(
Report will disclaim Rip-off Reports, has permittiae subjects of Rip-off Repo
to write large portions of the contents, and h&esriadown Rip-off Reports.
175. A settlement agreement dated May 15, 2009 ent@tedaind signe

by Defendants Xcentric and Magedson, on the ond,heamd QED Media Grou
LLC, and Robert Russo, the subject of certain RipReports, on the other ha
(the “QED Agreement”) attached heretokadibit “8”, provides in part:
a. “QED will pay to Xcentric the sum of Eleven Thoudaaollary

($11,000) in the form of a cashier’s check;

b. .. . QED will execute a promissory note [to Xceajtfor the

principal sum of Ninety Thousand Dollars ($90,000)

d. Xcentric will insert into the beginning of th@dy of Repor

number 311070, Report number 254798, and Reporta
261756 up to 250 words of content provided by GED

Exhibit 8.

176. Defendants induce subjects of negative reportdudamg Plaintiffs
to take steps that effectively aggravate theirriagirather than helping them,
posting rebuttals, while deterring them from exarg their rights by misleadi
them as to Defendants’ track record of succedsarcourts.
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177. ROR tells the subjects of its reports that they tedintheir side of the
story if they file a “rebuttal.”

178. However, not all rebuttals are posted. MoreovdramROR does

search results, not the positive. See Exhibit 24.
179. ROR also does not tell subjects that filing a redus financiall
helpful to ROR because it increase the visitorfitahmount of fresh content gnd
strengthens the overall authority of the site.

180. ROR also does not tell those to whom it advocatasyfa rebuttal
that ROR then sells advertising links from the t&ddas. Thus, ROR is the ultimate
“troll” — a website that baits innocent people imefending themselves, and then
advertising against the fresh content containdteir rebuttals.

181. Furthermore, ROR claims that you can always fileea rebuttal. Thjs
Is false. Many rebuttals do not get posted, thysidieg subjects of the ability to
tell their side of the story and aggravating thenhdo their reputation on the
Internet with devastating consequence to their nass and personal lives.
Moreover, the claim that anyone can file a freeutl leads the public to infer
that the subject does not have a response.

182. ROR also makes a number of exaggerated claims gtngets ow
legal liability. It claims never to have lost a eaand that people who sue will
their legal fees. This intimidates subjects andeptal lawyers from exercising
their rights through overly exaggerated misrepregams of the proper standgrds
of law, amount to fraud under the circumstancesamidile, their victim
businesses quickly disintegrate, leaving them despeand if they followed
ROR’s advice to post rebuttals, ultimately withdwie recourse except to jpin
CAP or pay an SEO consultant.

183. Ripoff Report presents CAP and its Verified Safeogoam
endorsements that a consumer can trust. This g®laection 5 of the FTC ACQT,
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15 U.S.C. § 45, and the Codes of Federal Reguapoomulgated there under,
C.F.R. Part 255.@t seg. because Defendants fail to make material discéssthrg
would affect consumer’s perception of Defendantida@sement of such progra
as paid advertisements and are not neutral andtolge

184. Defendants’ conduct violates the FTC Guides bec&®BR does n
disclose that it is paid money to make these testials and endorsements. T
will endorse and verify safe anyone that pays thergn when the fede
authorities have found the endorsed business totvapt.

185. Finally, ROR claims that it has not done anythimmg get mor,
favorable search results with Google. Yet, ROR &lésred content concern
Google to maintain its good favor.

186. Together, these false statements and misrepresastatonstitute
scheme to defraud Plaintiffs and others similailyated through the use of W
communication as defined in 18 U.S.C. § 1343.

187. This pattern of wire fraud proximately caused theries to Plaintiff

and others in their business or property as defimd® U.S.C. § 1962(c) and (d).

188. Desperate, the subjects of Reports are overwhelméok aftermat
of having a report go up about them.

189. The distress of a subject is well known among aness sector
consultants who purport to have knowledge as to twoaddress the existence
Report.

190. Victims are deluged with calls, e-mails and faxesnf service
soliciting fees to “repair” online reputation caddsy the ROR.

191. Defendants intentionally used their Web site ashemme to attempt

16
1t
ms

a
ire

h

Df
of a

S

to

obtain money from advertisers, Plaintiff and othieysmeans of (1) the negative

Google search results generated from Rip-Off Repamd (2) false a
defamatory content acquired and distributed by Dadats.

192. Promising media attention and monetary compensawian clas
action lawsuits, Defendants solicit purely negatbemtent about businesses
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individuals and guide the creation of these commpdgawith their “Ripoff Revengs
guidebook. In fact, the “Rip-off Report Do-It-Yowt$ Guide to Rip-off Reveng
offers “step by step instructions” to readers logkio redress their grievances.

193. Defendants then label these businesses or indigiduaRipoff” ang
preclude publication of positive Reports.

194. This biased presentation of these targets appeafSobgle searst
results and are typically visible on the first padé¢he results page.

195. Using the pseudonym “Corporate Advocacy ProgramCAP”),
Defendants charge as much as $7,500 to replaceethegive search results W
positive affirmations. In addition, CAP members mpay a fee based on
number of reports and a monthly monitoring fee peyort times the repo
originally filed. The monthly monitoring fee agraent is for a minimum term
36 months.

V.

DEFENDANTS’ VIOLATIONS OF 18 U.S.C. 8§ 1343 (Wire Fraud)

A. Defendants Falsely Represent That “Reports Nevetome Down”

196. Defendants make several, false and fraudulentrséates of fact on its

Web site and in e-mails sent by Defendant Edwardiédaon to Plaintiffs a
others similarly situated in a concerted effortctlect revenue from the salg

jith
the
rts
of

nd
of

their “Ripoff Revenge” guidebook, sale of their @orate Advocacy Program,

advertisements, Internet traffic and link referrals

197. These misrepresentations were made with the speanient of: (1)

deceiving the public as to the legitimacy of thaurported “consumer advoca

site; (2) deceiving the public as to the impartyabf their Rip-off Reports; (B)

deceiving the public as to safety of those buseessd individuals endorsed

Cy”

via

CAP; (4) deceiving the targets of the Ripoff Repemterprise into believing the
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free rebuttal will be effective and helpful, and) (Beceiving the targets into

believing that legal action is futile because inmat accomplish the goal
removing Reports from Defendants’ database or & RVebsite, and that t
only way to remedy the harmful effects of Defendantveb site is throug
payment to information technology consultants er@lefendants themselves.

198. Defendants mislead those victimized on their websihen they sta
both on the site and in emails they “never takeorspdown.” They hay
expressed this false statement in a number of vedys,stating that “reports ne
come down” or “reports always stay up.”

199. At all times relevant hereto, Defendants state leen ROR Websi
that they “never remove reports.”

200. Defendants state on the ROR Website, including pnl 8, 2009 an
on July 26, 2010 that:

“Since the Ripoff Report was started in 1998, owliqy has alway
remained the same — we never remove reports.”

201. Currently, and at all relevant times hereto inahgdspecifically on

April 3, 2009, June 26, 2009 and July 26, 2010 Rhmff Report enterprise mak

the following statements of fact through the ROPsite:

I “We . . . will not consider removal requests fronyane, including
request which claims to be from the original autbioa report.”

. “Ripoff Report . . . will not remove complaints eveé you sue.”

li.  “We don’t write reports, and we don’t remove regoRERIOD.”

202. A true and correct screen shot of the ROR Websitgaming theg
statements of fact as it appeared on July 23, 20Hitached hereto d&sxhibit
“g »

203. On May 12, 2009, Defendant Edward Magedson senintif
Raymond Mobrez an e-mail containing the followiatsé statements of fact:

I “Rip-off Report is a permanent record.”
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. “a Rip-off Report cannot be taken off.”
li.  “we have a uniform policy against removing repdrts.
iv. “WE DO NOT Remove any Rip-off Reports”

V. “we do not remove a submitted Rip-off Report, arednever will.”
vi. “Some people claim we remove reports for money thait is just
plain false.”

Attached hereto aBxhibit “10” is a true and accurate copy of the email se

May 5, 2009 from Magedson to Mobrez making thetsefatatements of fact.
204. On July 24, 2009, Defendant Edward Magedson seainti

Raymond Mobrez an e-mail containing the followiatsé statement of fact:

“We do not remove reports.”

