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David S. Gingras, #021097
Gingras Law Office, PLLC
4802 E. Ray Road, #23-271
Phoenix, AZ 85044
Tel.: (480) 264-1400
Fax: (480) 248-3196
David@GingrasLaw.com
Attorney for Plaintiffs Kyle Grant,
Mariel Grant and Travis Grant

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Travis Grant and Mariel Grant,
Husband and Wife; and Kyle Grant,

Plaintiffs,

v.

Andrew Ivchenko and Renee Ivchenko,
Husband and Wife,

Defendants.

Case No. ____________________

VERIFIED COMPLAINT

For their Verified Complaint, Plaintiffs Travis Grant, Mariel Grant, and Kyle

Grant, allege the following:

1. The court system is a powerful tool for resolving disputes in an organized

and hopefully somewhat civilized manner. But like any powerful tool, the court system is

subject to abuse.

2. This case arises from, and seeks compensation for, an extreme example of

such abuse.

PARTIES

3. Plaintiffs Travis Grant (“Travis”) and Mariel Grant (“Mariel”) are a

married couple. At all times relevant to this matter, Travis and Mariel resided in, and

were citizens of, the State of Florida.
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4.  Kyle Grant (“Kyle”) is Travis’s brother. At all times relevant to this matter,

Kyle resided in, and was a citizen of, the State of Florida.

5. Defendants Andrew Ivchenko (“Mr. Ivchenko”) and Renee Ivchenko

(“Mrs. Ivchenko”) are a married couple who reside in Scottsdale, Arizona.

6. As explained further herein, during all times relevant to this matter Mr. and

Mrs. Ivchenko were each acting for the benefit of their marital community within the

meaning of A.R.S. § 25–215(D).

JURISDICTION/VENUE

7. This Court has original subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §

1332(a)(1) because the amount in controversy exceeds $75,000 and the parties are

citizens of different states.

8. The transactions and occurrences involved in this matter took place in

Maricopa County and all Defendants reside in Maricopa County; therefore, venue is

proper in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(1).

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

SUMMARY OF TRAVIS’S WEBSITES

9. During the times relevant to this action, and presently, Travis has owned

and operated several websites including www.RapsSheetz.com, www.Rapsheets.org,

www.BailBondSearch.com, www.BailBonsdsHQ.com and www.PublicPoliceRecord.com.

For the purposes of this matter, these sites are collectively referred to as “Travis’s

websites”.

10. In general, Travis’s websites are involved in “content aggregation”. As

used herein, “content aggregation” means that Travis’s websites gather, index, and

display or “republish” existing online information created by third party sources.

11. In general, the information republished on Travis’s websites was first

published on other publicly accessible websites operated by third parties.

12. The information aggregated and republished by Travis’s websites includes

previously published arrest records and mugshots from state and local law enforcement.
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13. In general, the arrest records and mugshots aggregated by Travis’s websites

were initially created and published on the Internet by various law enforcement agencies

across the United States including the Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office (“MCSO”).

14. Currently, the database of records displayed on Travis’s websites contains

tens of millions of entries from 45 different U.S. states; the only states not represented in

the index are Alaska, Delaware, Hawaii, Massachusetts and Vermont.

15. Travis’s websites do not publish, and have never republished, mugshots or

arrest records created by federal law enforcement agencies such as the FBI or United

States Marshall’s Service.

16. After arrest records and mugshots are first published on the Internet by the

arresting agency, Travis’s websites use automated software to gather or “aggregate” the

records which are then republished verbatim on one or more of Travis’s websites.

17. Kyle works for Travis.

18. Kyle does not have, and has never had, any ownership interest in Travis’s

websites.

19. Among other things, Kyle’s job duties include administrative tasks such as

reviewing and researching removal requests submitted by individuals appearing on one or

more of Travis’s sites.

20. As a matter of policy and subject to his own final editorial discretion,

Travis does not ordinarily remove records upon request.

21. Although he is not legally obligated to do so, as a matter of policy, Travis

regularly considers requests to remove or update content for various reasons.

22. As a matter of policy, Travis has always been willing to consider requests

to update pages appearing on his websites if the requesting party submits information

showing the records in question have been sealed, expunged, or dismissed. Travis may

also consider updating and/or removing records for any other reason he deems proper.

23. As a matter of policy, Travis has also routinely agreed to remove records

from his website, even when he was under no legal or other obligation to do so.
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24. Travis’s websites earn money from Google’s AdSense program

(“AdSense”). As participants in the AdSense program, Travis’s websites display

advertisements from the program (“AdSense ads”).

25. The contents of each AdSense ad appearing on Travis’s websites are

created solely by Google’s AdSense customers, not by Plaintiffs.

26. Every AdSense ad appearing on Travis’s websites contains a blue triangle

and/or a blue “x” in the upper right-hand corner, similar to the example shown below:

Example AdSense Ad With Blue “X”

27. The blue “X” and/or blue triangle (or both) shown in the example above

appear in all Google AdSense ads.

28. Beyond simply allowing any AdSense ads to appear, Plaintiffs cannot and

do not control which specific AdSense ads appear on any of Travis’s websites.

29. The decision regarding which (if any) AdSense ads to display on Travis’s

websites is made solely by Google, not by Plaintiffs.

30. Plaintiffs have never displayed the name, address, telephone number,

mugshot, or any other information contained in a criminal justice record in any

advertisement for a product or service appearing on any of Travis’s websites.

