February 25, 2013

Via Hand Delivery

Re:  Prenda Law, Inc. v. Paul A. Godfread, Alan Cooper and Does 1-10
13-L-75
Emergency Request for Production of Documents

Dear Custodian of Records:

Enclosed, please find a subpoena issued in the above-referenced matter, which is currently pending in the
Circuit Court of the Twentieth Judicial Circuit St. Clair County, Illinois. Our client is requesting all Internet
Protocol addresses (including the date and time of that access in Universal Coordinated Time) that accessed the
blogs located at dietrolldie.com and fightcopyrighttrolls.com between January 1, 2011 through the present. Please
provide this information in an Excel spreadsheet.

Due to the emergency nature of the requested information, it is imperative that your organization responds
to the subpoena immediately. The requested information is perishable and vital to the claims asserted in a
complaint alleging widespread and systematic defamation. A copy of this complaint is attached for your reference.

If you have any other questions or concerns regarding this request, please contact us immediately at (321)
880-9160. We will do everything in our power to minimize the burden imposed on your organization associated
with our request.

Sincerely,

Gela il

Paul A. Duffy, Esq.

161 N. Clark St. Ste. 3200
Chicago, IL 60601
paduffy@wefightpiracy.com
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BRANCH NAME

PLAINTIFF/ PETITIONER: Prenda Law. Inc
perenpanT/ ResPoNDENT: Paul A. Godfread, Alan Cooper and Does 1-10

CIVIL SUBPOENA (DUCES TECUM) for Personal Appearance and CASENUMBER
Production of Documents, Electronically Stored Information, and Things at 13-L-75
Trial or Hearing and DECLARATION

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, TO (name, address, and telephone number of witness, if known):

Automattic, Inc. ¢/o Toni Schneider, Pier 38 at the Embarcadero, San Francisco, CA 94107

1. YOU ARE ORDERED TO APPEAR AS A WITNESS in this action at the date, time, and place shown in the box below
UNLESS your appearance is excused as indicated in box 3b below or you make an agreement with the person named in
item 4 below.

a. Date:  03/04/2013 Time: 10:00 am [ Dept: [ piv: [ Room:
b. Address: 16] N. Clark St. Ste. 3200, Chicago, IL. 60601

2. IF YOU HAVE BEEN SERVED WITH THIS SUBPOENA AS A CUSTODIAN OF CONSUMER OR EMPLOYEE RECORDS
UNDER CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE SECTION 1985.3 OR 1985.6 AND A MOTION TO QUASH OR AN OBJECTION HAS
BEEN SERVED ON YOU, A COURT ORDER OR AGREEMENT OF THE PARTIES, WITNESSES, AND CONSUMER OR
EMPLOYEE AFFECTED MUST BE OBTAINED BEFORE YOU ARE REQUIRED TO PRODUCE CONSUMER OR EMPLOYEE

RECORDS.

3. YOU ARE (item a or b must be checked):

a. [ Ordered to appear in person and to produce the records described in the declaration on page two or the attached
declaration or affidavit. The personal attendance of the custodian or other qualified witness and the production of the
original records are required by this subpoena. The procedure authorized by Evidence Code sections 1560(b), 1561, and
1562 will not be deemed sufficient compliance with this subpoena.

b. Not required to appear in person if you produce (i) the records described in the declaration on page two or the attached
declaration or affidavit and (ii) a completed declaration of custodian of records in compliance with Evidence Code sections
1560, 1561, 1562, and 1271. (1) Place a copy of the records in an envelope (or other wrapper). Enclose the original
declaration of the custodian with the records. Seal the envelope. (2) Attach a copy of this subpoena to the envelope or
write on the envelope the case name and number; your name; and the date, time, and place from item 1 in the box above.
(3) Place this first envelope in an outer envelope, seal it, and mail it to the clerk of the court at the address in item 1.

(4) Mail a copy of your declaration to the attorney or party listed at the top of this form.

4. IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THE TIME OR DATE YOU ARE TO APPEAR, OR IF YOU WANT TO BE CERTAIN
THAT YOUR PRESENCE IS REQUIRED, CONTACT THE FOLLOWING PERSON BEFORE THE DATE ON WHICH YOU ARE

TO APPEAR:
a. Name of subpoenaing party or attorney: Paul A. Duffy b. Telephone number: 312-880-9160

5. Witness Fees: You are entitled to witness fees and mileage actually traveled both ways, as provided by law, if you request them
at the time of service. You may request them before your scheduled appearance from the person named in item 4.

DISOBEDIENCE OF THIS SUBPOENA MAY BE PUNISHED AS CONTEMPT BY THIS COURT. YOU WILL ALSO BE LIABLE
FOR THE SUM OF FIVE HUNDRED DOLLARS AND ALL DAMAGES RESULTING FROM YOUR FAILURE TO OBEY.

Date issued: 2/22/2013 / /
Paul A. Duffy ’ % 4

(TYPE OR PRINT NAME) (SI‘C:NATURE OF PERSON IS'SUI SUBPOENA)
Attorney for Plaintiff

(TITLE)

(Declaration in support of subpoena on reverse) Page 10of 3
Form Adopted for Mandatory Use CIVIL SUBPOENA (DUCES TECUM) for Personal Appearance and Code of Civil Procedure,
SUBR503 e s 512 Production of Documents, Electronically Stored Information, and Things at oo

Trial or Hearing and DECLARATION
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PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: Prenda Law, Inc CASE NUMBER:

13-L-75
DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT: Paul A. Godfread, Alan Cooper and Does 1-10

The production of the documents, electronically stored information, or other things sought by the subpoena on page one is supported
by (check one):

(] the attached affidavit or the following declaration:

DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF CIVIL SUBPOENA (DUCES TECUM) FOR PERSONAL APPEARANCE AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS, ELECTRONICALLY STORED INFORMATION, AND THINGS AT TRIAL OR HEARING
(Code Civ. Proc., §§ 1985,1987.5)

1. |, the undersigned, declare | am the 1] plaintiff [ defendant [] petitioner = respondent
attorney for (specify): Plaintiff [ other (specify):

in the above-entitled action.

The witness has possession or control of the documents, electronically stored information, or other things listed below, and shall
produce them at the time and place specified in the Civil Subpoena for Personal Appearance and Production of Records at

Trial or Hearing on page one of this form (specify the exact documents or other things to be produce; if electronically stored
information is demanded, the form or forms in which each type of information is to be produced may be specified):

All Internet Protocol addresses (including the date and time of that access in Universal Coordinated Time)
that accessed the blogs located at dietrolldie.com and fightcopyrighttrolls.com between January 1, 2011
through the present. Please provide this information in an Excel spreadsheet.

[ continued on Attachment 2.

3. Good cause exists for the production of the documents, electronically stored information, or other things described in paragraph 2
for the following reasons:

The requested documents are relevant to the claims of the Complaint, are necessary for identifying the
defendants, and will likely lead to discoverable information.

] Continued on Attachment 3.

4. The documents, electronically stored information, or other things described in paragraph 2 are material to the issues involved in this
case for the following reasons:

The requested documents are relevant to the claims of the Complaint, are necessary for identifying the
defendants, and will likely lead to discoverable information.

[ continued on Attachment 4.
| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

pate: 02/22/2013
L4

#
(SIGNATURE OF SUBPOENAING PARTY ATTORNEY FOR
SUBPOENAING PARTY)

Paul A. Duffy

(TYPE OR PRINT NAME)

Request for Accommodations

Assistive listening systems, computer-assisted real-time captioning, or sign language interpreter services are available
if you ask at least five days before the date on which you are to appear. Contact the clerk's office or go to

www.courts.ca.gov/forms for Request for Accommodations by Persons With Disabilities and Response (form MC-410).
(Civil Code, § 54.8.)

(Proof of service on page 3)

SUBP-002 [Rev. January 1.2012] CIVIL SUBPOENA (DUCES TECUM) for Personal Appearance and Page 20f 3
Production of Documents, Electronically Stored Information, and Things at
Trial or Hearing and DECLARATION




SUBP-002

PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: Prenda LaW lnC CASE NUMBER

13-L-75
DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT: Paul A. Godfread, Alan Cooper and Does 1-10

PROOF OF SERVICE OF CIVIL SUBPOENA (DUCES TECUM) for Personal Appearance and Production of
Documents, Electronically Stored Information, and Things at Trial or Hearing and DECLARATION

1. | served this Civil Subpoena (Duces Tecum) for Personal Appearance and Production of Documents, Electronically Stored
Information, and Things at Trial or Hearing and Declaration by personally delivering a copy to the person served as follows:

a. Person served (name):

b. Address where served:

c. Date of delivery:

d. Time of delivery:

e. Witness fees (check one):
(1) ] were offered or demanded

f. Feeforsemvice: ;.. .. cvvmiesse ss 3

2. | received this subpoena for service on (date):

3. Person serving:
a.[__] Nota registered California process server.
b. California sheriff or marshal.
c. [ Registered California process server.
d [ Employee or independent contractor of a registered California process server.
e. (1] Exempt from registration under Business and Professions Code section 22350(b).
f. [_] Registered professional photocopier.
g. [ ] Exempt from registration under Business and Professions Code section 22451.
h. Name, address, telephone number, and, if applicable, county of registration and number:

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of (For California sheriff or marshal use only)
California that the foregoing is true and correct. | certify that the foregoing is true and correct.
Date: Date:
(SIGNATURE) (SIGNATURE)
SUBP-002 [Rev. January 1, 2012] CIVIL SUBPOENA (DUCES TECUM) for Personal Appearance and Page 3of 3

Production of Documents, Electronically Stored Information, and Things at
Trial or Hearing and DECLARATION
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SHORT TITLE: CASE NUMBER

" List of Attorneys of Record and Parties Not Represented by Counsel

13-L-75

ATTACHMENT (Number): |

(This Attachment may be used with any Judicial Council form.)