205. The true facts are that Reports do, in fact, cooweng for substanti
sums of money, and after a lawsuit, and that Defetsddo write portions
Reports in collaboration with CAP members or parteith whom they hay
settled a lawsuit. Attached previously heretdaiibit “8” is a true and accurs
copy of a non-confidential settlement agreementéeh Xcentric Ventures, LL
Ed Magedson and QED Media Group, LLC and Robers&wgereby the part
agree that Defendants will not post any new repegsrding QED Media Grod
LLC and Robert Russo, if the contributor of the ap‘can not prove to tl
reasonable satisfaction of Xcentric that he orwas an actual customer of QE
if not, “ the report will not be posted.” DefendanCounsel has admitted t
Reports have, on occasion, been removed from th& R{&b site, includin
pursuant to the QED Agreement, and that Russo ®mggulficant sums of mon
to the Ripoff Report enterprise under the agreermpentiding for such removal.

206. On January 15, 2010 at 2:02 (EST), Defense Codos&OR, Dauvi
Gingras, sent an email to Jan Smith stating thaRR@s asked to take dow
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report and said “YES.” Gingras’ January 15, 20b0ag to Smith is attach
hereto agxhibit “11.”

207. Likewise, Gingras stated that he may be able tmvenMs. Smith’
Reports per Edward Magedson’s approval.

208. On information and belief, reports previously caiezed unde

“Suspicious Activities” no longer appear on Defemigd Web site. On January
2010, a Report about Jan Smith was published apdaapd on the ROR Web;4
under the category “Suspicious Activities.” By A@, 2009, the entire categq
of Reports under “Suspicious Activities” was detete

209. In a telephone conversation that took place onlAj 2010, couns
for Defendants, David Gingras, falsely told or iradl to Jan Smith that he |
“removed a report” for a 16 year old girl.

210. In an e-mail to Texas attorney, Kenton Hutchersiaiied October 2
2009, Defendants’ counsel, Maria Speth, statedeiAfirther reflection, and bag
on issues beyond compliance with the settlementesgent, Ripoff Report h
decided to completely remove report number 5106[f5was deactivatg
yesterday.” See Declaration of Kenton Hutcherstiached hereto akxhibit
“12” (including Speth’s October 29, 2009 email to Hutsba).

211. On July 20, 2010, during a conference between pathies, couns

for Defendants, Maria Speth, confirmed that two or&p concerning Mr.

Hutcherson’s former client, QED Media Group, LLCem removed on tv
separate occasions. See Declaration of Daniel l&ckBrt, attached hereto
Exhibit “18.”

212. The false statements lead those victimized to beltbey have ve
limited courses of action. If they wish to mitigathe damage caused by tf
reports, they must either pay Defendants to bénenQGAP or pay an informati
technology (“IT”) consultant to publish alternatiealine content to repair th
reputation via search engines.
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213. Plaintiffs did take such steps. On October 24, 260&intiffs posted

listing on Craigslist seeking an on site web pradieveloper with SEO skills |i

order to combat the defamatory reports. Plaintglsd $25.00 to post this

advertisement.

214. On March 6, 2009, Plaintiffs paid a Search Engingtir@ization

consultant eight hundred and ninety ($890.00) delia connection with wo
performed to mitigate the defamatory reports on ROR

215. Again on March 27, 2009, Plaintiffs paid a SearcimgiGe
Optimization consultant six hundred dollars ($600.6h connection with wof

performed to mitigate the defamatory reports on ROR

216. On May 14, 2009, Plaintiffs paid a Search Engineti@gation
consultant eight hundred dollars ($800.00) in catina with work performed
mitigate the defamatory reports on ROR.

217. Thereafter, Plaintiffs paid a Search Engine Optation consulta
one hundred dollars ($100.00) in connection withlkyeerformed to mitigate t
defamatory reports on the ROR Website.

218. Others have expended monies in order to mitigatioariake down

the defamatory posts on the ROR.

219. In or around February 2010, Tina Norris, anothestim of the

1~4

Content Trolling Scheme, paid $600 to ReputatiofeDaer, and SEO consultant,

to repair the damage caused in Google search sasyithe Reports published
the Ripoff Report enterprise in furtherance of @mntent Trolling Scheme.

220. Another victim, Kathy Spano and her teenage daughesidents of
the State of California, engaged an SEO consulbantMay 18, 2010 for the

amount of $3,000 to repair the damage to the teemEyghter caused by
posting of negative Reports in furtherance of tbat€nt Trolling Scheme.

221. Another victim, attorney Laura Snoke, a residenttlod State of

by

California, paid $3,500 upfront and $300 a montimaintain her own website and

blogs specifically to counteract the presence ef ilegative Reports in Goo
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searches. Nonetheless, clients and prospectivetgiraention to her the Reparts.

A true and correct copy of the Declaration of LaGroke is attached heretc
Exhibit “26.”

222. The Ripoff Report Enterprise also makes these fedpeesentatio
that reports are never removed even if you su@timidate the victims, deflg
litigation to the contributors, and reinforce thgtinthat Defendants are immu
thus causing victims to sit on their rights white tstatute of limitations runs, &
In some cases, as in Blockowida fact claiming that the statute of limitatiofos
the underlying claim has run. The false statemargsintended to, and in ma
cases do, cause victims to believe they can ordycese legal process directe
the contributors of the Reports to get ultimateefelDefendants do not disclq
that they will disobey any injunction thus obtained

223. On April 22, 2010, Ms. Spano’s teenage daughtereatly has
lawsuit pending in Superior Court for the StateGaflifornia, Riverside Count
against Defendant Xcentric doing business as RRsdbrt.com, Lombardo

as

ct
ne,
And

ANy
1 at
DSe

a

Y,
V.

RipoffReport.com (RIC 10005777) for damages due to defamationtammtever

new Reports from being published. A true and abrmpy of the Riversic
lawsuit is attached hereto as Exhit2i0”.

t
e

224. Likewise, Tina Norris incurred one hundred andtykiour thousand

dollars $134,000 in attorneys fees’ in obtaining itlentity of authors of Repg
and in obtaining injunctive relief against the adnitor. Nonetheless, The Rip
Report enterprise continues to acquire and pubhslw content from th
contributor.

225. Another victim of false reports, attorney Peter Mda) a resident
the State of California, described that he was epliat price of $2,995 from Qu
Rep Repair to commence work on repairing his onhegutation. A true ai
correct copy of the Declaration of Peter Mallomttached hereto &x«hibit “21.

226. Mallon was advised by the representative of Quidp Repair th
Defendant Magedson is generally in hiding to avesdvice of lawsuits agait
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him.” See Exhibit 21 at 8. In addition to sellisgrvices, such consultants f
upon the confusion, distress and panic induceduinests of the Reports
compound rumors and speculation about the degraehich the Ripoff Repqg
enterprise will respond to formal legal processéormal requests for help. Myt
and rumors regarding the efficacy and availaboditgourt remedies are aggrava
and compounded by the legal advocacy publishedhenROR Website to
unsophisticated victims. Plaintiffs are informedidelieve and thereon allege
counsel for Defendants Xcentric and Magedson, Naimi Speth, of Jaburg
Wilk, will accept service of process for DefendaXtentric and Magedson.

B. Defendants Falsely State That Victims Can File A Fee Rebuttal and
That Rebuttals Are Effective and Helpful.

227. Defendants also grossly overstate the ability oféhtargeted to filg
free rebuttal in response to negative Reports aonslsty misrepresent the effec
rebuttals as being helpful, rather than harmful.

228. Currently, Defendants made and make the followalgef statemer|
of fact on their Web site, at all time relevantdterincluding specifically on Mar
4, 2009, on April 3, 2009, June 26, 2009, OctolerZ®09:

I “We offer you the opportunity to file a REBUTTAL tany
report.”

. “you can write a rebuttal explaining your positibn.

I “Rebuttals are 100% free, and we strongly encouyageto us
this resource since they can be extremely effective

. “If you think a report is fake and/or written bycampetitof
feel free to say so in your rebuttal.”