31. Since August 27, 2019, Plaintiffs have not used a name, address, telephone

number, mugshot, or any other information contained in a criminal justice record to

solicit business for pecuniary gain within the meaning of A.R.S. § 44–7902(B).
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RENEE IVCHENKO’S ARREST

32. According to her husband, Defendant Renee Ivchenko is a severe alcoholic.

33. Due to problems related to her alcoholism, Mrs. Ivchenko has had

numerous contacts with law enforcement including the City of Scottsdale Police.

34. On April 21, 2018, Mrs. Ivchenko called Scottsdale Police and told them

she had just been assaulted by her husband, Andrew.

35. Mrs. Ivchenko’s allegation of assault was completely false.

36. Mrs. Ivchenko falsely accused Mr. Ivchenko of assault because she was

angry that Mr. Ivchenko had taken away alcohol from her and poured it down the drain.

37. On or about April 21, 2018, Mr. Ivchenko told Scottsdale Police that Mrs.

Ivchenko fabricated the story about being assaulted because she was angry that he had

poured a bottle of her vodka down the sink, or words to that effect.

38. Based on Mrs. Ivchenko’s allegation of domestic violence, Scottsdale

Police went to the Ivchenko residence to investigate.

39. After the police arrived at his residence, Mr. Ivchenko told the police that

he did not assault Mrs. Ivchenko.

40. Upon further investigation, which included speaking to both Mr. and Mrs.

Ivchenko and inspecting Mrs. Ivchenko for any injuries, the police were unable to find

any evidence showing that Mr. Ivchenko assaulted Mrs. Ivchenko.

41. Under A.R.S. § 13–2907.01, it is a crime for any person to knowingly make

to a law enforcement agency of either this state or a political subdivision of this state a

false, fraudulent or unfounded report or statement or to knowingly misrepresent a fact for

the purpose of interfering with the orderly operation of a law enforcement agency or

misleading a peace officer.

42. When Mrs. Ivchenko falsely told Scottsdale Police that Mr. Ivchenko

assaulted her on April 21, 2018, she committed a crime.

43. Based on his personal involvement in the events, Mr. Ivchenko knew that

Mrs. Ivchenko committed a crime on April 21, 2018.
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44. While talking with police officers, Mrs. Ivchenko became combative,

argumentative, and refused to follow instructions from the officers.

45. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct redacted copy of

Scottsdale Police Report #18–08959 relating to the arrest of Renee Ivchenko on April 21,

2018. In this report, one of the police officers provided the following narrative

description of the events which he witnessed at the Ivchenko residence:

46. The events described in Scottsdale Police Report #18–08959 were captured

on video by bodycams worn by officers present at the scene.

47. The events described in the police report are substantially consistent with

what is shown in the bodycam footage.

48. Scottsdale Police arrested Renee Ivchenko on April 21, 2018.

49. At the time of her arrest on April 21, 2018, Scottsdale Police alleged

probable cause existed to charge Mrs. Ivchenko with three criminal offenses: 1.)

aggravated assault on a police officer, a felony, 2.) disorderly conduct-touched to injure,

a misdemeanor, and 3.) disorderly conduct-fighting, a misdemeanor.

50. After her arrest in Scottsdale on April 21, 2018, Mrs. Ivchenko was

transferred to the custody of the Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office (MCSO) who, in turn,

took Mrs. Ivchenko’s booking photo or “mugshot”.

51. Shortly thereafter (within a day or two), MCSO published Mrs. Ivchenko’s

mugshot and other details regarding her arrest on its website located at

https://www.mcso.org/Mugshot/.
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52. At the time MCSO published Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot on the Internet, it

did not place any technical or legal restrictions on the republication of that information.

53. On or around April 21–23, 2018, MCSO published all of the following

information about Mrs. Ivchenko on its publicly accessible website:

54. Within three days of the time MCSO first published this information on its

website, the same information was aggregated and republished verbatim on one or more

of Travis’s websites.

55. The mugshot and arrest information relating to Mrs. Ivchenko was

republished on Travis’s websites without any substantive changes to the information.

56. From the time of Mrs. Ivchenko’s arrest continuously to the present day,

Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot, arrest details, and other information relating to her arrest

(including the Scottsdale Police report, bodycam footage, and direct Complaint) are all

matters of public record and are accessible to any member of the public upon request.
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57. Under Arizona law, including but not limited to A.R.S. § 39–121, public

records in the custody of any public agency or officer are open to public inspection.

58. On April 24, 2018, Mrs. Ivchenko was charged by direct complaint with

one felony count of aggravated assault in Maricopa County Superior Court Case No.

CR2018-119949.

59. On May 11, 2018, Mrs. Ivchenko agreed to participate in a deferred

prosecution program to resolve the criminal charge against her.

60. As part of her participation in the deferred prosecution program, Mrs.

Ivchenko made a written representation to the Court avowing that she was, in fact, guilty

of the crime she was charged with – felony aggravated assault. A true and correct copy of

the Complaint and Mrs. Ivchenko’s admission of guilt are attached hereto as Exhibit B.

61. By no later than May 15, 2018, Mr. Ivchenko knew Renee had been

charged with a crime in CR2018-119949, and he knew she agreed to participate in a

deferred prosecution program to resolve the criminal charge against her.

62. By no later than May 15, 2018, Mr. Ivchenko knew Renee had signed a

document containing a statement: “I acknowledge that I am guilty of the offenses charged

in the complaint”, meaning the direct Complaint filed in CR2018-119949.
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63. Upon discovering that Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot had been republished on

one or more of Travis’s websites, in October 2018 Mr. and/or Mrs. Ivchenko used an

online form to submit a request that Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot be removed on the grounds

that the criminal case against her had been “dismissed”.