Paul Duffy

Prenda Law Inc.

161 N. Clark St. Ste. 3200
Chicago, IL 60601

(312) 880-9160
paduffy@wefightpiracy.com

Kevin T. Hoerner

Becker, Paulson, Hoerner & Thompson, P.C.
5111 West Main St.

Belleville, IL 62226

(618) 235-0020

Paul A. Godfread
1077 Wakefield Ave
St. Paul, MN 55106
1-612-284-7325

Alan Cooper
2170 HWY 47 N
Isle, MN 56342

(If the item that this Attachment concerns is made under penalty of perjury, all statements in this
Attachment are made under penalty of perjury.)
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE TWENTIETH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
ST. CLAIR COUNTY, ILLINOIS

LAW DIVISION
PRENDA LAW, INC. ) A
) No.13-L- 7 5
Plaintiff, )}
V. )
) FILED
PAUL GODFREAD, ALAN COOPER ) ST.CLAIR COUNTY
and JOHN DOES I-10, )
) FEB 12 2083
Defendants. )
3 £ ‘?g’a RGUiT%i.%%

COMPLAINT

Plaintiff, Prenda Law, Inc., through its undersigned counsel, hereby files this Complaint

requesting damages and other relief, and alleges as follows:
NATURE OF THE ACTION

1. Plaintiff files this action seeking monetary damages, injunctive relief and other
damages arising from the egregious Internet-based conduct of a number of individuals, whom
Plaintiff knows only by the anonymous, salacious, false and libelous comments they have made,
and continue to make, about it on the Internet. Shielded by unconventional pseudonyms, the two
named Defendants and the Doe Defendants beiong to a community of Internet “commentators,”
fearful of being identified, and have falsely accﬁéed Plaintiff of, among other things, criminal
offenses; want of integrity in the discharge of erﬁployrnent; lack of ability in its profession; and
the commission of fornication and adultery.

2. The Defendants’ defamatory statements are made under the most cowardly of
circumstances: plastered over centralized Internet communities and available to anyone in the
world with an Internet connection. The Defendants have libeled Plaintiff under the disguise of

such childish and unsophisticated pseudonyms as “die troli die.” Sheltered in a cloak of cowardly

|



pseudonyms, Defendants have continued unabated in their conduct, falsely accusing Plaintiff of
many things with the stated intention of harming its business, harming its relationships with
clients, and harming the public reputation of anyone performing work on behalf of Plaintiff.

3. Defendants have published copious volumes of such false statements to many
third parties, theoretically extending to every person on Earth through the Internet. Their false
statements constitute libel per se, and are actionable without proof of special damages. Their
conduct also makes them liable to Plaintiff on several theories of tort liability, including false
lights and intentional interference with actual and prospective business relationships, as well as
conspiracy to commit those torts.

4. Plaintiff brings this action to force Defendants out of their hiding places, to
expose the “writers” to the light of day, to enjoin their continued tortious conduct against
Plaintiff and its agents, and to recover the substantial damages that they have caused Plaintiff.

THE PARTIES

5. Plaintiff is a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of
lltinois, with its principal place of business located in Chicago, lllinois. Plaintiff in a short
amount of time since its formation in 2011 has become one of the largest and most successfui
copyright infringement firms in the Nation.

6. Defendant Paul Godfread is an attorney who, upon information and belief,
practices at 100 S. Fifth Street, Suite 1900, Minneapolis, Minnesota. Defendant Godfread is a
major contributor and participant in the Internet community that is the primary source of the
defamatory statements described herein. Defendant Godfread has made both written and oral
statements to Plaintiff and its agents that are libelous and slanderous with respect to Plaintiff.

Plaintiff has observed that those statements have appeared, or been incorporated, in comments on



the Internet sites referenced herein. Among other things, Defendant Godfread has falsely
accused Plaintiff both verbally and in writing of committing crimes, fraud and other matters that,
when he wrote and published them to third parties, constitute defamation per se. Upon
information and belief, and based upon the fact that statements Godfread has made to Prenda
have appeared in substantially the same form in Internet postings that are libelous to Plaintiff and
referenced herein, Godfread is a participant in the community of anonymous Internet posters
who have defamed and commiitted other tortious acts against Plaintiff, Furthermore, Godfread
has made allegations in a complaint filed in the District Court for the Fourth Judicial District of
Minnesota that are patently false. Yet, certain false and defamatory statements from that
Complaint appeared on Internet sites referenced herein long before the Complaint was ever a
matter of public record. As a consequence, and upon information and belief, Godfread published
false and defamatory statements about Plaintiff to members of the community referenced herein,
long before his Complaint was ever a matter of public record, As such, the statements, made
outside of any valid legal proceeding, are not subject to immunity from liability that otherwise
attaches to statements in Court documents.

7. Defendant Alan Cooper is an individual residing in Miile Lacs County,
Minnesota. Defendant Cooper is a client of Defendant Godfread. Godfread represented to
Plaintiff that certain of the false and defamatory statements referenced in Paragraph 6 derived
from information provided to him by Cooper. As such, Cooper’s false statements, when
published to third parties, constitute defamation per se. Upon information and belief, and based
upon the fact that false statements about Prenda attributed to Cooper have appeared in

substantially the same form in Internet postings that are libelous to Plaintiff and referenced



herein, Cooper is a participant in the community of anonymous Internet posters who have
defamed and committed other tortious acts against Plaintiff.

3. Defendants Does 1 through 10 are individuals whose actual names are unknown
to Plaintiff. Instead, they are known to Plaintiff only by the childish and unsophisticated --- yet
often exceedingly angry --- pscudonyms they hide behind while falsely conversing in writing
about Plaintiff and its agents on the Internet.

9. Plaintiff has observed Defendants and others libeling it on the Internet. Several
examples of the actionable conduct of Defendants are set forth below and in the attachments to
this Complaint. Plaintiff intends to obtain Defendants’ identities in discovery, at which time
Plaintiff, if necessary, will seek leave of the Court to amend this Complaint to identify additional
Defendants and additional claims.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

10, Pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-209, this Court has personal jurisdiction over
Defendants because, upon information and belief, Defendants either reside in, or committed
uniawful acts in, St. Clair County, Illinois.

11.  Venue in this county is proper pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-101, because, upon
information and belief, some or part of the transactions described herein occurred in this county
and, upon information and belief, one or more of the Defendants reside in St. Clair County,
Iilinois.

POTENTIAL OTHER DEFENDANTS
12. Plaintiff may elect, after learning additional facts, to seek leave of the Court to

amend this complaint to include other individuals as defendants in this action pursuant to 735

ILCS 5/2-405,



BACKGROUND
13.  Prenda is a law corporation that pursues civil claims for computer-based offenses.
It focuses largely on the pursuit of civil litigation against those who use computers to infringe
upon others’ copyrighted works for their own purposes, and who engage in contributory
infringement by assisting others in infringing upon the same works. Prenda also represents
clients who are victims of computer hacking.

COPYRIGHT INFRINGEMENT CASES ARISING FROM
USE OF THE BITTORRENT PROTOCOL

14. The Internet has made nearly unlimited amounts of information and data readily
available to anyone who wants to access it. Some of this information and data is private and
avajlable only to those who have lawful access to it. Owners attempt to protect this private
content through the use of password authentication systems. Unfortunately, however, this does
not ensure that content remains protected from unauthorized access. BitTorrent is a modern file
sharing method (“protocol™) used for distributing data via the Internet.

[5.  Traditional file transfer protocols involve a central server, which distributes data
directly to individual users. This method i§ prone to collapse when large numbers of users
request data from the central server, in which case the server can become overburdened and the
rate of data transmission can slow considerably or cease altogether. In addition, the reliability of
access to the data stored on a server is largely dependent on the server’s ability to continue
functioning for prolonged periods of time under high resource demands.

16.  Standard P2P protocols involve a one-to-one transfer of whole files between a
single uploader and single downloader. Although standard P2P protocols solve some of the
issues associated with traditional file transfer protocols, these protocols still suffer from such

issues as scalability. For example, when a popular file is released (e.g. an illegal copy of the



latest blockbuster movie) the initial source of the file pérforms a one-to-one whole file transfer to
a third party, who then performs similar transfers. The one-to-one whole file transfer method can
significantly delay the spread of a file across the world because the initial spread is so limited.

