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TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 

56(f), Rocket Lawyer Incorporated (“Rocket Lawyer”) hereby seeks judgment in its 

favor on its Counterclaims, Counts IV, V and VI, based on the evidence submitted 

to the Court as part of its opposition to LegalZoom.com, Inc.’s (“LegalZoom”) 

motion for partial summary judgment.  See ECF Nos. 69 and 82 (and unredacted 

versions filed under seal).   

Under Rule 56(f), after giving notice and a reasonable time to respond, the 

court may grant summary judgment for a nonmovant or consider summary judgment 

on its own after identifying for the parties material facts that may not be genuinely 

in dispute.  Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 56(f). 

Rocket Lawyer has alleged that LegalZoom has violated the Lanham Act and 

California Business and Professions Code sections 17500 (false advertising) and 

17200 (unfair competition) by using LegalSpring.com, a review website for online 

legal services, as a marketing platform.  LegalSpring.com has held itself out to be a 

neutral review website to assist consumers, and thus, consumers have been deceived 

by LegalZoom’s marketing on this website.   

Based on the information recently produced by LegalZoom, the evidence 

submitted by Rocket Lawyer in opposition to LegalZoom’s motion for summary 

judgment demonstrates that there can be no dispute that LegalZoom: 

 has control over content on LegalSpring.com, see e.g., Statement of Genuine 

Issues, ECF No. 82-1 at¶¶38-42, 44; 

 has removed negative reviews from verified consumers from 

LegalSpring.com, id.; 

 has replaced negative reviews with positive reviews, id.; 

 has falsified its high four star rating by manipulating the balance of positive 

and negative reviews on LegalSpring.com, id. at 64;  

 has approved falsifying the dates and times for positive reviews it has 
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requested be added to LegalSpring.com for the appearance of authenticity, id. 

at ¶¶ 36, 37, see also ¶41;  

 was directly operating LegalSpring.com from about 2012 to 2013, id. at ¶ 56; 

and 

 added the disclaimer disclosing some affiliation with LegalSpring.com in 

April 2012, when it was directly operating the website, id. at ¶ 55.1 

Such conduct was done with full knowledge of the importance of customer 

reviews to consumers.  Indeed, consumers have actually relied on LegalSpring.com 

in making purchasing decisions since LegalSpring.com shows hundreds of 

consumers who have found the reviews helpful and because LegalZoom admits that 

it has paid LegalSpring.com for business provided to LegalZoom.  See id. at ¶¶ 48-

49; Declaration of Dorian Quispe, ECF No. 69-3 at ¶ 5.   

The evidence submitted sufficiently supports that LegalZoom’s reputation as 

conveyed by LegalSpring.com is literally false, that such reputation is material to 

consumers’ purchasing decision, and that LegalZoom succeeded in deceiving 

consumers based on the well-established presumption of deception and harm where 

an advertiser intends to deceive consumers.  With these undisputed facts, Rocket 

Lawyer has met its burden for judgment on its false advertising and unfair 

competition counterclaims.  See 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a)(1)(B);  Southland Sod Farms 

v. Stover Seed Co., 108 F.3d 1134, 1139 (9th Cir. 1997) (Lanham Act elements); 

(elements of California False Advertising under Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § 17500); 

CytoSport, Inc. v. Vital Pharm., Inc., 894 F. Supp. 2d 1285, 1295 (E.D. Cal. 2012) 

(In the Ninth Circuit, claims of unfair competition and false advertising under [the 

FAL and UCL] are substantially congruent to claims made under the Lanham Act). 

 

 

                                           
1 Rocket Lawyer also refers the Court to all the evidence submitted with its 
Opposition., ECF No. 82 and unredacted underseal documents and exhibits. 
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Thus, Rocket Lawyer respectfully requests judgment independent of the 

motion and/or invites the court to consider summary judgment on its own after 

identifying the material facts not genuinely in dispute.   
 
Dated: July 30, 2014 Respectfully submitted, 

By: /s/Michael T. Jones  
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