64. Upon receiving this request, the page featuring Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot

was updated to prominently include the word “DISMISSED” in all capital letters in a

yellow box as shown below.

65.  Other than adding the word “DISMISSED” to the page in October 2018 in

response to a request submitted by either Mr. and/or Mrs. Ivchenko, Defendants made no

other changes of any kind to the page after that date.

THE COPYRIGHT APPLICATION

66. On or about March 23, 2019, Mr. Ivchenko submitted an application to the

United States Copyright Office for an “Untitled” visual work.
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67. The “work” that was the subject of this application was either solely, or it

included in part or in whole, the mugshot of Mrs. Ivchenko created by MCSO at the time

of Mrs. Ivchenko’s arrest on April 21, 2018.

68. In this application, Mr. Ivchenko stated the “work” in question was

authored by Renee Rachelle Ivchenko.

69. Based on Mr. Ivchenko’s representation in the application, the Copyright

Office registered the “work” and assigned it Registration Number VA0002154452.

70. Details of the issued copyright registration obtained by Mr. Ivchenko are

available at copyright.gov and are shown below:

71. 17 U.S.C. § 201(a) provides: “Copyright in a work protected under this title

vests initially in the author or authors of the work.”

72. As a matter of law, the “author” of a copyrighted work is either the person

who originally created the work (e.g., the photographer who took the photo), or the

employer or other hiring party who commissioned the creation of the work as a work for

hire within the meaning of 17 U.S.C. § 201(b).

73. As a matter of law, Renee Ivchenko was not the “author” of the work

registered as VA0002154452.

74. At the time Mr. Ivchenko submitted the copyright application relating to

Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot to the United States Copyright Office in March 2019, he knew

or reasonably should have known that Mrs. Ivchenko was not the “author” of the work

for which registration was sought.
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75. Since receiving the Certificate of Registration for VA0002154452, Mr.

Ivchenko and/or Mrs. Ivchenko have sent at least five (5) takedown demands to Twitter

and Google purportedly under the provisions of the Digital Millennium Copyright Act;

the “DMCA”, 17 U.S.C. § 512.

76. Copies of the DMCA takedown demands sent by Mr. Ivchenko are

archived by Lumendatabase.org, and a summary of these demands is shown below:
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77. Each of the DMCA takedown demands shown above relate to Mrs.

Ivchenko’s mugshot taken at the time of her arrest on April 21, 2018.

78. Each of the DMCA takedown demands shown above contained an

affirmative representation that Mrs. Ivchenko owned the copyright to her mugshot.

79. Each of the DMCA takedown demands shown above was signed by Mr.

and/or Mrs. Ivchenko under penalty of perjury.

80. Mrs. Ivchenko does not now, nor has she ever, lawfully owned the

copyright or any other exclusive rights to her mugshot.

81. Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot was created by an employee of the Maricopa

County Sheriff’s Office acting within the scope of his/her employment.

82. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 201(b), the copyright in Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot

is owned by Maricopa County, Arizona.

83. At no time did Maricopa County execute a signed written agreement

transferring copyright ownership of Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot to her, or to anyone else.

84. At no time did Mrs. Ivchenko have a written work for hire agreement with

the MCSO employee who took her mugshot.

85. Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko have, on multiple occasions, made knowingly false

statements to third parties for the purpose of attempting to remove Mrs. Ivchenko’s

mugshot from the Internet.

86. A person who performed a reasonable investigation into the facts and

circumstances surrounding the Certificate of Registration for VA0002154452 obtained by

Mr. Ivchenko would know the Certificate of Registration was obtained by fraud;

specifically Mr. Ivchenko falsely represented to the U.S. Copyright Office that Mrs.

Ivchenko was the “author” of her mugshot when, in fact, he knew she was not.

87. Knowingly making a false statement of material fact to the U.S. Copyright

Office is a federal crime in violation of 17 U.S.C. § 506(e).

88. Knowingly making a false sworn statement on a DMCA notice is a federal

crime in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1621.
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LITIGATION BEGINS—CASE 1

89. On May 9, 2019, Mr. Ivchenko filed a Complaint against Plaintiffs in

Maricopa County Superior Court Case No. CV2019-090493 (“Case 1”). A true and

correct copy of the Complaint from that matter is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

90. Among other things, the Complaint in Case 1 alleged that Kyle David

Grant, Travis Paul Grant, and Mariel Lizette Grant violated Mrs. Ivchenko’s rights by

republishing her name, mugshot, and arrest information on the Internet.

91. Among other things, the Complaint in Case 1 alleged that Defendants

(Plaintiffs here) defamed Mrs. Ivchenko by “publish[ing] Plaintiff’s image on various

Websites” and by implying falsely that Mrs. Ivchenko was guilty of a crime.

92. At the time Mr. Ivchenko filed Case 1, he knew that Mrs. Ivchenko did, in

fact, commit one or more criminal acts on April 21, 2018 and/or on other dates.

93. At the time Mr. Ivchenko filed Case 1, he knew that Mrs. Ivchenko had

previously signed a written statement admitting that she was guilty of felony aggravated

assault on a police officer.

94. At the time Mr. Ivchenko filed Case 1, he knew that a statement implying

that Mrs. Ivchenko was guilty of criminal conduct was not false.