17.  In contrast, the BitTorrent protocol is a decentralized method of distributing data.
Instead of relying on a central server to distribute data directly to individual users, the BitTorrent
protocol allows individual users to distribute data among themselves. Further, the BitTorrent
protocol involves breaking a single large file into many small pieces, which can be transferred
much more quickly than a single large file and in turn redistributed much more quickly than a
single large file. Moreover, each peer can download missing pieces of the file from multiple
sources—often simultaneously--~which causes transfers to be fast and reliable. After
downloading a piece, a peer automatically becomes a source for the piece. This distribution
method contrasts sharply with a one-to-one whole file transfer method.

18.  In BitTorrent vemacular, individual downloaders/distributors of a particular file
are called peers. The group of peers involved in downloading/distributing a particular file is
called a swarm. A server which stores a list of peers in a swarm is called a tracker. A computer
program that implements the BitTorrent protocol is called a BitTorrent client. Each swarm is
unique to a particular file.

19.  The degree of anonymity provided by the BitTorrent protocol is extremely low.
Because the protocol is based on peers connecting to one another, a peer must broadcast
identifying information (i.e. an IP address) before it can receive data. Nevertheless, the actual
names of peers in a swarm are unknown, as the users are allowed to download and distribute

under the cover of their IP addresses.



20.  The BitTorrent protocol is an extremely popular method for transferring data. The
size of swarms for popular files can reach into the tens of thousands of unique peers. A swarm
will commonly have peers from many, if not every, state in the United States and several
countries around the world, And every peer in the swarm participates in distributing the file to
dozens, hundreds, or even thousands of other peers.

21.  The BitTorrent protocol is also an extremely popular method for unlawfully
copying, reproducing, and distributing files in violation of the copyright laws of the United
States. A broad range of copyrighted albums, audiovisual files, photographs, software, and other
forms of media are available for illegal reproduction and distribution via the BitTorrent protocol.

22.  Efforts at combating BitTorrent-based copyright infringement have been stymied
by BitTorrent’s decentralized nature. Because there are no central servers to emjoin from
unlawfully distributing copyrighted content, there is no primary target on which to focus anti-
piracy efforts. Indeed, the same decentralization that makes the BitTorrent protocol an extremely
robust and efficient means of transferring enormous quantities of data also acts to insulate it from
anti-piracy measures.

23.  Plaintiff represents many clients throughout the country who have been victims of
copyright infringement through the use of the BitTorrent protocol. Plaintiff has filed a large
number of actions arising from copyright infringement on behalf of clients seeking monetary
damages, injunctive relief and other damages arising from such wrongdoing. Because of the vast
number of users who use BitTorrent protocol to infringe on a particular work, Plaintiff has
represented clients in litigation against a large number of defendants whose names are unknown
at the start of litigation. Plaintiff typically secks the court presiding over the cases to allow the

production of identifying information for the users, and, consistent with the strong judicial



preference for settling claims at every stage of the American judicial system, seeks to settle as
many claims as it can as early as possible in litigation.

24.  The identification of BitTorrent users who commit copyright infringement, and
the settlement of such claims, appears to have prompted the Defendants to make false and
libelous statements against Plaintiff on the Internet.

COMPUTER HACKING CASES

25.  Plaintiff has also represented many clients in pursuing civil claims against those
who illegally access their computer systems.

26.  Hacking is the act of gaining access without legal authorization to a computer or
computer system. This is normally done through the use of special computer programming
software. This password cracking software repeatedly attempts to guess a password until the
correct password is ascertained. The software can attempt a great number of passwords in a
short period of time, sometimes even a million per second, making this type of software very
efficient at obtaining a password. Individuals that utilize this type of software are called hackers.
Hackers employ various other means to gain unauthorized access to data such as identifying
exploitable flaws in database codes.

27.  Once a password is obtained, the hacker has unauthorized access to the protected
content as long as the password remains valid. Sometimes a hacker will post the hacked
password on a hacked password website, making it available to the members or visitors of that
website. The hacker may even charge individuals for use of the hacked password and make a
profit off of the loss and harm he or she has caused to the website owner or users. There are not
necessarily any limits on how often or by how many people a password can be used, so a single

hacked password can potentially allow unauthorized access to significant numbers of individuals.



28.  Plaintiff’s efforts to identify computer hackers who illegally access and remove
property and/or information from its clients’ websites, and the settlement of such claims, appears
to have prompted the Defendants to make false and libelous statements against Plaintiff on the
Internet.

DEFENDANTS’ LIBELOUS STATEMENTS

29.  Plaintiff has performed a limited review of the Internet communities run and
operated by the Defendants. The number of such published comments in these communities is
vast. Plaintiff in this section lists several of the more egregious comments made by the
Defendants.

30.  Because the Defendants posted the comments referred to in this Complaint under
pseudonyms, Plaintiff has no way of knowing without discovery the identity of the person who
wrote and published specific comments. Furthermore, Plaintiff has no way of knowing if
multiple individuals use the psendonym to make comments; of if one writer uses multiple
pseudonyms to libel Plaintiff. For those reasons, and because the pseudonyms Defendants used
are uninformative, Plaintiff includes the following libelous statements that Plaintiff has observed
on the Internet, along with a reference to attached screenshots of the statements, which in turn
identify the pseudonym and when the comment was first put onto the Internet. (True and correct
copies of the group screenshots that Plaintiff has gathered in preparing this Complaint are
attached hereto at Exhibits “A” (“S1” references) and Exhibit “B” (“S2” references) and made
a part hereof.)

31.  Each of the statements listed below was written, and published, less than one year

from the date hereof. Plaintiff lists example comments in the remainder of this section; due to



the many grammatical, spelling, logical and other errors in the comments, Plaintiff includes
corrections only where they serve to explain the meaning of certain comments.

32.  “[Wle all know Prenda’s colorful history and hard for a legit attomey to
immediately comprehend as it is initially hard to believe...” (Ex. 1).

33.  “Sorry, we are talking about Pretenda Law, this ship will sink on its own. They
literally have to create there [sic] own client, computer monitoring service, and of recent steal
Alan Coopers idenity to have a CEO of a offshore company. The judicial system loves this kind
of stuff. I guess we just need to create a Pretenda Law care (history) package and send it to every
case the file.” (Ex. 2).

34,  “Would be a great idea to make a comprehensive list of all scams and BS
pretenda [sic, “Prenda”] has perpetrated and make it easy accessible for Does and lawyers so
they have ammunition for these cases and can raise awareness to
juridisdiction/courts/judges/attomney generals/and Doe lawyers who may be unfamiliar with
prendas BS and dont have time or the means to educate themselves about the frauds.” (Ex. 2).

35.  “Some ships are designed to sink... others require our assistance.”” (Ex. 3).
[dietrolldie.com signature block for each and every post]

36.  “This section [of a Prenda court filing] is truly a masterpiece of equine excrement,
which even a failing law school student would think twice before submitting for a grade. Take a
read of this section and try not to choke on what Prenda” writes. (Ex. 4).

37.  Referring to Prenda Law; Troll Schulz — this isn’t easy money and your reputation
(if you have one) is going to be associated with a$Shats and criminals.” (Ex. 5).

38.  Screenshot parodying Simpsons chalkboard scene; Bart Simpson repeatedly

writing “I will not file frivolous lawsuits,” captioned “Prenda Ethics Training” (Ex. 6).
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39,  “Would be nice though if [an attorney performing work for Plaintiff] finally grew
a brain and decided to cut his losses and quit the scam and dis-associate himself from Prenda. 1
am looking forward to the end of the month with news of victory for Abrahams.” (Ex. 7).

40. “Prenda was so stupid that they then filed a single-Doe case against Abrahams
even with the registration problem. Due to the history of shameless fraud in this case, I’'m hoping
Yuen makes them pay for this one. They didn’t have quite the registration problems with Wong
v. HDP, so I believe there is more opportunity to turn the screws and maybe even go for
sanctions, damages or class action with this one. I can envision a class-action suit with all
defendants from HDP v. Does 1-118 as a class, since they were all victims of extortion attempts
based on Prenda’s fraudulent claims that the work was registered.” (Ex. &).

41.  “Prenda then doesn’t have to prove that the John Doe or Mr, Hatfield infringed. It
then becomes Mr. Hatfield’s responsibility to do this and seek legal action against John Doe to
make him pay his portion of the fine. Pretty slick idea isn’t it - In a slimy bottom feeding lawyer
way. Note: not all lawyers are like this, but if the shoe fits...” (Ex. 9).

42, “Funny how Prenda will not actually name its investigators and the company they
employ. Well I will - Company: 6881 Forensics LLC. Investigator (term very loosely applied):
Peter Hansmeier. This is nothing more than a Prenda cover for the Steele/Hansmeier operations
that stinks of questionable personnel, untested “forensic” software, non-certified
forensic/Investigative personnel, unethical behavior, and an incestuous relationships of all parties
involved. “ (Ex. 10).

43.  “Just more FUD from the great minds at Prenda. Keep it up boys, just more

evidence to support the abuse of process and harassment claims.” (Ex. 11).
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44.  “Wow.. This is exactly the same message | got today. I knew it was a robo call by
the cheap ass voice. I guess these crooks have too much on their plate.” (Ex. 12).

45.  “Not that Prenda really cares about possible defendant guilt or innocence. They
only want to generate settlements and the possibility of innocent parties only messes up their
business model. In their eyes, all the defendants are guilty.” (Ex. 13).