Ii. “Your rebuttal can also demand that the customest gom
form of proof to back up their story.”
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Iv. “Even if a customer won’t submit an update, you wvarte g
rebuttal stating what you have done to make thongake things right.”

V. “If you find a complaint has been filed against ydlie bes
thing you can do is to post a rebuttal.”

Vi. “If a company has received one or more Ripoff Repah3g
business always has the option of posting freettalsu.”

Attached hereto a&xhibit “13” is a true and accurate printout from RC
website evidencing the above as of July 26, 2010.

229. On May 5, 2009 at 11:48 a.m., Defendant Edward Msge sef
Plaintiff Raymond Mobrez an e-mail containing thésé statements:

I “Just file a rebuttal . . . the truth shall set yoze.”

. “You can simply file a rebuttal and explain youdesiof th
story... it's free... and you don’'t have to even reay further, just log on and f
a rebuttal telling your side of the story, beshtt be combative or insulting.”

ii. “You can simply file a rebuttal and explain youdesiof th
story...it's free.”

\"2 “Again, you can file a rebuttal(s) for free.”

V. “we supply a REBUTTAL feature so that the compaeyarte
has a chance to respond by agreeing, disagreeairgpabogizing and explaini
what will be done to fix the issue.” (SEhibit 13)

230. The true facts are that the Ripoff Report enteepnsakes it easy
file negative Reports, but make it much more dififico file rebuttals.

231. A number of people have unsuccessfully attemptqubsd rebuttals
response to negative Reports about them, includingnot limited to Tina Norr
and Jan Smith.

232. Between July and November 2008, Tina Norris andeamt O
employees attempted to file positive rebuttalsefmorts about her and her busin
TNT Management. Each rebuttal they submitted wasegponse to a differg
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Report. Of their approximately 40 submissions, ®Ri@off Report enterpris
declined to post approximately half.

233. On January 19, 2010 and January 19, 2010 Jan Serthemails {

info@ripoffreport.comcomplaining that rebuttals she has submitted tpoRs¢

were not being posted. SEghibit 19.

234. This misrepresentation that subjects can alwagsrébuttals creat
the illusion that Reports are balanced. It givesgublic a sense that both pos
reports and negative content can be easily postht is not the case.

235. The illusion created by Defendants’ misrepresematiegitimizes th
complaints against Plaintiffs, thereby aggravatihng harm done to the targs
business or individual by the Content Trolling Suiee

236. On May 5, 2009 at 11:48 a.m., Defendant Edward Msge sef
Plaintiff Raymond Mobrez an e-mail containing tb#dwing statements of fact:

I Best to respond to the report... Just file a rebutthke trut
shall set you free.”

. “You can simply file a rebuttal and explain youdesiof th
story”

i “file a rebuttal to the nasty Report about yoajethat you ha
made a mistake in the past and explain how youbrdacted (or are contacting
the rebuttal is your sole method of contact) thin@uof the report to make thir
right with them. . . We know it works.”

\2 “We encourage you to post a rebuttal explainingryside g
the story, but we have a uniform policy against aeimg reports posted
consumers.”

V. “we supply a REBUTTAL feature so that the compaeyarte
has a chance to respond by agreeing, disagreeairgpabogizing and explaini
what will be done to fix the issue.”

Vi. “file a rebuttal that is pleasant and, if you wishention tha

you support this forum.”
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A true and correct copy of Mr. Magedson’s May 502@t 11:48 a.m. email to |
Mobrez is attached hereto.

237. Inthe May 5, 2009 email, Magedson adverts to hmKedge that ti
public is finding Reports on search engines with #iatement, “Consumers
probably finding your business on search enginas Would never even knc
about you!”

238. Defendants do not disclose their ulterior motivatior advocatin
their free, rebuttal service.

239. Filing a rebuttal actually hurts those victimized the ROR website

and in search results more than it helps them. oNdiyt does it do nothing to m3
the Reports filed less conspicuous, but filing d@UR&l refreshes Google’s ses
indexing, thereby increasing content and visits foe ROR Website site 3
Reports. This also raises the page ranking ohéwative Report. In other wor
filing a rebuttal is likely to drive the negativeport up in the search ranki
creating a vicious circle of attempting to minimthe harm yet, at the same ti
giving these Reports more prominence.

240. Rebuttals act as fresh content, refreshing the Repeith searg

engines, particularly when Defendants add paidslittkadvertising the content i

the rebuttals. See Exhibit 24, 114-16.

241. Furthermore, rebuttals do not appear in Googlecheasults, if at a
in an intelligible context comparable to the sigrahtly altered Reports publisk
by the Ripoff Report enterprise that are stuffedthwositive HTML text abo
CAP members.

242. Filing a rebuttal also requires registration andeptance of ROR
terms of service, which contain an Arizona venud ehoice of law that clau
Defendants may invoke should victims realize thfeatfof the Content Trollir
Scheme and wish to exercise their First Amendmagiit rof petition again
Defendants in the courts.
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243. The aggravating effect of submitting a rebuttaval observed. In ¢
about February 2010, Tina Norris paid $600 to am®© Sibnsultant, Reputati
Defender, to successfully lower the ranking of fReports targeting her frg
number one to number four in Google page rankingzereafter, Norris also fils
a rebuttal to a Report. After she filed a rebutthé Report went back to
number one position, rendering any work done byctivesultant useless.

244. Plaintiffs did rely on the false statements on B@R Website g

March 4, 2009 and April 3, 2009 that “the best ghyou can do is to post

rebuttal.”

245. On April 3, 2009, through counsel, Plaintiffs regred with the RO
Website and thereafter posted a rebuttal.

246. Whereas on March 4, 2009, the Google search ré&sufRaymon
Mobrez” returned a Report as third in page rank, @oogle search rank
“Raymond Mobrez” currently returns a Report asfitet in page rank.

C. Defendants Falsely State that they have never de anything to caus

on
m

D
o

the

n

R

} ==

for

Google to rank their website higher in the searchesults.

247. Defendants falsely misrepresent to the public tRgboff Report ha
never, ever (not now, and not in the past) donehamy to cause Google to ré
our website higher in search results than othes$it This quotation appeared
the ROR website on June 26, 2009 and October 2B.20

248. ROR makes the following allegations on their welgpdg respons
to the question “I head that the Ripoff Report p@pogle to get higher rankings
search results, is that true?” the Web site respoffdo. This is 100% false.

These statements appeared on the ROR website er26,2009 and October
2009.
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I “For the record — Ripoff Report has never, evett (mowv, an
not in the past) done anything to cause Googlan& our website higher in sea
results than other sites.” Attached heretoEakibit 14 is a true and accur;
printout from ROR'’s website dated July 26, 201@ewkcing the above.

249. Ripoff Report has, in fact, done many things topsurp itself as
business model and cause Google to rank postingisehiby circumventir
punitive changes in algorithms. The website givesd@le special treatment
reports to maintain their high organic Google seaatthority and favorak
ranking.

250. Both Bing and Yahoo have discredited and penali2efendants

website in their search algorithms.

251. However, Ripoff Report has actively written and imhed titles
disclaimers, and comments to maintain favor witto@e. They have changed
meaning of reports concerning Google in substantialys to achieve th
objective. For example, Defendants wrote a dis@aithat “this is not google.cq
the search company” on a report posted about Goddgense. Defendants h
changed the name of Sergey Brin, a Google founaded, editorialized abqg
reports on Brin and Larry Evans.

252. The public relies on the false statement as true, gives great
credence to the illusion that Ripoff Report is gitienate site if it ranks so high
with common search engines like Google. FurtheenmBefendants place th

misleading statements on the “Want to Sue Us” pageheir website. THhi
strategic placement allows them to take advantdgbose victimized because

discourages them from asserting their rights.

253. Plaintiffs and others were damaged viewed these fstiatements g
were damaged in money paid to IT consultants, tifssontacts and busing
opportunities in which they have a recognized priypeght and directly delays
bringing suit by intimidation.
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D. Defendants Falsely Present Themselves As Authtes In Internet And

Technology Law With Specialized Knowledge Under Crumstances

that Transform Legal Opinion Into Actionable Fraud.