95. The Complaint in Case 1 alleged that Mrs. Ivchenko suffered damages in

excess of $1 million from the events alleged in the Complaint.

96. At the time Mr. Ivchenko filed Case 1, he knew that Mrs. Ivchenko had not

suffered any damages whatsoever as a result of the events alleged in the Complaint.

97. Shortly after Travis was served with the Complaint in Case 1 in May 2019,

he retained counsel to defend the matter.

98. On May 28, 2019, Travis’s counsel sent an email to Mr. Ivchenko, a copy

of which is attached hereto as Exhibit D.

99. Among other things, the May 28, 2019 email to Mr. Ivchenko explained

that Case 1 was groundless because to the extent Travis published any statement alleging

or implying that Mrs. Ivchenko was guilty of a crime, that implication was entirely true.
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100. Among other things, the May 28, 2019 email to Mr. Ivchenko explained

that Case 1 was groundless because it was based on the republication of existing online

content which Arizona courts have previously determined to be protected by the

Communications Decency Act, 47 U.S.C. § 230(c)(1).

101. Although not specifically referenced in the May 28, 2019 email, one or

more claims in Case 1 (including, but not limited to, the cause of action for defamation)

were untimely as a matter of law pursuant to A.R.S. § 12–541 because they were based

on information published more than one year prior to the filing of Case 1.

102. Although not specifically referenced in the May 28, 2019 email, one or

more claims in Case 1 (including, but not limited to, the cause of action for defamation)

were groundless because they were based on statements published on a “bogus Twitter

account” which were not statements made or published by Plaintiffs.

103. On May 31, 2019, after the case was removed to federal court, Mr.

Ivchenko dismissed Case 1 without prejudice by filing a Notice of Voluntary Dismissal

pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 41(a)(1)(A)(i).

104. After Case 1 was dismissed, Plaintiffs removed Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot

and arrest information from all of Travis’s websites until at least September 2020.

LITIGATION CONTINUES—CASE 2

105. On December 17, 2019, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko, now represented by

counsel (David Ferrucci, Esq.; “Mr. Ferrucci”), filed a Complaint in Maricopa County

Superior Court Case No. CV2019-153355 (“Case 2”). A true and correct copy of the

Complaint filed in Case 2 is attached hereto as Exhibit E.

106. Among other things, the Complaint in Case 2 alleged in ¶ 4 that Plaintiffs

“extort payment of fees for removal of the arrest information from the victims who [sic]

identities and likenesses have been misappropriated.” This allegation was made by

Defendants without probable cause and with malice. The allegation lacked probable

cause because Defendants knew the statement was false and knew that no reasonable

basis existed to believe that the statement was true.
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107. Among other things, the Complaint in Case 2 alleged that Plaintiffs

defamed Mrs. Ivchenko by publishing statements on Travis’s websites accusing Mrs.

Ivchenko of committing a crime or implying that she had committed a crime. This

allegation was made by Defendants without probable cause and with malice. The

allegation lacked probable cause because Defendants knew that any statement implying

Mrs. Ivchenko committed a crime was true.

108. Among other things, the Complaint in Case 2 alleged that Plaintiffs

defamed Mr. Ivchenko by publishing statements on Twitter falsely accusing him of

engaging in a “fraud” on the U.S. Copyright Office. This allegation was made by

Defendants without probable cause and with malice. The allegation lacked probable

cause because Defendants knew the statement accusing Mr. Ivchenko of engaging in

“fraud” was true. The allegation further lacked probable cause because Mr. and Mrs.

Ivchenko knew that Plaintiffs did not publish any such statement and knew that no

reasonable basis existed to believe that Plaintiffs had published any such statement.

109. At the time the Complaint in Case 2 was filed, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko

knew, or should reasonably have known, that any statement published by Plaintiffs

accusing Mrs. Ivchenko of committing a crime or implying that she had committed a

crime was true.

110. At the time the Complaint in Case 2 was filed, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko

knew, or should reasonably have known, that any statement published by Plaintiffs

implying that Mr. Ivchenko had committed “fraud” on the U.S. Copyright Office was

true.

111. At the time the Complaint in Case 2 was filed, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko

knew, or should reasonably have known, that Plaintiffs had not published any false

statements about Mr. or Mrs. Ivchenko on Twitter.

112. At the time the Complaint in Case 2 was filed, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko

knew that Plaintiffs had not asked for money or anything else of value for the removal of

Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot and/or arrest information from any of Travis’s websites.
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113. At the time the Complaint in Case 2 was filed, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko

knew, or should reasonably have known, that Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot had previously

been removed from all of Travis’s websites without any request for, or payment of,

money or anything else of value.

114. Each and every claim asserted in the Complaint in Case 2 lacked probable

cause, either factually, legally, or both.

115. Each and every claim asserted in the Complaint in Case 2 was asserted

solely for malicious purposes and not for the purpose of resolving any legitimate dispute.

116. One or more claims in Case 2 (including, but not limited to, the cause of

action for defamation) were untimely as a matter of law pursuant to A.R.S. § 12–541

because they were based on statements published more than one year prior to the filing of

Case 2.

117. Prior to the filing of Case 2, Mr. Ivchenko knew the statute of limitations

for defamation claims in Arizona was one year pursuant to A.R.S. § 12–541.

118. Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko intentionally decided to include false factual

allegations in the Complaint in Case 2 to ensure that Plaintiffs could not quickly resolve

the matter by moving to dismiss the Complaint pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6).