A6.  Prenda’s “repulsive business model started the same way in the Federal system
and now because of our actions, is moving on to new uncharted ground. I'm sure some of our
friendly lawyers will enlighten us on the veiled “30 day” reference. That or the affected Does
will find us via Google and the fun begins. You claims of great success in the courts is the usual
Troll bravado. Yawn....... We understand we will not be successful all the time, but we are one
hell of a thomn in your side. The thorn will fester and your operations will suffer for it.” (Ex. 14).

47. “It stills seems like [attorneys performing work for Prenda] and Prenda are
saying “we promise to be trustworthy even though we have a long record of not being
trustworthy”. Why not treat wolves to free bottles of steak sauce to discourage their attacks?”
(Ex. 15).

48.  “Well I got to give it to the sneaky minds at Prenda Law.” (Ex. 16).

49.  Prenda’s litigation “is a blatant abuse of the rule 45 (we’ll hear about this
particular sleaziness soon).” (Ex. 17).

50,  “[L]et’s be clear about what Prenda was doing. They publicly accused Abrahams
of being a criminal, while pressuring him to pay them to stop publicly accusing him of being a
criminal. This is the definition of blackmail ...” (Ex. 18).

51.  “Prenda employs a brain-damaged attorney. Sooner or later John will have to

pimp his blonde to cover his a§$!” (Ex. 19).



52. “Yet one more reason why these efforts at extortion will never see the inside of a
courtroom.” (Ex. 20).

53. “Media Copyright Group, 6881 Forensics, etc.; this is the basis for what gets
Prenda and the other Trolls their subpoenas granted. Destroy this and their operation takes a
dive. Don’t lose faith and keep telling the Trolls to bring it on. They don’t want a full-cut trial,
only your money.” (Ex. 21).

54.  “Prenda also apparently has decided to pack up and move the scam to the
California Eastern District” (Ex. 22).

55. “Dan Booth and Jason Sweet are currently involved in multiple battles with
Prenda’s local goon and swindler Daniel Ruggiero.” (Ex. 23).

56. “It is hardly a surprise to those who follow Prenda and other trolls: cockroaches
tend to explore cracks in the floor (in this case, in the floor of the US judicial system).” (Ex. 24).

57.  “Many local counsels deceived by Prenda turned out to be ethical attorneys
(George Banas, Jonathan Torres, Matthew Wasinger, Trina Morrison...) and would not even
think about associating their names with Prenda scumbags if they knew how much their cores are
rotten. Seeing that, I would not rush and blame an underemployed attorney: 1 hope he will smell
the stink of decay that the criminal organization Prenda exudes and will resign from this case -—
the sooner the better. (Ex. 25).

58.  “It was obvious that a rash of CFAA cases filed in state courts by Prenda con
artists — Guava v, Skylar Case (Cook county, IL), Guava v. Spencer Merkel (Hennepin county,
MN), and Arte de QOaxaca v. Stacey Mullen (Cook county, IL) — were sham lawsuits that

employed the same scheme.” (Ex. 26).
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59. “Prenda’s fraudulent activity continues unabated: new harassing calls, ransom
letters etc.” (Ex. 27).

60.  Recently I heard too many reports that Steele Hansmeier / Prenda Law / Anti-
Piracy Law Group has intensified its harassing calls. And the crook on the other end of the phone
line is no one else but previously “retired” (or rather fired — after he foolishly disobeyed his
master’s order to move to Las Vegas) Mark Lutz. These calls are beyond fraud.” (Ex. 27).

61.  “I assume they’re calling everyone in their shakedown database and trying to get
cash before they kill Prenda, leave the country, or go to jail..not sure which one will come first.”
(Ex. 28).

62. “While “Prenda” was a rather neutral term (please don’t start the “Pretenda”
joke), ironically the criminal enterprise has managed to embed the deceit as a modus operandi in
its very name: one simply cannot be anti- its own turf. It’s like if a plumber would declare that he
is anti-sewage. Or a lion would declare that he is anti-meat.” (Ex. 29).

63. “We all know how Prenda crooks have been doing a hard work of depriving
people a say in the court, the very people they rape” (Ex. 30).

64.  “Is Prenda calling it quits or cooking a new fraud?” (Ex. 31).

65. “] cannot read crooked minds, and undeniably, we don’t have enough
information to speculate about both why all these sudden dismissals are taking place, and why
the most suspicious “plaintiffs” were spared at this time. I hope that Prenda’s impudent
frandulent activities have finally caught attention of law enforcement, and the crooks are on the

run.” (Ex. 32).

66.  “Does ‘under penalty of perjury’ mean anything? Apparently not for Prenda and

one of its plaintiffs.” (Ex. 33).
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67. [W]e consider your clients [i.e., Prenda] the worst representatives of our society
and do everything in our ability to accelerate their downfall, this case will continue lo gain
publicity. I expect bigger media outlets (TechDirt, ArsTechnica, Wired) te spread the news
pretty soon.” (Ex. 34).

68.  (Fight Copyright Trolls email to Prenda’s Florida attomeys for the sanction
hearing attempting to threaten them to get off of the case) “His masters [i.e., Florida attorneys
working on behalf of Prendal, criminal masterminds from now being abandoned ship Prenda, are
not in much better situation.” (Ex. 35).

69. “[C]rooked bosses [i.e., Prenda] are in the process of pulling a machination —
abandoning the old corporation (most likely, to avoid writing the annual report and to get rid of
bad publicity) and creating another one — with the same people, same mailing address, same
website and same goal — mass extortion.” (Ex. 36).

70. “SJD, since you have a habit of sending welcome letters to new local counsels,
you must have many of them in your address book already. How about sending Prenda’s a
helpful note regarding their employer’s current lack of good standing? Some of these guys may
be naive, they may be stupid, a few may even be genuinely evil, but I'll be all of them are lawyer
enough and have a strong enough sense of self-preservation to find the idea of “Personal
Liability” utterly terrifying. You may have the means to trigger a collecting pants-soiling and
send the rats over the sides of this sinking ship.” (Ex. 37).

71. “Why anyone wants to abandon the company that is not bankrupt, that has a nice
positive settlement cash flow, not being sued etc.? Only crooks need machinations like this to

operate.” (Ex. 38).

15



72. “Too many of the marks were Googling “Prenda” and discovering what
assclowns they are. Not good for business. Am I the only one wondering if they plan to keep on
changing their skin every year, just as the annual report comes due?” (Ex. 39).

73. It took only a year before the majority of judges in the country started recognizing
the name “Prenda,” frowning every time they hear it. What our fraudsters are supposed to do?
Maybe simply changing the name will help?” (Ex. 40).

74. “I bet you know an amateurish-looking portal Wefightpiracy.com whose few
goals are simpler than its design: to spread FUD, to justify criminal activity with the help of
poorly-articulated ideas lifted from multiple copyright maximalists, and to facilitate defamation.”
(Ex. 40).

75.  “[O]ur bandits are now called “Anti-Piracy Law Group” in an attempt to squeeze
a couple of more dimes from the judicial system bastardized by them.” (Ex. 40).

76.  “I say we all chip in and order one of those “How to Survive in Prison” books for
each Prenda attorney and have like a dozen sent to Duffy’s office in Chicago because guaranteed
all of those clowns in the office know about it too. Maybe order Duffy’s wife a book about how
to deal with her husband being in prison... *You and your spouse are now separated by
plexiglass™ hahaha.” (Ex. 41).

77.  These [i.e.,Prenda attorneys] are the kind of people who would rob their families
blind if it suited their ambitions. A few decades ago, Psychologist would be diagnosing these
clowns as Criminal Psychopaths (now it’s called Antisocial because the public had hurt feelers)
... [T}his is the same psychosis that drives (drove) people like Bundy and Dahmer ... These men

have ... the mentality of Ted Bundy...” (Ex. 41).
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78. “[Wle've destroyed the reputation of every single Prenda associated troll who
stuck it out ... For example, Google “Paul Lesko” and the second result that 1 get is a link to a
story about Lesko and “Teen Anal Sluts” hahahaha.” (Ex. 42).

79. “And this is where blogs like this come in. When a law partner google a
prospective new hire’s name, and the first hit is an expose of that person on
fightcopyrighttrolls.com describing how they shook down a poor, defenseless gramma for a few
thousand dollars over an illegal download of “stop daddy, my ass is on fire” ... that may raise a
few eyebrows ..., lawyers will soon loathe to be associated with Prenda, ... Let’s share a toast to
seeing America’s bigger n better version blow up even more dramatically, eh?” (Ex. 42).

80.  Prenda has a “history of fraud...” ” (Ex. 43).

81.  “The thing to keep in mind is that no matter how vicious they get, they still have
no teeth... When things get real, they’re just a bunch of bumbling idiots playing a massive game
of “Who’s on first?”.” (Ex. 44).

82. “We won’t hear about it until they make arrests but I'm pretty sure Prenda has
been on the FBI’s radar for quite some time.” (Ex. 45).

83. “Every time a new guy understood that the newly acquired stink he couldn’t get
rid of is exuded by Prenda Law, he ran away as quickly as possible. Even 75% contingency fee
cannot persuade local lawyers to stain their future careers by associating themselves with a
lawfirm that is actively investigated by the Florida Bar Association, and is expected to be
investigated criminally in the nearest future.” (Ex. 46).