254. Defendants mislead the public when they statethi®at are “immune

from legal action, “have never lost a case,” anespnt numerous contentions of

law as fact. They assert that the CommunicatioaseDcy Act insulates thém

from liability in all cases. These statements appé on the ROR website on J

26, 2009 and October 27, 2009. Plaintiffs viewsske statements on those dates.

255. ROR makes the following claims on their webpag&iniffs viewe(
these claims on their webpage on June 26, 200®ataber 27, 2009:

I “If you are considering sending us a notice or daan@r if yol
have already done so), this page is intended teiggroyou with information th
may help you to better understand the situation yad rights, as well as t
rights of the people who post reports here. Yoedn® understand that thre
against Ripoff Report are not effective, nor whley result in the removal of 3
reports. Here's why.”

. “Because we will not remove reports, Ripoff Reploas beg
sued on many occasions based on the content whiclhisers have created
posted. If you are considering suing Ripoff Repmatause of a report which
claim is defamatory, you should be aware that te,deipoff Report has never |
such a case (with one exception; explained belol)is is because of a feds
law called the Communications Decency Act or "CDA7,U.S.C. § 230. Becal
this important law is not well known, we want t&kéaa moment to explain the I
and to also explain that the filing of frivolouswisuits can have serig
consequences for those who file them, both paatelstheir attorneys.”

Ii. “Because the reports on Ripoff Report are authbrsedsers (¢
the site, we cannot be legally regarded as theli§hdy or speaker” of the repd
contained here, and hence we are not liable farrtegven if they contain false
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inaccurate information. The same law applies tessliike FaceBook, MySpace,

and CraigsList — users who post information onélstes are responsible for w
they write, but the operators of the sites are’not.

\2 “Based on the protection extended by the CDA, Ripeport

has successfully defended more than 20 lawsuib®in state and federal cou
Each time, the courts have consistently found tthetCDA shields Ripoff Rep
from any claims seeking to treat it as the speakepublisher of informatig
posted by a third party.”

V. “You can always sue the author if you want, but gan’'t su
Ripoff Report just because we provide a forum fogresh.”

Vi. “On April 3, 2008, the Ninth Circuit Court of Applsassued g
opinion in a case called Fair Housing Council ofn Séernando Valley
Roommates.com, L.L.C., 521 F.3d 1157 (9th Cir. 2008ome people (oka
lawyers, mostly), initially argued that Roommatesrawed the CDA significantl
exposing Ripoff Report to liability even with regaio information posted by th
parties. Sorry folks, but since Roommates wasdgeGiother courts have agr
that the facts of the case are unique and the m#ds really limited to tho
facts. The decision in GW Equity v. Xcentric Vemr@sl cited above specificg
discusses the Ninth Circuit's decision in Roommaredetail and then conclug
that it does not affect our immunity under the CDA.

vil, “Whether or not you choose to post a rebuttal, urlde CDA
you cannot hold Ripoff Report legally responsibbe material written by thi
parties.”

Viil. “Ripoff Report is not liable for statements postey a thirg

party, and it has never lost a case involving stekements, so it will not remc
complaints even if you sue.”

IX. “Filing a lawsuit will, however, guarantee the rerabof on
thing -- a LOT of money from your wallet and into attorney's pocket.”
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X. “First, Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Civil Prdoes, and
each state court's rules, generally require thhatpl@adings, including initial
Complaints, must be presented in good faith, aftezasonable investigation into
the facts and the law, and not made for an imprppegpose such as harassment.
What this means in plain English is that if yowefih lawsuit which you kngw
contains false claims, or if you sue without firsbnducting a reasonaple
Investigation as to the law as it may pertain te thcts of your case (such as
ut),
you and/or your attorney can be subject to serisaisctions at the judge's

determining the identity of the author of the refs)ryou are concerned abo

discretion. Many who have sued settled with us sorde have paid some or all of
our attorney's fees. Other times we have defendeddses for years running up
large legal bills for both sides. Either way, weverepaid out a dime in settlement
or damages to anyone who has sued us.”

Xi. “In addition to penalties a judge may issue, tha$® woul
threaten us need to be aware of another law whigloses civil liability on anyone
who files a frivolous lawsuit. This claim is knowas "wrongful use of civil
proceedings" and it is defined by § 674 of the &eshent (Second) of Torts| as
follows: (a) he acts without probable cause, amcharily for a purpose other than
that of securing the proper adjudication of thenslan which the proceedings
based, and (b) except when they argante, the proceedings have terminated in
favor of the person against whom they are brought.”

Xil. “Because Ripoff Report is immune from liability werdth
CDA for defamation-based and related claims, any #at seeks to impose
liability for the speech of our users is, by ddfon, an action brought "withqut
probable cause". We encourage the prompt andefsaiution of disputes betwegen
Ripoff Report authors and those who are the sulgeBipoff Reports. However,
Ripoff Report wants to be clear that it acceptsliability for the speech of i
users, and it will vigorously defend any litigatibrought against us which seeks to
circumvent the CDA. In addition, any suit filedaagst us without probable cause
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may subject the complaining party and/or theirrattgs to liability in the State
Arizona for wrongful use of civil proceedings. Wen't mean to sound harsh,
if you knowingly file a frivolous lawsuit againssuregardless of where your @
is filed, you and/or your lawyers can be subjech tawsuit in Arizona in which
jury could, if appropriate, award both substanttaimpensatory and punit
damages against you.”

Xiil. “Finally, you need to be aware that if you fileaavsuit simply

to harass us, not only will this not work, it wiNlery likely end up beir

of
but
ase

ve

g

EXTREMELY expensive for you. Due to the numbemudritless cases we have

had to defend, Ripoff Report has adopted a vergt giolicy about lawsuits -- once

Ripoff Report is forced to appear in a case, it molt stipulate to a dismissal of the

case unless the party who filed the action agregsmy Ripoff Report's attorn

fees. There will be no exceptions. If you condacthorough investigatipn

BEFORE you sue and you believe you have a vali@é ciespite the CDA, it
your right to pursue your case and prove it in todiowever, once you file

ey

IS
a

lawsuit, be prepared to either take it all the way decision on the merits or pay

Ripoff Report's attorney fees because Ripoff Repuiit not stipulate to
dismissal without compensation.” Attached hereddeghibit 15 is a true an
accurate printout from ROR'’s website dated July2ZZd,0 evidencing the above
256. On May 5, 2009 at 11:48 a.m., Defendant Edward Msge sef
Plaintiff Raymond Mobrez an e-mail containing tb#dwing claims:

I “Be warned. To those of you who threaten to sueprepare
to go the long haul, and, when you want to do &\walay because you realize
cannot and will not win because you filed a frivedolaw suit, ...you will
paying for our legal bills and in some cases amam ttome, before we will let y
out of the case. .. Just ask anyone who has suked ysars. Many of them will n
admit to you that they paid us.. but they do..dé@yare thinking of suing us, | hg
you are personally prepared for this. We are.”
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. “[T]here have been a lot more legal superior cal@tisions

and other lower court decisions — some publishedsams. ALL IN OUR

FAVOR. And We have been sued more than 2 dozen timesnawer, that
NEVER LOST A CASE Suing us will only get you more publicity and #duha
listings on search engines.”

ii. “Anyone thinking of coming after Rip-off Report I{fig 3
lawsuit) will get nowhere and will only, more thékely, get more bad publicit
because the lawsuit is public information.” (attad hereto aExhibit 10 is a tru
and accurate copy of Mr. Magedson’'s May 5, 200918 a.m email to M
Mobrez.).

257. Many of these contentions appearing on the “WantSte Ripof
Report?” section of Defendants website are eitladsef or opinion wrong
presented as fact or partial truths. Defendanie Isattled cases and defaulte
cases, which is considered tantamount to an urd@@rresolution. Moreovs
Courts have held that CDA immunity does not applglaims like RICO that ¢
not attempt to hold Ripoff Report as the speakehiofl party content.

258. These misrepresentations result in membetbeofpublic failing t
bring suit in an attempt to assert their legal tsghMany of them feel intimidat
from even exploring any legal recourse. Moreovbese statements help
establish the credibility of the site and conteppearing on the site, furt
misleading the public to believe that Ripoff Repdst a legitimate websi
Plaintiffs viewed these misleading statements ahdd detrimentally thereon.