119. Specifically, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko knew that any claims based on the

publication of Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot would be untimely as a matter of law because

that information was published on Travis’s websites beginning in April 2018; more than

one year before the Complaint in Case 2 was filed on December 17, 2019.

120. In an effort to make it appear (falsely) that the Complaint in Case 2 stated

timely claims for relief, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko falsely accused Plaintiffs of posting

defamatory statements about Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko on Twitter within one year prior to

the filing of the Complaint in Case 2.

121. The decision to include claims based on the statements published on

Twitter was done solely to make it appear the Complaint’s defamation claims were not

time-barred even though such claims were, in fact, untimely as a matter of law.
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122. At the time Case 2 was filed, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko knew there was no

probable cause to support the allegation that Plaintiffs had posted defamatory statements

about Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko on Twitter within the one year period prior to the filing of

the Complaint in Case 2. This allegation was made by Defendants without probable

cause, with knowledge that it was false, and with malice.

123. In a series of emails beginning on January 10, 2020, Defendants were

informed that one or more of the claims in Case 2 were groundless for numerous reasons.

124. Attached hereto as Exhibit F is a true and correct copy of an email sent to

Mr. Ferrucci on January 10, 2020. This email explained that, among other things, one or

more claims in Case 2 were groundless because they were untimely and because they

were based on statements which were literally and substantially true (i.e., the alleged

statement implying that Mrs. Ivchenko had engaged in criminal conduct).

125. Mr. Ferrucci read the January 10th email shortly after it was sent and shared

it with Mr. and/or Mrs. Ivchenko shortly thereafter.

126. A reasonable lawyer knows that after the applicable statute of limitations

for a claim has expired, that claim cannot be pursued in court.

127. The statute of limitations in Arizona for injuries done to the character or

reputation of another by libel or slander is one year pursuant to A.R.S. § 12–541.

128. The one year limitation period of A.R.S. § 12–541 begins to run on the date

the defamatory information is first published, not when it is discovered. See Larue v.

Brown, 235 Ariz. 440, 443 (App. 2014) (“Arizona provides that the statute of limitations

for a defamation action begins to run upon publication of the defamatory statement.”)

129. Among other things, the Complaint in Case 2 asserted claims for

defamation and false light invasion of privacy based on statements published more than

one year prior to the commencement of the action.

130. At the time Case 2 was filed, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko knew such claims

were asserted without probable cause and with malice.

131. Despite numerous demands from Plaintiffs to dismiss all claims in Case 2
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which were not supported by probable cause, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko initially refused to

dismiss any claims from the case and indicated that all claims were tenable and well-

grounded in fact.

132. Based on that refusal, on February 7, 2020, Plaintiffs filed an Answer in

Case 2 and on February 21, 2020, they filed a Motion for Summary Judgment.

LITIGATION CONTINUES—CASE 2(b)

133. Six days later on February 27, 2020, while the Motion for Summary

Judgment remained pending, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko filed an Amended Complaint in

Case 2, a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit G (“Case 2(b)”).

134. The Amended Complaint in Case 2(b) substantially changed the nature of

the proceeding. Among other things, the Amended Complaint in Case 2(b) added a total

of 20 new anonymous “John Doe” and “Jane Doe” Plaintiffs each asserting new claims

not present in the original Complaint.

135. The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure require all litigants to use their real

names. Specifically, Fed. R. Civ. P. 17(a)(1) requires, among other things: “An action

must be prosecuted in the name of the real party in interest.” Other court rules include the

same mandate. See, e.g., Fed. R. Civ. P. 10(a) (“The title of the complaint must name all

the parties … .”)

136. Prior to amending the Complaint in Case 2(b) to add anonymous parties to

the proceeding, Defendants did not request nor receive leave of Court to proceed via

pseudonym.

137. Defendants’ inclusion of anonymous parties in the Complaint in Case 2(b)

without leave of court violated the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. This violation was

intentional and malicious in that Defendants believed the use of anonymous parties would

make it easier for them to needlessly prolong the litigation and to needlessly increase the

cost of the litigation by forcing Plaintiffs to challenge this improper conduct in various

motions before Defendants simply abandoned the case.

138. Defendants’ actions in willfully disregarding and violating court rules for
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the purpose of increasing the financial harm suffered by Plaintiffs was malicious and not

proper in the regular course of the proceedings.

139. On May 19, 2020, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko (acting through counsel) filed a

Motion to Dismiss Case 2(b) pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 41(a)(2). This motion asked the

Court to dismiss the claims of all parties, including both Mrs. Ivchenko and the 20

anonymous plaintiffs, without prejudice.

140. In response, Plaintiffs indicated that they did not object to the 20

anonymous plaintiffs’ request for dismissal without prejudice, but they objected to the

request as it related to Mrs. Ivchenko. As to Mrs. Ivchenko, Plaintiffs noted that she had

filed and dismissed one prior action asserting the same claims based on the same facts,

and that any dismissal of Case 2(b) should be with prejudice as to Mrs. Ivchenko.

141. On June 26, 2020, the District Court issued an order in which it dismissed

all of Mrs. Ivchenko’s claims in Case 2(b) with prejudice. This order of dismissal

represents a final, on the merits, adjudication of Mrs. Ivchenko’s claims.

142. Case 2(b) was resolved in favor of Plaintiffs as it relates to Mr. and Mrs.

Ivchenko’s claims.