84,  “Prenda engages in fraud upon the public and the judicial system, [and][ a careful
reading of this transcript will put those doubts to rest. Prenda’s past and current employees ... all

misrepresent their capacity and involvement in this circus...” (Ex. 47).
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85. A “castofidiots ... run[s] Prenda Léw.” (Ex. 48).

86. “I encourage you to read the comments to understand the unprecedented extent of
Prenda’s arrogance and bad faith.”(Ex. 49). “Since I used words farce, fraud, frivolous
describing much less brazen abuses of the court system by copyright trolls, I ran out of epithets. I
cannot find proper words that describe this garbage. And it will get even worse: we will for sure
witness more fraud if Prenda criminals are not deterred ASAP.” (Ex. 50).

87.  “The reason ... Prenda “gang” ... have their law licenses is because the IARDC
works at an INCREDIBLY SLOW pace.” (Ex. 51).

88.  “Prenda’s clowns are incompetent enough when calm and sober.” (Ex. 52).

89.  Below is Raul’s translation from Pinocchiolean: Full-Time Apprentice Copyright
Troll (mill valley) Mill Valley Of Counsel to Copyright Troll Firm, Prenda Law, seeking full-
time apprentice troll to help maintain the caseload provided by a nationally disdained Chicago-
based copyright troll firm specializing in a barely legal extortion racket. Currently, this is a one-
person scumbag operation, and will be looking for someone to work with that one person directly
to accomplish the tasks presen'ted. Very sleazy environment in the office but we keep lots of beer
on hand to please our leader, Master Troll John Steele, in case he visits us from sunny Florida. A
lot of opportunities to appear in State and Federal courts to receive lashing by judges, potential
sanctions, and unanimous contempt by others in the legal profession. Necessary Qualifications:
~ No clear moral compass; - Ability to work independently on certain projects like harassing
grandmothers, the blind, and the innocent; - Love of money above all else; - Good at not being
good but being a little evil; - Must be proficient in Douchebaggery; - Creative in lying to others.”

(Ex. 53, 54).
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90.  “Being affiliated with Prenda will and likely is toxic to any attorney’s reputation
and, as in any profession, reputation is everything ... Put “Prenda Law, LLC” on your resume
and guaranteed, no one will hire you so the lawyers there better make as much as they can, as
fast as they can because no semi-reputable law firm or even hick county public defender’s office
will wanna go near them afterward. Their reputation, tainted. Freshly-minted JDs associated with
Prenda, wow, they’re boned.” (Ex. 55).

91.  *[I}if at this moment any of Prenda’s criminals ... were nearby, I honestly don’t
know if [ would be able to restrain myself ..”. “The crooks must be stopped unless it is too late
... Please don’t be passive.” (Ex. 56).

92.  Prenda is “about 1 step up from the people who send emails looking for help to
move millions of dollars from other countries and just need your bank details or you to send
some fee money to make it happen. They prey on people and are parasites, and we try to give
people the best possible defense... information. If you know it is a scam, and they will say
anything to make a buck their words are much less scary.” (Ex. 57).

93.  “[A]t least few uneducated Does would contact Prenda for clarifications, and be
conned as a result. As | repeatedly state, talking to a troll is a big no-no: you cannot outfox
seasoned fraudsters,” (Ex. 58).

94.  "Prenda’s continuous disregard of ethics leads to a motion for sanctions.” (Ex.
59).

05. “Prenda utilizes the entire database of addresses they were able to loot using
unsuspecting courts as burglary tools ... this is a deliberate fraud on the federal court.” (Ex. 60).

96. Reading this “jounalism,” you might mistake corrupt, state judge LeChien —

who issues subpoenas for alleged crimes he cannot try - for Justice Brandeis.” (Ex. 61),
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97.  “Prenda Law is an infamous clique of lawyers who file hundreds of mass
extortion-like lawsuits against peer-to-peer users who allegedly share copyrighted pornography
movies. This outfit has no desire to progress their cases to the actual litigation ...Prenda Law
comprises some creative con artists and managed to deceive judges around the country for more
than a year.” (Ex. 62).

98.  “Shame on Judge LeChien for allowing this to happen and shame on Prenda for
engaging in Grisham (the antagonists) like behavior ... “His Honor” may face some awkward
questions sooner rather than later..” (Ex. 63).

COUNT 1~ LIBEL PER SE
(False Allegations of Criminal Offenses)

99.  The allegations contained in the préceding paragraphs are hereby re-alleged as if
fully set forth herein.

100. Defendants made the statements set forth in Paragraphs 29 through 98, as well as
a vast number of similar statements, posted to the same and similar Internet sites. Those
statements remained on those sites until at least shortly before the filing of this Complaint, and
thus are still, as of the date hereof, being published without restriction to any person in the world
with an Internet connection who visits those unrestricted sites.

101. The statements set forth in Paragraphs 29 through 98 falsely allege that Prenda,
and its agents, have committed criminal offenses. Among other things, and as set forth therein,
one or more Defendant WTote,. and published to third parties, statements that Prenda, and/or
attorneys working for or on its behalf, were engaged in a “scam” and “criminality;” being
“crooks;” engaging in “blackmail” and an “extortion scheme;” being “crooked;” engaging in
“criminal acts;” and being “seasoned fraudsters.” One such Defendant declared that Prenda’s

attorneys were “like Dahmer and Bundy,” two mass murders.
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102. Defendants’ false statements accusing Plaintiff of criminal offenses generally, and
specific criminal offenses such as extortion, blackmail and fraud, are libelous per se.

103. Defendants made those statements with either knowledge of their falsity, or in
reckless disregard of the truth. Neither Plaintiff, nor any individual performing work for it, is a
public figure. In many of those statements, however, Defendants admit that they were making
false statements with actual malice, for the express purpose of damaging the business reputation
of Prenda, its clients and attorneys performing work on its behalf. Among other things, one or
more Defendant stated that his purpose in making defamatory statements was to assure that being
associated with Prenda was toxic to any attorney’s reputation.

104. Defendants’ false and defamatory statements that Plaintiff has committed criminal
offenses has cansed Plaintiff significant actual damages including, but not limited to, damaged
reputation, loss of revenue, loss of prospective clients and other damages.

COUNT 11 - LIBEL PER SE
(False Allegations of Want of Integrity in Employment)

105. The allegations contained in the preceding paragraphs are hereby re-alleged as if
fully set forth herein.

106. Defendants made the statements set forth in Paragraphs 29 through 98, as well as
a vast number of similar statements, posted to the same and similar Internet sites. Those
statements remained on those sites until at least shortly before the filing of this Complaint, and
thus are still, as of the date hereof, being published without restriction to any person in the world
with an Internet connection who visits those unrestricted sites.

107. The statements set forth in Paragraphs 29 through 98 falsely allege that Prenda,
and its agents, want of integrity in employment. Among other things, and as set forth therein,

one or more Defendant wrote, and published to third parties, statements that Prenda, and/or
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attomeys working for or on its behalf, were engaged in a “scam” and “criminality;” “evil;” that
they are not “legitimate” attorneys; they are “crooked;” “incompetent;” that they “facilitate
defamation;” are “goons” who are participating in “fraud on the court[s];” are “bottom feeding;”
“crooks;” and that they “shook down a poor, defenseless gramma for a few thousand dollars over
an illegal download of ‘stop daddy, my ass is on fire’”

108. Defendants’ false statements accusing Plaintiff of want of integrity in
employment as attorneys are libelous per se.

109. Defendants made those statements with either knowledge of their falsity, or in
reckless disregard of the truth. Neither Plaintiff, nor any individual performing work for it, is a
public figure, In many of those statements, however, Defendants admit that they were making
false statements with actual malice, for the express purpose of damaging the business reputation
of Prenda, its clients and attorneys performing work on its behalf. Among other things, one or
more Defendant stated that his purpose in making defamatory statements was to assure that being
associated with Prenda was toxic to any attorney’s reputation.,

110. Defendants’ false and defamatory statements that Plaintiff has committed criminal
offenses has caused Plaintiff significant actual damages including, but not limited to, damaged
reputation, loss of revenue, loss of prospective clients and other damages.

COUNT 111 - LIBEL PER SE
(False Allegations Imputing Lack of Ability in Plaintiff’s Profession)

111.  The allegations contained in the preceding paragraphs are hereby re-alleged as if

fully set forth herein.
112. Defendants made the statements set forth in Paragraphs 29 through 98, as well as
a vast number of similar statements, posted to the same and similar Internet sites. Those

statements remained on those sites until at least shortly before the filing of this Complaint, and

22



thus are still, as of the date hereof, being published without restriction to any person in the world
with an Intemnet connection who visits those unrestricted sites.

113.  Many of the statements set forth in Paragraphs 29 through 98 falsely allege that
Prenda, and its agents, lack professional ability. Among other things, and as set forth therein,
one or more Defendant wrote, and published to third parties, statements that Prenda, and/or
attorneys working for or on its behalf, are “incompetent;” “naive;” “stupid;” “evil;” “criminals™
“crooks” and “seasoned fraudsters.”

114. Defendants’ false statements that Plaintiff and its agents lack ability as attorneys,
their profession, are libelous per se.