259. Plaintiffs were injured both by the public’s pertiep and in the fori
of fees paid to IT consultants, loss of business ¢cime and lost contract, both
AEI's business and lost real estate commissionsramsactions for Mobrez a
Llaneras.

260. If Plaintiffs had known the true facts they wouldvie sued RO
earlier and not delayed in trying to resolve tlsisue by any means other tha
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lawsuit, thereby taking early action to remedy #resion in their business and

property interests and loss of valuable contracts.

E. Defendants falsely state that they do no filter osuppress reports, unliks
the Better Business Bureau.

261. Plaintiffs viewed the following statements ¢me Ripoff Repo
website on August 12, 2009. The website also atlyeas of July 26, 20!
contains the following claims:

I “Unlike the Better Business Bureau, Ripoff Repooesl ng
hide reports of "satisfied" complaints. ALL complta remain public and unedi
in order to create a working history on the companindividual in question.”

262. Plaintiffs viewed the following statements ¢me Ripoff Repo
website on both June 26, 2009 and October 27, 200@& website also curren
contains the following claims:

I “First, this site is most effective when all compta ars
maintained and preserved so that over time pattdrtrslly bad business practi

13

3%

Ces

are exposed. If we removed reports after a cegpaimod of time, this wou

d

provide consumers with less information to use wiesaluating a company.

Unlike the Better Business Bureau (which deletespdaints after just 36 months),

we maintain a permanent record of all complainhis ensures that our vie
have more information rather than less.”

263. As mentioned above, Ripoff report does nott pegative repor
about certain businesses, including negative repabiout CAP members 4
reports about CAP, itself and its agents. The ipubtlies on these fal
statements, giving more credence to the negatpartie

264. Moreover, Defendants will not post positivpags.

265. As set forth above, plaintiffs were injured by fepaid to IT

contractors and loss of business and contrad®aiftiffs had known the true fa
they would have sued ROR earlier and not delayéxyiing to resolve this issue
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any means other than a lawsuit, thereby takingy eation to remedy the eros
in their business and property interests and lbsalaable contracts.

F. Defendants Mislead The Public When They Presel@AP Members As

on

D

Safe, Reliable, And Trustworthy.

266. Defendants state that they investigate thih ta posts about CA
members. They portray this process as reliableamedrate. Furthermore, ti

portray CAP members as those businesses that dreatbzl to improving the

customer service.

267. For example, ROR states:

I “Rip-off Report Investigation: John Beck — FreedA@lear ;
Mentoring of America pledges to resolve complataddress inquiries from t
past, and in the future. Commitment to Rip-off RepGorporate Advocas
Business Remediation & Customer Satisfaction Pragr&onsumers can f
confident & secure when doing business with JohokBe commitment to 100
customer satisfaction — fulfilling commitment tooprde excellent custom
service — safeguards for their clients.”

. “UPDATE Rip-off Report Investigation: John Beck &gs T
Resolve Complaints. — commitment to 100% customaéisfaction — Consume
can feel confident & secure when doing businest dtthn Beck.” (A true a
correct copy of this page of ROR dated July 26,028lattached hereto &xhibit
“16.”

268. John Beck is currently being investigated hg tederal Trag
Commission. In addition, the FTC, on its websiéelvises individuals a
businesses that John Beck is running a scam andttm business with him.
true and correct copy of the aforementioned pagatteched hereto asxhibit
“17.
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269. In fact, Defendants conduct CAP investigatistrectly through th
email and Defendant Ed Magedson is the only onelved in the process. A t
and correct copy of portions of the 30(b)(6) depasiof Ed Magedson evidenc
the above is attached to the Declaration of DeBletkert a€=xhibit 18.

270. In fact, anyone can pay to have favorable centary featured (
their reports via joining the CAP. The public eslion these statements when

infer that non-CAP members are not committed toelswt customer servi¢

unlike CAP members.

271. As set forth above, Plaintiffs were injured BBes paid to |
contractors and loss of business and contracts.

272. If Plaintiffs had known the true facts they wouldvie sued RO
earlier and not delayed in trying to resolve tlisue by any means other tha
lawsuit, thereby taking early action to remedy #resion in their business @
property interests and loss of valuable contracts.

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
VIOLATION OF 18 U.S.C. 8 1962(c) — Civil RICO
(Against All Defendants)
273. Plaintiffsre-allege and incorporate herein all preceding gragghs 3

fully set forth herein.

274. Xcentric and Magedson, both in his individual catyaand a
Manager of Xcentric and as Editor of Ripoff Repaatd each of them, :
“persons” as defined under 18 U.S.C. § 1961(3)1hd.S.C. § 1962(c).

275. At all relevant times herein, Defendants Xcentnd &agedson were

employed by and/or affiliated with Ripoff Reporty éenterprise” or “associati
in fact enterprise” within the meaning of 18 U.S&8 1961(4) and 1962(

located in this judicial district and elsewhereQalifornia and other states, whi

Is used to sell goods and services in interstateneerce, and was engage
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activities that affected interstate commerce usinggrstate wire (the “RQ
Enterprise”).

276. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereoegal that the RQ
Enterprise  also comprised an individual named  “Kare or
Karen@ripoffreport.com,the identity of whom is presently unknown, antie

persons presently unknown, including those respésdor writing the “So Yo
Want to Sue Ripoff Report” portions of the ROR Weabsand Xcentric ar
Magedson’s law firm or legal team to the extenytbemmitted the predicate 3
alleged herein.

277. Defendant Magedson was and is associated with DafgnXcentri
Ventures, LLC, and has control over this enterpsiseh that he can conduct
participate in its conduct, either directly or ireditly, in the operation a
management of the enterprise.

278. Defendants Ed Magedson and Xcentric VentlueS, own, operate

and/or control the Web site located at www.RipofiB.com (“Ripoff Report”).
279. Defendants use this Web site as a vehiclet@ud the public. T}
fraudulent claims made in furtherance of that sah@wonstitute violations of

U.S.C. § 1343, particularly where all communicasi@ane made over the Internet.
280. Each communication and representation madtdyDefendant vj

electronic mail and web publication constitutes ttesmittal by means of w
communication in interstate commerce of signalsjnds, or writings for th
purpose of executing or in connection with the afoentioned schemes
artifices to defraud.

281. Defendants knew or had reason to know thaetbransmissions w¢
in furtherance of executing these schemes or @etifior were incidental to
essential part of these schemes and artifices.

282. As previously described, the communication r@padesentations mg
by the Defendants are materially false. Defendam&de or caused thg
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transmissions to be made with the specific intehdefrauding Plaintiffs ar
others similarly situated.

283. Each of these transmissions furthered theeafentioned scheme 4
artifices to defraud, which were intended to and jpiioximately cause injury
Plaintiffs and others in their business or propéntpugh its scheme to defraud.

284. Defendants engaged in a pattern of rackegeactivity consisting (
at least two predicate acts of racketeering by @atiidual Defendant.

285. Defendant Xcentric engaged in a pattern déetmering, with the u
of wires to facilitate a fraudulent scheme inclggdtransmissions through the R
Website on March 4, 2009, April 3, 2009, June 2602 August 12, 200
October 27, 2009, and July 26, 2010, and continuwsglleged above.

286. Defendant Magedson engaged in a pattern ddeteering by i
separate emails sent to Plaintiff Mobrez on May®10 at 11:48 a.m., May |
2010 at 6:04 p.m., and July 24, 2010 at 6:31 pd.as otherwise above allege
furtherance, pattern of wire fraud entailed asléao acts of racketeering actiy
by Defendants, at least one of which occurred withen years after t
commission of a prior act of racketeering activdapd constitute a continuous
related pattern or racketeering as defined in Bl 1961(1) and (5).

287. This pattern of wire fraud entailed at leasb tacts of racketeeri
activity by Defendants, at least one of which ooedrwithin ten years after
commission of a prior act of racketeering activapd constitute a continuous
related pattern or racketeering as defined in Bl 1961(1) and (5).