LITIGATION CONTINUES—CASE 3

143. On May 1, 2020, Mr. Ivchenko filed a new action against Plaintiffs in

Maricopa County Superior Court Case No. CV2020-093006 (“Case 3”). A true and

correct copy of the Complaint in Case 3 is attached hereto as Exhibit H.

144. Similarly to Case 2(b), the Complaint in Case 3 included claims on behalf

of 20 anonymous Plaintiffs identified as “John Doe” and “Jane Does”.

145. Prior to filing Case 3, Mr. Ivchenko neither requested nor received leave of

Court to permit the plaintiffs to proceed via pseudonym.

146. Mr. Ivchenko’s inclusion of anonymous parties in the Complaint in Case 3

violated the Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure. This violation was intentional and

malicious in that Mr. Ivchenko believed the use of anonymous parties would make it

easier for him to needlessly prolong the litigation and to needlessly increase the cost of
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the litigation by forcing Plaintiffs to challenge this improper conduct in various motions.

147. Mr. Ivchenko’s actions in willfully disregarding and violating court rules

for the purpose of increasing the financial harm suffered by Plaintiffs was not proper in

the regular course of the proceedings.

148. The Complaint in Case 3 included three parties, identified as John Does 8,

9 & 10, who were allegedly residents of the State of Florida.

149. The Complaint in Case 3 asserted claims on behalf of John Does 8, 9 & 10

for violations of A.R.S. § 44–7902(B), unlawful appropriation under Arizona common

law, and invasion of privacy/false light under Arizona common law.

150. The Complaint in Case 3 specifically omitted any reference to the location

where John Does 8, 9 & 10 were arrested. The decision to omit such reference was made

by Mr. Ivchenko.

151. John Does 8, 9 & 10 were arrested in Florida, not Arizona.

152. Before Case 3 was filed, Mr. Ivchenko knew, or reasonably should have

known, John Does 8, 9 & 10 were arrested in Florida, not Arizona.

153. Following their arrests in Florida, the names and mugshots of John Does 8,

9 & 10 were published on the Internet by the arresting law enforcement agencies in

Florida. After this information was published on the Internet, it was aggregated and

republished on one or more of Travis’s websites without any substantive changes or

additions.

154. No part of the claims of John Does 8, 9 & 10 arose in Arizona, nor were

their claims based on conduct which occurred in Arizona. Mr. Ivchenko knew, or

reasonably should have known, this before Case 3 was filed.

155. Under the facts of Case 3, no reasonable lawyer would have believed that

Arizona substantive law applied to John Does 8, 9 & 10.

156. As a matter of law, Arizona law does not apply to a person who is arrested

in another state, and whose mugshot or other arrest information is published on the

Internet by a person located in another state.
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157. Because the Complaint in Case 3 did not appear to contain any facts

showing that Arizona law applied to John Does 8, 9 & 10, on May 12, 2020, Plaintiffs

filed a Motion to Dismiss which alternatively requested an order requiring John Does 8, 9

& 10 to provide a more definite statement explaining why Arizona law applied to them.

158. Even though he knew there was no reasonable basis for arguing that

Arizona law applied to them, Mr. Ivchenko made a tactical decision to include John Does

8, 9 & 10 as parties in Case 3 for the sole purpose of attempting to avoid federal diversity

jurisdiction over the case. Mr. Ivchenko made this decision because he believed that

Plaintiffs were more likely to prevail in federal court as than in state court.

159. Mr. Ivchenko intentionally and wrongfully joined John Does 8, 9 & 10 as

parties in an attempt to defraud the federal Court into believing that it did not have

diversity jurisdiction over Case 3.

160. Notwithstanding Mr. Ivchenko’s fraudulent conduct, Case 3 was removed

to the United States District Court on June 9, 2020.

161. At the time the case was removed, the federal court properly had diversity

jurisdiction over the matter.

162. Despite knowing there was no reasonable factual or legal basis to challenge

federal jurisdiction, on July 9, 2020, Mr. Ivchenko filed a Motion to Remand Case 3. The

motion was filed in bad faith and with knowledge that it was groundless.

163. While Mr. Ivchenko’s Motion to Remand was pending, Plaintiffs filed a

motion seeking jurisdictional discovery. Specifically, Plaintiffs asked the Court to allow

discovery into the location(s) where John Does 8, 9 & 10 were arrested.

164. On November 12, 2020, the U.S. District Court issued an order in Case 3

granting Plaintiffs’ request for jurisdictional discovery.

165. Immediately following the Court’s order, on November 12, 2020,

Plaintiffs’ counsel sent an email to Mr. Ivchenko asking him for his position regarding

the best way to proceed with jurisdictional discovery.

166. Mr. Ivchenko responded via email later that same day. A true and correct
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copy of Mr. Ivchenko’s email response is attached hereto as Exhibit I.

167. In his November 12th email, rather than permitting the case to proceed in

federal court, Mr. Ivchenko threatened to dismiss Case 3 and to file more individual

lawsuits against Plaintiffs in state court.

168. In his November 12th email, Mr. Ivchenko further threatened to bring legal

action against Plaintiffs (and against Plaintiff’s counsel) simply because Plaintiffs

published truthful, factual public records regarding Mrs. Ivchenko on Travis’s websites

(including bodycam footage taken at the time of Mrs. Ivchenko’s arrest).

169. The next day, on November 13, 2020, Mr. Ivchenko followed through on

his threat by filing a Notice of Voluntary Dismissal of Case 3.

170. Mr. Ivchenko dismissed Case 3 because he believed that based on the

Court’s order allowing jurisdictional discovery, it was likely remand would be denied and

that as a result, the District Court would consider the merits of the case.