115. Defendants made those statements with either knowledge of their falsity, or in
reckless disregard of the truth. Neither Plaintiff, nor any individual performing work forit, is a
public figure. In many of those statements, however, Defendants admit that they were making
false statements with actual malice, for the express purpose of damaging the business reputation
of Prenda, its clients and attormeys performing work on its behalf. Among other things, one or
more Defendant stated that his purpose in making defamatory statements was to assure that being
associated with Prenda was toxic to any attorney’s reputation.

116. Defendants’ false and defamatory statements that Plaintiff wants of ability in its
profession has caused Plaintiff significant actual damages including, but not limited to, damaged
reputation, loss of revenue, loss of prospective clients and other damages.

COUNT 1V - LIBEL PER SE
(False Allegations of Plaintiff’s Agents of Fornication and Adultery)

117. The allegations contained in the preceding paragraphs are hereby re-alleged as if

fully set forth herein,
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118. Defendants made the statements set forth in Paragraphs 29 through 98, as well as
a vast number of similar statements, posted to the same and similar Internet sites. Those
statements remained on those sites until at least shortly before the filing of this Complaint, and
thus are still, as of the date hereof, béing published without restriction to any person in the world
with an Internet connection who visits those unrestricted sites.

119, Certain statements set forth in Paragraphs 29 through 98 falsely allege that
Prenda’s agents committed formication and adultery. Among other things, Defendants have
accused Plaintiff’s agents of “incest,” being “comholers” and promoting prostitution

120. Defendants’ false statements as to fornication and adultery are libelous per se.

121. Defendants made those statements with either knowledge of their falsity, or in
reckless disregard of the truth. Neither Plaintiff, nor any individual performing work for it, is a
public figure. In many of those statements, however, Defendants admit that they were making
false statemnents with actual malice, for the express purpose of damaging the business reputation
of Prenda, its clients and attorneys performing work on its behalf. Among other things, one or
more Defendant stated that his purpose in making defamatory statements was to assure that being
associated with Prenda was toxic to any attorney’s reputation.

122. Defendants’ false and defamatory statements that Plaintiff wants of ability in its
profession has caused Plaintiff significant actual damages including, but not limited to, damaged
reputation, loss of revenue, loss of prospective clients and other damages.

COUNT V - FALSE LIGHTS

123.  The allegations contained in the preceding paragraphs are hereby re-alleged as if

fully set forth herein.
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124,  Each of the Defendant’s statements has placed Plaintiff in a false lights before the
public. In addition to those set forth in the preceding Counts of this Complaint, Defendants have
published statements that Prenda’s agents have “psychosis like Dahmer and Bundy,” two
convicted mass murderers; engage in “mass extortion;” and will soon be jailed. One Defendant
bragged that, due to his efforts, a google search of an attorney formerly associated with Prenda
would produce, as the second result, the attorney’s name with “a link to a story about [the
attorney] and “Teen Anal Sluts’ hahahaha.”

125.  The false lights, as alleged above, were of such a nature as to be highly offensive
to a reasonable person. |

126. Defendants’ false and defamatory statements have caused Plaintiff significant
actual damages including, but not limited to, damaged reputation, loss of revenue, loss of
prospective clients and other damages.

COUNT VI - TORTIOIUS INTERFERENCE WITH
CONTRACTUAL RELATIONSHIPS

127. The allegations contained in the preceding paragraphs are hereby re-alleged as if
fully set forth herein.

128. At all times relevant hereto, Plaintiff was a party to valid and enforceable
contracts with third parties. Those third parties included clients that retained Plaintiff to
represent them in court, and attorneys who performed work as agent or of counsel to Plaintift.

129. Some or all Defendants admitted, in published statements referenced above and in
other statements, that they were aware that Plaintiff had such business relationships with its

clients and attorneys performing work on its behalf.
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130. Defendants intentionally engaged in the unjustified inducement of a breach, by
making false and defamatory statements about Plaintiff. Several Defendants expressly admitted
that they published such statements to alienate Plaintiff from its clients and attorneys.

131. Defendants’ wrongful conduct caused subsequent breaches of parties to which
Plaintiff was a party by third parties. Among other things, Prenda lost both clients and attorneys
as a consequence of certain defamatory statements that Defendants published, and by other
conduct by Defendants.

132, Defendants’ false accusations has caused Plaintiff significant actual damages
including, but not limited to, damaged reputation, loss of revenue, loss of prospective clients and
other damages.

COUNT VH - TORTIOIUS INTERFERENCE WITH
A PROSPECTIVE BUSINESS RELATIONSHIP

133.  The allegations contained in the preceding paragraphs are hereby re-alleged as if
fully set forth herein.

134.  The allegations contained in the preceding paragraphs are hereby re-alleged as if
fully set forth herein.

135. At alf times relevant hereto, Plaintiff had a reasonable expectation of entering into
valid business relationships with third parties, including prospective clients and attorneys whom
Plaintiff may have retained or contracted with to representation of its clients.

136,  Some or all Defendants admitted, in published statements referenced above and
in other statements, that they were aware that Plaintiff had a reasonable expectation of entering

into valid business relationships with prospective clients and attorneys who may work on its

behalf,
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137. Plamtiff was a part& to valid and enforceable contracts with third parties. Those
third parties included clients that retained Plaintiff to represent them in court, and attorneys who
performed work as agent or of counsel to Plaintiff,

138. Some or all Defendants admitted, in published statements referenced above and in
other statements, that they were aware that Plaintiff had such business relationships with its
clients and attorneys performing work on its behalf.

139. Defendants intentionally engaged in the unjustified interference that prevented
Plaintiff’s legitimate expectancy from ripening into valid business relationships.

140. Defendants’ false and defamatory statements have caused Plaintiff significant
actual damages including, but not limited to, damaged reputation, loss of revenue, loss of
prospective clients and other damages.

COUNT VI ~ CIVIL CONSPIRACY

141.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference each and every allegation contained in
the preceding paragraphs as if set forth fully herein.

142,  The Defendants collaborated with one another by planning, coordinating and
assisting one another in preparing the defamatory statements that were disseminated to third-
parties via the Internet “communities” referenced above. Each Defendant engaged in a concerted
action with other Defendants and yet unnamed individuals to defame and commit other tortious
conduct against Plaintiff.

143.  Each Defendant who posted false and defamatory comments in connection with

this “community” thus conspired with other Defendants to commit defamation and other tortious

actions against Plaintiff.
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144. In furtherance of this civil conspiracy, Defendants and others committed overt
tortious and unlawful acts by making and publishing to third parties false and defamatory
statements about Plaintiff, and each was a willful participant in this joint activity.

145.  As a proximate result of this conspiracy, Plaintiff has been damaged, as is more
fully alleged above.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests Judgment and relief as follows:

1) Judgment against Defendant that they have committed the torts set forth in each
of Count I through Count VIII hereof;

2) Judgment in favor of the Plaintiff and against the Defendants for damages in
excess of $100,000 against each Defendant to be ascertained at trial;

3) Judgment in favor of Plaintiff against the Defendants awarding the Plaintiff
attorneys’ fees, litigation expenses (including fees and costs of expert witnesses), and other costs
of this action; and

4) Judgment in favor of the Plaintiff against the Defendants, awarding Plaintiff
declaratory and injunctive or other equitable relief as may be just and warranted under the

circumstances.

28



DATED: Febmary 1¥, 2013

Kevin T. Hman'

Eemken‘ Pa:al!sm, Hoemer & Thompson, P.C.

5111 West Matm Street -
Belleville, IL 62226
Telephone: (618) 235-0020
Facsimile: (618) 235-8558
Aittormey for Plaimtif

Paul Duffy (Bar No. 6210496)
Prenda Law Inc.

161 N. Clark St., Suite 3200
Chacage, IL 60601

Telephone: (312} 820-9160
Facsinmiler (312} 893-5677

E-mail: padeffy@wefightpiracy. com:
Attermey for Plaimtiff
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S0 om 6 Nov 12, Judge Edward Davila, ordered the case to be clesed. Prenda cotdnt find
iheir Phantom Doe -~ na swprise,

Well Butson was atready free md clesy
of any claims of copyright infringemment T
for this allegation ~ judged on its merfts. Fraud, y;ﬁ-n Fam!
This disnvizsat of the Phantom Dos and

denial t2 amend the complaing just puts

the final nadl i the coffin % alsn megns

hat Mt Ranato wilf Ghede file & mation for

Plairiiff to pay cosls amd reascnable

attomeys fees, Hawng s dsmessai ondsy

showing apparerd "Sad Faith' from

PlainilPrends as an atackment o the

moton i gong o e sweed. {woud also quess thal Ranalio fand ather atterneys) wif use the