288. Plaintiffs were the direct and intended witiof the Content Trollir
Scheme, and lost valuable business and prope#dsests as a direct result therg
Plaintiffs, and each of them, have been injureth&ir business and property

reason of the foregoing violations of 18 U.S.C982(d) as alleged in this claim i

an amount to be determined at trial. Plaintiff lsoaentitled to treble damages
well as other relief which is necessary and propetuding reasonable attorne)
fees and costs, including but not limited to thiéofeing:
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a. Legal fees incurred as a result of litigating thesent case in t
amount of $21,700 to date;

b. Costs expended litigating the present case inrtiauat of
$7,400 to date;

C. Amounts invested in assets, business, goodwillogradations (¢
Asia Economic Institute, LLC to date of at least:

d. Rented office space to date: $347,983

e Phone and Internet Communications to date: $34,809

f Move-in Costs to date: $31,950

g. Accrued start-up costs to date: $12,500

h Miscellaneous expenses to date: $8,900

I Amounts expended in traveling to Washington, DC and
advocating to representatives and lawmakers fbiaage in the statute in the
amount $2,500 to date

J. Salaries or fees paid to SEO Experts, IT consudtdAMP
developers, software licenses, computer programarerother consultants,
contractors and vendors or services to the buswfeSEl;

K. Cost of registering and maintaining domain nameslhersting
services and servers to host and operate the welidiAEIl and AEI's
educational, publishing and business missions;

l. Real estate transaction broker or license feesamunissions,
and other existing and prospective property intsrescommercial transactions,
on which Mobrez and Llaneras would earn fees, andhich Plaintiffs Mobrez
and Llaneras were entitled and were lost by rea§®@efendants’ acts complain
of herein;

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
VIOLATION OF 18 U.S.C. § 1962(d) — RICO Conspiracy
(Against All Defendants)
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289. Asia Economic Institute re-alleges and incaajes by reference
preceding paragraphs as fully set forth herein.

290. Magedson and other unnamed individuals adsedcwaith Xcentri
Ventures, LLC, and Ed Magedson, have conspiredagneled to violate 18 U.S
8§ 1962(c) by agreeing to conduct an enterprisectufig interstate commerg
directly or indirectly, through a pattern of racketing activity in violation of 1
U.S.C. § 1962(d). The acts in furtherance of tbisspiracy are alleged herein.

291. Plaintiffs have been injured in their businasd property by reas
of the foregoing violations of 18 U.S.C. § 1962&$) alleged in this claim in
amount to be determined at trial. Plaintiff is adsuitled to treble damages, as
as other relief which is necessary and properudinp reasonable attorneys’ f¢
and costs.

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
UNFAIR BUSINESS PRACTICES - CALIFORNIA BUSINESS
& PROFESSIONS CODE 8 17200et seq.)
(Against All Defendants)

292. Asia Economic Institute re-alleges and incoapes by reference
preceding paragraphs as fully set forth herein.

293. Plaintiffs have standing pursuant to CalifarnBusiness al
Professional Code Section 17204,

294. Plaintiffs allege violations of California Baosss & Professions Cg
§ 17200 on behalf of themselves and the publicvé@ei Attorney General).

295. Defendants’ acts and practices as allegedrheoastitute unlawfy
unfair, and/or fraudulent business practices inlation of California’s Unfa
Competition Law, Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § 17260seq.

296. Defendants are engaged in unlawful businets @cpractices b
among other things:
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296. Defendants have repeatedly and intentionakduheir Websites a

S a

scheme t7 obtain money from AEI and other compahiesneans of false and

fraudulent representations made by the Defendanteraing the legitimacy
Defendants’ Web site. This conduct amounts to waed under 18 U.S.C. § 13

298. Defendants are engaged in unfair businesagtsctices by, amo
other things:

299. Defendants have engaged in conduct the utiify which i$

outweighed by the gravity of the consequencesddthintiffs and the public.

300. Defendants have engaged in conduct that isonadm unethica
unscrupulous, and substantially injurious to Pl#iahd the public.

301. Defendants have engaged in conduct that umaesmand violates t
policies set out in 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c) and 18 0.8.1343.

302. Defendants are engaged in fraudulent busiaetssor practices &
among other things:

a. Defendants represent themselves as consumer adsoctébweve
this description is false and misleading for reasatated aboj
including:

b. Defendants allow users to post personal complaimdisair grievanc
that fall well outside the definition of consumenisSuch complain
include allegations of adultery, sexual assault, @edophilia.

c. Defendants mislead the public into believing theyé presented
unbiased description of the targeted businessdwvidual, Howeve
Defendants refuse to publish positive reports conog these targe
and, on occasion, fail to publish rebuttals dispmitthe allegatiof
contained in the negative report.

d. Defendants label businesses or individuals enralietihe Corpora
Advocacy Program as “verified safe” without invgsting th
veracity of this statement.

First Amended Complaint - 70

of
13.

ng

v

an
[

ts

[

D




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

e. Defendants solicit false and defamatory complaagainst Plaintiff
and others so that they may profit from sales dirtifRipoff
Revenge” guidebook and membership in their Corporsdvocac
Program.

303. Defendants’ statements about products and seroffesed for sal
by participants in the CAP and Verified Safe Progre “endorsements” witk
the meaning of Section 5 of the FTC Act, 15 U.§$d@5, because consumers
likely to believe such statements reflects the iopis, beliefs, findings,
experiences of a party other than the sponsoriagréder.

304. Defendants fail to disclose material informatioattivould be likel
to influence a consumer regarding the terms of DoHats’ endorsements 3
testimonials under the Corporate Advocacy Progmath\éerified Safe Program.

305. Defendants have failed, and continue to fail, &cldise to consumé
in advertising the fact or the amount of mater@isiderations paid to Defende
for endorsing or “Verifying Safe” a business, imhtion of Section 5 of the F]

Act, 15 U.S.C. § 5, and Federal Trade Commissio€ F6R. Part 255.6t seq. as$

updated effective December 1, 2009 expressly toeiseew Guides that confi
Section 5 of the FTC Act applies to statementslogdy and Internet communitig

306. Defendants are subject to liability for false orsubstantiate

statements made through these endorsements.

307. Without injunctive relief, the Plaintiffs and otlsesimilarly situate
will continued to be harmed by the Defendants’ wfld, unfair and fraudule
business practices. In addition, Plaintiff is datitto recover its costs of suit :
attorney.

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
COMMON LAW DEFAMATION
(Against All Defendants)
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308. Asia Economic Institute re-alleges and incorporditggeference ¢
preceding paragraphs as fully set forth herein.

309. Defendants published defamatory materials on Defietsd website
regarding Plaintiffs.

310. The publications contain false and misleadirigrmation and hay
brought Plaintiffs into disrepute among membershef marketplace. In additic
said defamatory comments have harmed Plaintiftegnty, good-will, reputatio
and good name in the community.

311. Defendants knew or should have known thatdiésf@amatory pos
would cause serious harm to Plaintiffs. Defendamtsnded that the defamat
posts impact the way the public views Plaintifis weell as their business.

312. Defendants knew that the publications inclutidse information ¢
otherwise acted with reckless disregard of thehtiut falsity contained in thg
publications. Further, Defendants refuse to ingagt the truth or falsity of su
statements to the detriment of Plaintiffs, as wa#l other businesses
individuals.

313. Defendants’ publications damaged Plaintifigsiness reputation 3
have prejudiced it in the conduct of its businessl have deterred customers
potential customers from dealing with it.

314. Plaintiffs have been injured in its reputatibnsiness, and property
reason of Defendants’ publications in an amoutietaletermined at trial.

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
DEFAMATION PER SE
(Against All Defendants)

315. Asia Economic Institute re-alleges and incaapes by reference
preceding paragraphs as fully set forth herein.
316. Defendants published the statements attadretohat' Exhibit 22.”
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317. The Reports published by Defendants regardiamtiff are false and

were published with malice and reckless disregardie truth or falsity of su

h

)

stories with intent to injure Plaintiff, its busseereputation, and to illegally divert

prospective employees from the Plaintiff’'s employ.