171. Mr. Ivchenko believed that if the federal Court considered the merits of the

case, the case would be dismissed and/or otherwise resolved in favor of Plaintiffs.

172. Mr. Ivchenko voluntarily dismissed Case 3 solely for the purpose of

preventing the Court from considering the merits of the case and for the purpose of

avoiding a loss on the merits.

173. Voluntarily dismissing a meritless action solely to prevent the court from

considering and ruling on the merits of the dispute is not proper in the regular course of

the proceedings.

174. At least one or more of the plaintiffs in Case 3 were also plaintiffs in Case

2(b). As such, pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 41(a)(1)(B), the dismissal of Case 3 operated as

an adjudication on the merits in favor of Plaintiffs.

175. Since dismissing Case 3, Mr. Ivchenko has continued to file additional

lawsuits against Plaintiffs based on their aggregation and republication of arrest records.

176. Mr. Ivchenko has engaged in a pattern of filing, dismissing, and refiling

successive identical lawsuits for the purpose of harassment.
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FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
(Malicious Prosecution — Case 2)

(Against All Defendants)

177. Arizona recognizes the tort of “malicious prosecution” which is also

sometimes referred to as a “wrongful use of civil proceedings”.

178. The elements of the tort are set forth in the REVISED ARIZONA JURY

INSTRUCTIONS (CIVIL), 6TH, INTENTIONAL TORTS 19—Malicious Prosecution.

179. By commencing Case 2, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko, initiated or took active

part in the prosecution of a civil proceeding against Plaintiffs.

180. As it relates to the claims initially brought by Mrs. Ivchenko, Case 2 was

terminated in favor of Plaintiffs on June 26, 2020 when the case was dismissed with

prejudice.

181. As it relates to the claims initially brought by Mr. Ivchenko in Case 2, the

action was terminated in favor of Plaintiffs on June 26, 2020 when the case was

dismissed with prejudice.

182. In both commencing and continuing to pursue Case 2, Mr. and Mrs.

Ivchenko acted without probable cause.

183. Specifically, at the time Case 2 was commenced, Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko

knew one or more claims lacked probable cause for the following reasons:

a. The applicable statute of limitations expired before the action was filed;

b. The claims were based on the publication of information that was

factually true;

c. The claims were based on the publication of information involving

matters of public interest/concern (specifically, the arrest and criminal

charges filed against Renee Ivchenko, and the resolution of same);

d. The claims were based on speech previously determined by the United

States Supreme Court to be entitled to First Amendment protection;

e. The claims were based on the aggregation and republication of existing
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online content which is protected under federal law, specifically by the

Communications Decency Act, 47 U.S.C. § 230(c)(1);

f. The claims were based on the publication of privileged information

including matters of public record and information that was a fair and

accurate summary of information contained in public records;

g. The claims were based on factual allegations which Mr. and Mrs.

Ivchenko knew to be completely false at the time the allegations were

made—to wit: the allegation that Plaintiffs extorted, or attempted to

extort, the payment of money or anything else of value from Mrs.

Ivchenko for the purpose of removing her mugshot and/or arrest

information from Travis’s websites;

h. The claims were based on factual allegations which Mr. and Mrs.

Ivchenko knew to be completely false at the time they were made—to

wit: that Plaintiffs published defamatory statements on Twitter about

Mr. and/or Mrs. Ivchenko.

184. Defendants commenced and continued to prosecute Case 2 with malice.

185. Among other things, Defendants’ malice may be properly inferred from the

complete lack of probable cause both at the time Case 2 was filed, and during its

continuation. See Daniels v. Robbins, 182 Cal. App. 4th 204, 226, 105 Cal. Rptr. 3d 683,

700 (Cal.App. 4th Dist. 2010) (holding in a malicious prosecution action, “malice can be

inferred when a party continues to prosecute an action after becoming aware that the

action lacks probable cause.”)

186. Defendants did not commence or continue to prosecute Case 2 for any

legitimate reason or to resolve any legitimate claims.

187. Instead, Defendants intended to use the lawsuit as a form of harassment and

to hopefully cause so much financial harm to Plaintiffs that Plaintiffs would either be

unable to continue defending the action or they would be forced to resolve the case in a

manner that would allow Defendants to effectively seize control of Travis’s websites .
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188. Defendants further used Case 2 as form of economic extortion wherein they

hoped to force Plaintiffs to settle the groundless claims by agreeing to give Defendants

“removal credits” which would have allowed them to obtain the removal of pages from

Travis’s website upon demand.

189. In turn, Defendants planned to profit by selling these “removal credits” by

charging money to third parties appearing on Travis’s websites who wanted to remove

their mugshots from those sites.

190. Prior to commencing Case 2, Mr. Ivchenko’s counsel, David Ferrucci,

previously represented an individual named SAHAR SARID (“Mr. Sarid”) and an entity

called Mugshots.com, LLC, among others, in a lawsuit filed in the United States District

Court for the Northern District of Illinois entitled Peter Gabiola v. Sahar Sarid, et al.,

Case No. 16-cv-02076 (the “Gabiola litigation”).

191. Mr. Sarid was the founder and operator of a website called Mugshots.com.

192. Similarly to Travis’s websites, Mugshots.com aggregated mugshots and

arrest records from various sources.

193. Among other things, the plaintiff in the Gabiola litigation alleged that Mr.

Sarid used Mugshots.com to extort money by demanding payments to remove mugshots.