Preada Web Site a4 prood their chenls wete baing <ot ewen aker cases have

b dismissed 10 inkes (alwkcalad on the monts). Here are some oo streen shls

shsnng Botsan {aiong with Haifaid & Trini; on the Prenda Web site ~ winch cails these

individuzis indangershackers.” YWayia go Dulfy!
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good percentage of the ISP subscribers they target are not the actual infringers. itcould be
another member of the residence, neighhor, guest, or an unauthorized user of the Internet
connection. They do not know and really don‘t want to spend the time and money to try to find
out, Remember this is a business madel ~ making money is the goal, Doing an investigation iz
costly and eats away at the profits. The way they do this ks by claiming that an ‘Unknown” person
{lohn Doe) was the actual infringer and that the named person {Defendant Hatfield here) was
negligent in allowing John Doe to use his Internet connection. By combining these two under the
“loint znd Severally” liable claim, they can go after Mr. Hatfield for negligence; if successful, he
Wil get stuck with the copyright infringement portion. Prenda then doesn’t have to prove that
the John Dee or Mr, Hatfield infringed. It then becomes Mr. Hatfield’s responsibility to do this
and seek legal action against Jehn Doe to make him pay his portion of the fine. Pretty slick idea
isn't it~ In a shimy bottom Feeding lawyer woy. Note: not alf lowyers are Iike this, but if the shoe
fits..,

Analysis

Prenda addresses the topics of Preemption, Statutory Immunity, and Duty regarding the

g &l 12 Upsdate - Uipehici s %

Cprmremi e - g
simply snapshot observations of when the IP address was observed in the
BitTorrent siearm; the conduct took itself place before and after these dates
and tHmes. {Section 27}

Funny how Prenda will not actually name #s investigators and the company they employ.
Well [ will -~ Company: 0881 Forensics LLC. Investigator (1erm very loesely applied):
Peter Hansmeier., This is nothing more than a Prenda cover for the Steele/Hansmaier
operations that stinks of questionable personnel, untested “forensic” soflware, non-
eertified {forensic/Investigative personnel, upethical belavior, and an incestuots
redationships of all parties invelved.

As Tprevious stated, Prenda is {rving this neglipence move 1o avoid having te show the
court the details of their operation and actually prove that Mr. Hatfield was the infringer.
Yo will hear this tine and again: The public IR address they colleet is piss-peor evidence
by itsedf. 1f thev ean get the negligence claim to stand, Mr. Hatfield would become jointly

and severally liable for the entire judgment. This means if the conpt makes a judgment for
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Prenda Robo-Calls = Stupidity Gone Automatic

Many Does hiave been reporting that the normal Prenda-Lutz harassment telephose cadls
have been replaced with an autormatic call-messaging systemn.

Onre Doe was kind enough to provide a transeript of the stupidity. T assume they probably
have a fow different versions of messages to be applied to different groups of Dees. This  Follow
message was for a Doe that refused to settle and gave Prenda the Ri -
ponse. Tell me Prenda, how many people have been glving you the RPR latefj) The
euse this Doe is under was initially filed in Judy 2013, and was voluatarily dismissed in
2012, So # joaks like Prenda is going after Does when there is no aclive case against

DieTroliDie RSS
g‘:} RES - Posts

Respo

thenm. Just wove FUD from the great minds al Prenda. Keep it up boys, just more

evidence fo support the abuse of process and harassment elaims.

Ex. 12

W hen seary letters fail to do the trick, h.lw aur mlmhc voice put the fear of vou
into then...

Mavbe they should have spent the extra 85 and gotten a better volee.

Of eourse calling people from eases dismissed with: prejudice might be a stupid
Hiing to do, but [ expect no less from our frjends al Pretenda Law,.,

F UPRENDA says:

Wow., This is exact]ly the samme message T got today. T kaew it was a robo call by the
eheap ass vies. | guess these croaks have too much on their plate.

sophisticatedianedoe says:
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(iibbs does have & nice litle caveat in the complaint that states it is possible Hatfield is
also the John Doe and they reserve the right to amend the complaint as needed. | guess
this is thelr way of trying to aveid a comsterelaim of havassment by M. Hatfield for trving
ter settle a copyright infringement claim. { don't see the point, as they are stil trving 1o
seare wid harass defendants into paving a settlement. | think Prenda believes they can fell
the judge with a straight face that “they don't think Mr. Hatfield is the infringer.” but it is
a possibitity, and even if he su't, his negligence at a minimum allowed it to bappen. Net
that Prenda really ares about possible defendant guilf or innocence, They only wani to
generate seitlements and the possibility of innocent pariies only messes up their business
model. 1o their eves, all the defendants arve guilty.

Summons

Om 3 May 12, Prenda actuadly had the court issue a summons for Mr. Hatfield. Secing that
antry was a bit of & shock. OK John, it appears you have starled to try 16 serve some of the

ST

Does, As of this posting, ¥ didn't see a return of serviee in PACER.

Ex. 14

B vime ndled el e B N

L B
iz a bit different from Johm and vou don't appear to he on a drunken
rant. But vou did use “Your" when vou should have used “Youre” ina
sentence. Grammar is not the point heve, so  digress.

Yes, hiding the Prendas/Steele activity makes i a bit harder for alf of us,
but i still reaches the Hght of day eventually. This repulsive lnsiness
moded started the same wav i the Federal system and vow because of
our actions, is moeving on to new uncharted ground. I'm suve some of
our friendly lnwyers will endighien us on the veiled “30 day™ reference.
That or the affected Does will tind us vin Google and the fun begins.
You claims of great suceess in the courts is the usual Troll bravado.
Yeawn....... We nnderstand we will not be successtul all the thne, but we
ave one hell of a thorn 1o vour side. The thom will fester and vour
aperations will suffer for it

DRI vou got a chanece to read the EDNY order yet? Just in ease vou
missed #,
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Ex. 15
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doecwmnb says:

Exense the cross post from ST site.

The Revolution v Aspex case that the stain-ful Steele logic
depends on does not seem entively comparable.
Gibbs/Steele/Prenda tmay be hoping for more FUD & hiding weak
reasons since the related cases are complicated to review.

it stills seerns ke Gibbs, “Steve” Jobn Steele and Prenda are
saying “we promise o be frustworthy even thougl we have a long
record of not being trustwortliy”™. Why not treat wolves to free
bottles of steak sauece to discourage theiy attacks ?

Anonymous says:

Ex. 16
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Sneaky Troll Attempts a Flanking Move and is DENIED, In the
Matter of a Petition By INGENUITY 13 LLC, case 2:11-mc-00084
(Troli Gibbs)

RERISERE

Weldl ] got to give it {o the sneaky minds at Prenda Law. As vou may have notice the case

title in this post is missing the *v. Does -XX" or “swarm associated with hash #
XERXX KEXXX That fsn't an error o omission on my parf. I didnt hear of this Faliow ;
one until a recent Tweet alerted me to what was attempted by Brett Gibbs in the Eastern

DieTroltDie R5S

District of California, Tn the Muatter of a Petition By INGENUITY 13 LIC, case 2 18-~ o
0ol

| RE5 - B

To keep this ship afloat and
viable with the constant
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Good news, Judge denies aiLfor reron ot T hink it was a bad

ides for Gibbs to olaim thot judge had excesded the Magistrate Judge's statutory

authority, especially with first-rate opposing aftornevs. What an arrogant prick...

i addition, judge adds to the case law that a person whose information is being
sought does have a standing: Prenda recently pushes the opposite kles, they sven
specifically and deliberstely seek discovery orders not from the court where a ease
is perding, but from a ditfferent court — 1o argue the lack of a fighting Doe's
standing, which is a biatant abuse of the rule 43 (we'll hear about this particular
sleaziness SO0

&

Jeposifion i

Ex. 18

7 dictotidieg

I agree many "defamation” sults these dayvs are garbaze (like a
celebrity or politician suing a satirist because they dont like &

parody). But let's be clear about swhat Prenda was doing.

They publiely acoused Abraliams of being a eriminad, while

pressuring hin to pay them to stop publicly aceusing him of being
a eriminal. This is the definition of blackmail, and Preada’s profi
modive makes it absohutely inexcusable; 1 hope Yuen hears from
every person naned as one of Prenda’s Top Pirates and each and

every one of them sues Pranda for all they are wortl (which we
novw koow is up to $54 mitlion). Think sbowt that, there were af
{east 25 Top Plrates, and now every ong of them is spother
potential lawsail against these chumps.

This is what libel and defamation laws ave for, not for threatening

someone who disagrees with vou.

10




Ex. 19

o .
' to do i, Twould pay the $350.00 filing fee,

Just a thought..aud I'm serous aboud paving the $350.00 filing fee.

Hansmeler says:

RE: Gibbe' (AMisJadventuras
That's what happeus when Prenda emplovs a brain-damaged attorney &
Sooner or later John will have 1o piinp his blonde to cover his a$s!

H#HITONYRORS says?

Ex. 20

B e55t feranes M - s ¥

Qi3 getiotigierom

skrauball says:

Yet one more reason why these efforts al extortion will pever see the inside ol a
eourtroom,. Legitimate forensics fivins with real expertise build their reputations
earefully, These hacks, and the ofhers Hke thens, do not ever want to be forced to
defend their assertions in a publie forum.

bhing says:

this is a good find, It will in fact canse them a major headache in any actual
litization.