318. Defendants do not verify the truth or accuraicthe stories contained

on their websites. Defendants publish the stories laold Plaintiffs out to the

public as a “rip-off.”
319. The stories published and written by the Deéd@ms contain fal

"2}
D

information about the Plaintiffs’ business relasbips and falsely allege the

Plaintiffs are engaged in criminal conduct. Sudiieshents include that AEI

“laundering money,” that AEI “lie cheat tax fraudréduce pay illegally,” and ig a

“‘SCAM.” These false statements constitute defamagier se under all applica
laws.

ble

320. The false statements of fact published orDiskendants’ website are

unambiguous and when read by the public searclonthé Plaintiffs, the libelo

nature of such statements are clear. A reasonasomp would have understood

these statements to mean that Plaintiffs have cteda crime.
321. As a direct and proximate result, Plaintiféssé been damaged in

good name and reputation, has suffered great Ib#s goodwill, has sufferg

its

a

diminution in its value as a business entity, lta$ prospective employees, and it

continue to suffer increasing damages on a daiisbdefendants’ defamatory

publication entitles AEI to compensatory and pweitlamages in an amount to be

determined at trial.
SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION
FALSE LIGHT
(Against All Defendants)
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322. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by refeee all precedir
paragraphs as fully set forth herein.

323. Defendants’ statements have placed Plaintiffa false light b
representing Plaintiffs as scam artists, criminasists, unqualified, and incape
of providing a valuable service to the communitly.isl important to note th
Plaintiffs have provided valuable resources for phelic and wish to continue
do so. However, Defendants so-called “rip-off regbihave tainted Plaintif
business, so much so that Plaintiffs have lost emdtinue to lose countlg
business relationships and employees. In othersytiné defamatory posts pos
on Defendants’ websites have halted Plaintiffs’itess.

324. The false light in which Plaintiffs have bg@aced as a result of |
Defendants’ statements would be highly offensiveatceasonable person in
Plaintiffs’ position.

325. Defendants knew that the statements were, fatsBefendants act
in reckless disregard for the truth or falsity lmbse statements.

326. As a direct and proximate result of Defendamtengful statement

Plaintiffs have sustained harm to their businesmimmount to be proven at trigl.

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
INTENTIONAL INTERFERENCE WITH PROSPECTIVE
ECONOMIC RELATIONS
(Against All Defendants)

327. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by refee all precedir
paragraphs as fully set forth herein.

328. AEI had valid contractual relationships withrrent and prospecti
employees and had expected relationships with psrado, but for Defendan
libelous publications, would have entered intod/albntractual relationships.
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329. Defendants knew, when falsely and publicly imgkhese defamatg
statements about the Plaintiffs, that Plaintiffsd these valuable contracts
business expectancies.

330. Defendants intentionally and wrongfully intedd with thes
relationships by knowingly publishing, creatingdasoliciting negative, false, a
defamatory content in exchange for their own bussneofit.

331. As a result of the Defendants’ wrongful congdube relationsh
between the Plaintiffs and its employees has besnupted. In fact, or

complainant claims that he was “considering stgrérposition at this company..

until he “came home and googled his name, and falinithese bad reports.” T
complaint further asserts that “as a result oféheports, [he is] going to blow R
off.”

332. As a direct and proximate results of the foneg wrongful act:
Plaintiffs have been damaged in their good name rapdtation, have suffer

ry
and

e
nd

P
e

he
m

B,

ed

great loss of its goodwill, has suffered diminutiarits value as a business en
has lost current as well as prospective employaad, it continues to suff
damages. Plaintiffs have also lost valuable cotgraDefendants’ tortuo
interference with AEI's business relations entitldag&l to compensatory a
punitive damages in an amount to be determinemht t

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION

NEGLIGENT INTERFERENCE WITH
PROSPECTIVE ECONOMIC RELATIONS
(Against All Defendants)

333. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by rmefee all preceding

paragraphs as fully set forth herein.

334. AEI had valid contractual relationships witlrrent and prospecti
employees and had expected relationships with psrado, but for Defendan
libelous publications, would have entered intod/albntractual relationships.
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335. Defendants knew, when falsely and publicly imgkhese defamatc
statements about the Plaintiffs, that Plaintiffsd these valuable contracts
business expectancies.

336. Defendants negligently interfered with theselatronships b
knowingly publishing and creating negative, faleed defamatory content
exchange for their own business profit.

337. The relationships between the Plaintiffs ated amployees we
thereafter disrupted by the Defendants’ conduct.

338. As a direct and proximate results of the foneg wrongful act:
Plaintiffs have been damaged in their good name rapdtation, have suffer

ry
and

B,

ed

great loss of its goodwill, has suffered diminutiarits value as a business en
has lost current as well as prospective employaad, it continues to suff

Lity,
er

damages. Plaintiffs have also lost valuable cotgra Defendants’ tortugus

interference with AEI's business relations entitldag&l to compensatory a
punitive damages in an amount to be determinedht t

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION
NEGLIGENT INTERFERENCE WITH ECONOMIC RELATIONS
(Against All Defendants)

339. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by refee all precedir
paragraphs as fully set forth herein.

340. AEI had a valid contractual relationships wathrent and prospect
employees.

341. Defendants knew, when falsely and publicly imgkhese defamatg
statements about the Plaintiffs, that Plaintiffd l@ese valuable contracts.

342. Defendants intentionally and wrongfully intedd with thes
relationships by knowingly publishing and creatmegative, false, and defamat

nd

Ve

ry

e
ory

content in exchange for their own business proftefendants intentionally and

First Amended Complaint - 76




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

wrongfully caused these employees to breach thapl@yment contracts with

Plaintiffs.
343. As a result of the Defendants’ wrongful condube relationsh
between the Plaintiffs and its employees has besnupted. In fact, or

complainant claims that he was “considering stgrérposition at this company..

until he “came home and googled his name, and falinithese bad reports.” T
complaint further asserts that “as a result oféheports, [he is] going to blow R
off.”

344. Defendant’s wrongful conduct is, thereforesubstantial factor
causing Plaintiffs’ harm.

345. As a direct and proximate results of the foneg wrongful act
Plaintiffs have been damaged in their good name rapdtation, have suffer

P
e

he
m

n

)

ed

great loss of its goodwill, has suffered diminutiants value as a business en
has lost current as well as prospective employaad, it continues to suff

tity,
er

damages. Plaintiffs have also lost valuable cotdgra Defendants’ tortugus

interference with AEI's contractual relations dest AElI to compensatory a
punitive damages in an amount to be determinemt t
TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
INJUNCTION
(Against All Defendants)
346. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by refeee all precedir

paragraphs as fully set forth herein.

347. Defendants have wrongfully and unlawfully sibdid, developed, a
published on the Websites numerous false and misigastatements of fg
concerning AEI and its owners.

348. On or about May 5, 2009, Plaintiff Mobrez resfied that defenda
remove these false and defamatory statements fierRipoffreport.com websi
Defendants have refused, and still refuse, to reméalse and misleadi
statements after repeated requests by the Plaintiff
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349. Plaintiffs have been and will continue to sufimmediate ar
irreparable damage if Defendants are not enjoin@ihg the pendency of ti
lawsuit from disseminating or publishing false, Ie#gling, and defamatc
comments regarding AEI, Mobrez, and Llaneras. Tiesednination or publicatig
of these false, misleading, and defamatory poststimages to impact AEI

business opportunities and dissuades prospecimatiirom doing business wi

AEI.

350. Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law feritjuries being suffer:
as the Plaintiff will be forced to institute a mplicity of suits to obtain adequs
compensation for their injuries.

351. There is a substantial likelihood that Pl&mtwill prevail on th
merits. Defendants have been repeatedly notifieskase and desist disseming
or publishing these defamatory statements conagrAial and its business, |
they have continued to host such statements orr t&bsites with th
understanding that such disparaging acts woulceb@ntental to the Plaintiffs.

352. Any harm associated with the entry of a pnglary injunction i
outweighed by the potential damage to AEI's goodanid reputation. Defenda

D

ting
put
e

5
nts

will not suffer monetary losses if they are forceml remove the false and

defamatory statements regarding the Plaintiffs amdremove references
Plaintiffs from Defendants’ HTML.

353. Further, the public interest will be served pyeventing th
dissemination of false and misleading statementsutalother businesses 3
individuals.

354. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by refeee all precedir
paragraphs as fully set forth herein.

355. Plaintiffs further ask the Court to set itglagation for injunctiv
relief for a full trial on the issue in this apm@iton, and after the trial, to issu
permanent injunction against Defendants from digsating or publishing fals
misleading, and defamatory statements concernm@ kaintiffs.
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ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
DECEIT CALIFORNIA CIVIL CODE 88 1709, 1710)
(Against All Defendants)

356. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by refeee all precedir
paragraphs as fully set forth herein.