Ex. 21
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DTD Torpedo Hits Prenda Case 1:11-CV-09064, Pacific Century
International LTD., v. Does 1-31, Troll Paut Duffy

Update - L Judge Steike TD Torpedo. Torpede Siriken
Wall T ean honestly say I'm a Hitle upsot with this, but Hfe and the war goes on, The enly Fatiow

person who seems to be happy is John Stecle. As it staved up for a while on PACER and |

Bave it on SCRIBD, the fnformation will not die. There was ne infonmnation as to the %eTroilDie RSS
i HRS- Posts

Ef Res - e

reason why it was stricken, but s the TL court has {avored the Trolls, # doesn't surprise

me. My other torpedo shoudd have reached the DC cowt and Prenda by now. Asitis in
the DC courts. 1 can only hope the judge is bit more friendly than the IL one. As it takes a Recent Posts
strike at 6881 Forensics LLC, | can see what got John's panties fn & bunch. Media
Capyright Group, 6881 Forensics, ete.; this is the basis for what gets Prenda and the other
Trolls their stbpoenas granted. Destrov this and thedr operation takes a dive, Don't lose
faith and keep telling the Trols 1o heing it on. Thev don't want a full-out trial, onjy vour
money, -

Ex. 22
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Donng ML Hve sty International LTD v Does 31013

evired all But ane Dee and oy

serthesient letiers) it i Bles adiftional requests for discovery,

s decided (o pack up wid nrove the scam to the

recenti filed 2 pew beieh of mss
led Plaisiiffv. b
inirg IPs are

¢ s formala sithough

o avold filing more chens with

reneziizable 1o the souris wd bacatise

oiv ) Hansmeder changed o

Saurs way
to pround and made Dl e frontmue | tinkthey s
sl wil] food seapte sid pot us off thelr seent,

Adso inderesting o nete that in this case, ove 1 50 $ar as ta dopose

have prefe

the Ty wis a rent

¢ oatls and letfers and
X the
conrt foreed Bs hand and Be had to do sranething 1o seve face . AWk the

i working on the Doe with m

spanil fime vt ¢ forjust ome Hoe, b
rogs e is esrriing for iimself T den’t think he wants fo be too blatant
sl stsrissing & case Tevery” e o fodge expects M tonatually

litigate it
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Abusing a foopthale in an exotic Pennsylvania law

It came 1o sy #tlention that o0 1273472010 Prends tasted o new turf {nob axsctly new ~— i wes trind By others before,

ot unsuscassul

e i filed & motion for leave to take pre-comphaint discovery in the Tt of

nck song), §

Cemman Pless of Phitadelphia on babalf of o reorexistent phuintiff Guava L1C, wving 1o get identibes of 50 Internex

wabrscribers with & sotw ookl to Prress ang Blagkmail thain sty seizing or doing seme dirty job.

In chorr, s escte lw Wit of summens™t sileis subpeensing 1SPs fefore g o complaint {

eommpment o fs i laterd In ather words, this law 15 o cougin of Floride’s Fure Bill Of Discovery, basy

izgoth John Gtesle's and Heith Lipscomb’s pafiag.

Readers of this hiog revsember that Ubsrty Madia tried to exploit the very seme Inophole In the Pennsyhvanix civil lnw

wef a yeer ago. At that tirw, Mare Rendaize wes on in-houss caumaed for Libaety Medha Hotdings, and | beheve thes the

s of this fig ursel

g wag b For 8 couple of rencons, 1t was 8 Falure, Partieutsrly, Mark Rendazoa’s tocal oo

on it case, Jordan Rughie, reslized thot this way to “pretect coownight” s inberenty wrang, essentially resigned

{dismissed e case) and since than s bewn defen y pas ~ vietinis of predatory shwladgvr Iawasits

5 ShEn

he fioer {in

1t s hordly v tumnze W Thoe who fafiow Pranda and sther telis: gockrosches tend o axpiore aracks in
thix cosa, w the foor of the US judicnd system).

An increditile mix of irony, shame and loathe

Harg is the Mame in support of the motion {the other documents ere Enkad 2t the bottorn of this pustl

Ex. 24
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Like Tisis:

=5 R “defendant’in a Guava shamlawsuithas s>
admitted that he was blackmailed into
participating in a fraud
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Wity T8 dodurment an Seritd

The ertire text wes shamelessly lifeed frony Rushie’s memorandum! Werd to werd,

I psked Jordsn, and the apswer wis pradictabls: his firm has nothing to do with it The fru of Ris werk (sitet
adeersary e that time, but st & decent work) was stolen either by Steele or his FA ool cqunse! fsanc Slepner. (1 apply

srates aeabing their clisals’ prech

trofls’ mideading trtogy, whith they bypocriticaily vz whap swhining abou

e

porrgap!

fn for the fecst stomey lszes Sepner.. Many locs! counssis deceived by Frenda turned sut to b ethice! ettornevs

{Gagrge Boens, Jonpdhon Torres, Mattheys Waginger, Trins Morrisen. ) vk medny Dnetk shroud assbuiabing their

smes with Frengy saanbags i they b

a that, I would net rush and bleme

v Prends axudes sod

on underamptoved aterney: | hope bz il ik of desay th

rasipE from dhis case -~ Hue sopriar the bemer, If he was e one whe plfored Bushie®s tesy, he Juimrvas seme

B

b, bt it i3 o musch fnsser orime then to make any deal with Prenda.

i i Panndvivenia o ore of the stypidest things JoRn Stepis’s hubrt can concaiver

Latt, bt oot

there arg our; ve thars whe wil have 5 field day with John's i stermpt to defraud justice, and they

W take the migter ss close o persanal ag their genuine professicnalisg aifows.

Documents

+ Mation for pre-compizint discovery
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Ex. 30
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=5 How e you call 2 lovemaking act without EE
a pariner?

Yeu are vorrect,
It the meantime, Johr Steels discoverad o new concept of fucioad mastardabion A
one-party lawsuit. Sericu
& of gepriving people & 2y in e <owd, the very people they repe (2goein, in o

We all know how Prende creck

)

&

bave besn doing & bard

fudicial sanse). First, sosm aroists argued that snce subpoens is issued to en 18P, Joha

and Jane Does have no standing 1o quash it Didnt work, Then o pew trick was pufied

st of the ooyt wsue 2 subpoena nat fron 8 junsdiction whery o leesu is fled — vath a sfe gonl to confuse Jobn

nd lane Dows, a2 wall as judges, making it unciesc what court they should file their motions o guash wath,

a
Admorished by 2 ceugle of §

ies, teolis id not give up ond came up with & copoept of “co-conggiratues” {pot

defandanis ~ no s 3 & mdss shaketiown laws a5 singie-defandant ones . I enly this craateity wag

sed b sorve the sothety, ot o oot

g

Bt cutminatien of Uns crpoery, Jobn Steels {est

1 Eggt Codel poon Doniel Ruggiers as & mauthpiace) deglared

that the sale defendant he is sving had no standing. Pon aot geking.

TFhes mind-

hogging event happened i a federsl case Suave v Jofer Doe (12-ov-118607 in Magseachusems. [ swirgte sbo
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=b s Prenda calling it quits or cooking 2 (aa
new fraund?

mevivnd, Boye

rs it M

During the saasonal festivitios, wa missed an elephant in the roem. In Decembor 2012 notorious copyright
unfi Prends Law started dismissing its individual cases by largs numbers,

I the Forbes' aricle, Jobn Steale bragged rhar “ha fler 30 izwsults & munth,

angt would Bt increasa s to 3007

diuat. dig not balievs & &

Thase of us, whe knew this msarable i

Mereaver, | speculted that the Bimerd of individual inmauits wes the last grand

Buff, innt atbernpt 10 extoft sancos payments befors abandening the

g, Stazle efso Bizarcely stated thut indiddust fevisuits brought more maney i
Gim then the mass ones. Any rationel pRemn undersiEncs thet this o an

shuciule Rogweesh, Wiile fimg ofl thase zases i feagible (though comly),
i

wainnainmg thent i5 way beyend Prandn’s capacity, event if Prands manecss o

the pumibar of underemploved scumbag lavyers — fike

n. A5 | hed predicted, @ most cases defendans

from Gegrgl, or

* Ingeruity 13
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AF Heb ara offshore lond possibly even outricht fake) corporations thot are in the canter of

G

"Crapergate”

oo that Steefe and his gung forged the signuture of their swported TEG Alen Cospar, ueing

gt hig v

wentity of & man [real Alan Coonar) ags or sewn kwledpe
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‘e

of undurtalings by Steele and Hanoweter ave thinted with fraud, so there is & viebie dhianze 1o unearth encther

s

senndat,

§ ennnet read crogked mieds, and wndeniably, we for't have enought information o specyiste about Dot why af thass

misely pos taking gldce, and why the oot suugicious “planffs” wers soared o thes fime. 1 bops that

spdden

Frenda's impudent fraugulent act

Ties have faslly cought sttention of b enforcemant, and the crooke sre on the run,

1 will b Bapoy to find out readecs’ spirions,

4] repa for balp witk

war W spang s my
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disat b0 st itk Brends wdag?

Lika shig: Cirre blgizar ihas his,
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Unitad Satws should master, For resders’ and Bram's convenience, | repsat these guestion
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i5 0 4§ Rate Thiz

Fiy et is that Peanda b baing abandened. Tl be realty surprised if shis corporstion is ewer reinstated, The very b
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agreemients were made betwesn Prenda and slleged infringers after November 1st, would they be
Binding?
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