357. Cal. Civ. Code § 1709 prohibits willful dedept of another wit
intent to induce a detrimental change in position.

358. Cal. Civ. Code § 1710 provides in relevant theat “deceit...is eithe

I. The suggestion, as a fact, of that which is nog,tdoy one who does T
believe it to be true;

ll. The assertion, as a fact, of that which is not,thyeone who does not belig
it to be true;

[ll. The suppression of a fact, by one who is boundidolake it, or who giy
information of other facts which are likely to nmad for want (
communication of that fact; or,

V. A promise, made without any intention of performitg

359. Defendants have and continue to violate Cal. Code § 1709 k
willfully deceiving Plaintiffs and others with thmtent to induce a detrimen
change in their positive.

360. As described above, Defendants have violatddcantinue to viola
Cal. Civ. Code § 1710(1) by suggesting that: (&ythave not and will not remg
reports published on their Web site; (2) that mstihave the option of filing a fr

19

h

r.

not

Ve

e
nf

tal

e
ve
ee

rebuttal to the negative complaints; (3) that §lia rebuttal has only a positive

effect; (4) that Defendants have done nothing toyciavor with Google; (5) th
Defendants do not filter or suppress reports; &dhat members of the CAP h
been investigated and found to be safe and seatrde time these suggesti
were made, Defendants did not believe this to te tr
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361. As described above, Defendants have violatddcantinue to viola
Cal. Civ. Code 8§ 1710(2) by asserting that: (1ythave not and will not remo
reports published on their Web site; (2) that mstihave the option of filing a fr

fe
ve
ee

rebuttal to the negative complaints; (3) that §lia rebuttal has only a positive

effect; (4) that Defendants have done nothing toyciavor with Google; (5) th
Defendants do not filter or suppress reports; &dnat members of the CAP h
been investigated and found to be safe and segdirthe time these assertic
were made, Defendants did not believe this to e tr

362. As described above, Defendants have violatddcantinue to viola
Cal. Civ. Code 8§ 1710(3) by suppressing the faeit:tlfl) Defendants ha
removed reports; (2) victims of Defendants’ Wele siave been unable to fil
free rebuttal; (3) filing a rebuttal gives more mioence to the report on Inter
search results; (4) that Defendants have editedrteepgoncerning Google
maintain its good favor; (5) that Defendants widk post positive reports nor v
they publish reports concerning members of theiPCand (6) CAP members
not investigated.

363. Plaintiffs were harmed by these allegatiored khey known the tr
facts, Plaintiffs would not have hired IT consutgarto repair their onlir
reputation and would not have filed a rebuttal witb Defendants.

364. Pursuant to Cal. Civ. Code 8§ 1709, Defendamngsliable for an
damage which was proximately caused to Plaintifsaaresult of Defendan
deceit.

TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACTION
FRAUD
(CAL. CIVIL CODE § 1572)

365. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by refeee all precedir
paragraphs as fully set forth herein.
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366. Cal. Civ. Code § 1572 provides that “[a]ctiraud...consists of al
of the following acts, committed by a party to g@ntract, or with his connivan
with intent to deceive another party thereto, onrtduce him to enter into t
contract:

l. The suggestion, as a fact, of that which is nat,thy one who do

not believe it to be true;

. The positive assertion, in a manner not warrantethb informatio
the person making it, of that which is not trueugh he believes it to be true;

[I. The suppression of that which is true, by one lgknowledge q
belief of the fact;

V. A promise made without any intention of performifygr

V. Any other act fitted to deceive.

367. As described above, Defendants have violatddcantinue to viola
Cal. Civ. Code § 1572(1) by suggesting that: (&ythave not and will not remg
reports published on their Web site; (2) that mtihave the option of filing a fr

ce,
he

ES

=)

e
ve
ee

rebuttal to the negative complaints; (3) that §lia rebuttal has only a positive

effect; (4) that Defendants have done nothing twyctavor with Google; (5) h
Defendants do not filter or suppress reports; &dhat members of the CAP h
been investigated and found to be safe and se8tithe time these suggesti
were made, Defendants did not believe this to b tr

368. As described above, Defendants have violatddcantinue to viola
Cal. Civ. Code § 1572(2) by asserting that: theyehaot and will not remoy
Reports published on the ROR Website; (2) thaimihave the option of filing
free rebuttal to the negative complaints; (3) filedg a rebuttal has only a posit
effect; (4) that Defendants have done nothing toyciavor with Google; (5) th
Defendants do not filter, change or suppress Repét the time these asserti
were made, Defendants did not believe this to loe tr

369. As described above, Defendants have violatddcantinue to viola
Cal. Civ. Code 8§ 1572(3) by suppressing the faeit:tlfl) Defendants ha
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removed Reports, and for substantial sums of mof@wictims have been una
to file free rebuttals; (3) filing a rebuttal givesore prominence to the Report
Internet search results; (4) that Defendants haitecereports concerning Goo
to maintain its good favor; and (5) that Defendamiié not post positive repof
nor will they publish reports concerning membersheir CAP.

370. As described above, Defendants have violatddcantinue to viola
Cal. Civ. Code § 1572(5) by making false misrepnesi@ons which were intend
to lure targeted businesses and individuals intgingato enroll in CAP ar
otherwise put victims in a helpless, desperatetiposi

371. As a direct and proximate result of Defendaadt8ons, Plaintiffs wi
continue to suffer damages.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for judgment against defendants:

1. For general damages according to proof, includiog riot limited to th
following:
a. Legal fees incurred as a result of litigating tihesent case in the
amount of $21,700 to date;
b. Costs expended litigating the present case inrttwuat of $7,40(
to date;
c. Amounts invested in assets, business, goodwillgadations of
Asia Economic Institute, LLC to date of at least:
d. Rented office space to date: $347,983
Phone and Internet Communications to date: $34,809
Move-in Costs to date: $31,950
Accrued start-up costs to date: $12,500

P ()]

= Q@

Miscellaneous expenses to date: $8,900
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3. For punitive damages according to proof;
. For violations of sections 1962(c) and 1962(d) hed Racketeer Influeng

. For a preliminary injunction requiring Defendants temove from th

. For a permanent injunction requiring Defendantseimove from the RQ

7. For prejudgment interest at the legal rate;
8. For costs of suit incurred herein;

I. Amounts expended in traveling to Washington, DC aahebcatin
to representatives and lawmakers for a changeeistttute in the
amount $2,500 to date

j. Salaries or fees paid to SEO Experts, IT consudtdAMP
developers, software licenses, computer programaretother
consultants, contractors and vendors or servicdgtbusiness o
AEl;

k. Cost of registering and maintaining domain nameshasting
services and servers to host and operate the wslgiAEl and
AEI's educational, publishing and business missions

|. Real estate transaction broker or license feesamhissions, ar
other existing and prospective property interastsommercial
transactions, on which Mobrez and Llaneras would &es, and
to which Plaintiffs Mobrez and Llaneras were eatthnd were
lost by reason of Defendants’ acts complained ofine

For special damages according to proof;

and Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO), codified 8tU.S.C. 88 1962(c) a
1962(d), three times Plaintiffs’ actual damages;

Website any false and defamatory statements congerAEl or it$

employees and prohibiting Defendants from laterdipbimg such statemel
on the Websites;

Website, both in Reports and in associated HTMlsefadefamatory
negative statements or keywords;
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9. For attorneys’ fees; and
10.For such other and further relief as the Court ohegm just and proper.

DATED: July 27, 2010

/s/ Daniel F. Blackert
By:

DANIEL F. BLACKERT
LISA J. BORODKIN
Attorneys for Plaintiffs,

Asia Economic Institute LLC,
Raymond Mobrez, and lliana
Llaneras

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Plaintiffs Asia Economic Institute LLC, Raymond Melz, and lliana
Llaneras hereby demand a trial by jury.

DATED: July 27, 2010

By:

DANIEL F. BLACKERT
LISA J. BORODKIN
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

Asia Economic Institute LLC,
Raymond Mobrez, and lliana
Llaneras
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