194. This allegation was true – for at least some period of time, Mr. Sarid (either

directly or indirectly) charged and/or accepted fees to remove mugshots from

Mugshots.com.

195. Based on his prior experience representing Mr. Sarid and Mugshots.com,

LLC, Mr. Ferrucci knew that charging money to remove mugshots from such a website

could be extremely profitable.

196. Based on his prior experience representing Mr. Sarid and Mugshots.com,

LLC, Mr. Ferrucci knew that aggregating and publishing mugshots without demanding or

accepting money to remove them was not unlawful.

197. Based on his prior experience representing Mr. Sarid and Mugshots.com,

LLC, Mr. Ferrucci knew that aggregating and publishing mugshots without demanding or
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accepting money to remove them was protected speech under the First Amendment.

198. In 2018, Sahar Sarid was arrested and indicted in the State of California.

Among other things, Mr. Sarid charged with multiple counts of criminal extortion

relating to his operation of Mugshots.com and his demand for money to remove

mugshots from that site.

199. Following his arrest in California, Mr. Sarid no longer charged money to

remove mugshots from Mugshots.com.

200. Following his arrest in California, Mr. Sarid ended his relationship with Mr.

Ferrucci.

201. Mr. Ivchenko knew about the relationship between Mr. Ferrucci and Mr.

Sarid prior to the commencement of Case 2.

202. Prior to commencing Case 2, Mr. Ivchenko knew that Mr. Sarid had earned

a substantial amount of money from charging fees to remove mugshots from his website.

203. Based on that knowledge, Mr. Ivchenko decided to file Case 2 against

Plaintiffs for the purpose of attempting to force Plaintiffs to grant Defendants “removal

credits” which could be sold to third parties for money, similar to the practices used by

Mr. Sarid prior to his arrest.

204. Defendants, and each of them, believed that if Plaintiffs would agree to

give them the ability to remove content upon demand, the sale of “removal credits”

relating to Travis’s websites could be potentially worth millions of dollars.

205. Prior to the commencement of this action, Mr. Ivchenko demanded that

Plaintiffs provide him with 2,400 “removal credits” which he could use to obtain the

removal of 2,400 mugshots from Travis’s websites. Assuming each credit could be sold

for $1,000 each, the value of this demand was at least $2,400,000.00.

206. The filing of groundless litigation for the purposes of economic extortion is

not a proper or legitimate use of the court system.

207. The intentional continuation of groundless litigation for the purposes of

economic extortion is not a proper or legitimate use of the court system.
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208. The conduct of Defendants in commencing and continuing Case 2 without

probable cause and with malice was a cause of injury, damage, loss or harm to Plaintiffs.

Such harm includes all attorney’s fees and costs incurred in the defense of Case 2,

emotional distress, and damage to Plaintiffs’ reputation.

209. Defendants, and each of them, through the commencement and

continuation of Case 2, intended to cause injury to Plaintiffs and did, in fact, cause

substantial injury to Plaintiffs in an amount to be proven at trial.

210. Defendants’ wrongful conduct was motivated by spite, ill will, and a desire

to unlawfully profit from their actions.

211. Defendants, and each of them, through the commencement and

continuation of Case 2, consciously pursued a course of conduct knowing that it created a

substantial risk of significant harm to others.

212. Plaintiffs are entitled to an award of punitive damages against each

Defendant in an amount sufficient to punish their unlawful conduct and to deter others

from acting in a similar manner.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
(Abuse of Process—Case 2)

(Against All Defendants)

213. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege the allegations of ¶¶ 164–212.

214. Arizona recognizes the tort of Abuse of Process.

215. The elements of the tort are set forth in the REVISED ARIZONA JURY

INSTRUCTIONS (CIVIL), 6TH, INTENTIONAL TORTS 18.1—Abuse of Process.

216. Defendants, and each of them, willfully used Case 2 against Plaintiffs in the

manner set forth above.

217. Defendants, and each of them, used Case 2 in a wrongful manner that was

not proper in the normal course of the proceedings.

218. Specifically, Defendants, and each of them, commenced and continued
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Case 2 knowing that the entire action was groundless.

219. Furthermore, Defendants, and each of them, sought to use Case 2 as a form

of harassment and to exert economic pressure to induce Plaintiffs into a settlement in

which Defendants would receive “removal credits” which Defendants had no legal right

to obtain.

220. Defendants engaged in an abuse of process by seeking to delay and avoid a

disposition on the merits of Case 2 for as long as possible and for the improper purpose

of making the case as expensive as possible, thereby increasing the odds that Plaintiffs

would be unable to bear the cost of defense. By doing so, Defendants hoped to force

Plaintiffs to settle in a manner which allowed Defendants to unlawfully profit from their

actions by selling “removal credits” relating to Travis’s websites.

221. Defendants engaged in abuse of process by, among other things:

a. Including factual allegations in the Complaint which they knew to be

false;

b. Asserting claims they knew were untimely;

c. Asserting claims they knew were legally groundless;

d. Refusing to dismiss claims they knew to be groundless;

e. Amending the Complaint to add new claims from new anonymous

parties in violation of the Rules of Civil Procedure and for the sole

purpose of needlessly expanding the litigation and making it more

costly to resolve;

f. Amending the Complaint to improperly add new claims from new

anonymous parties which did not arise out of the same transaction,

occurrence, or series of transactions or occurrences as the claims of the

other parties for the sole purpose of needless expanding the litigation

and making it more expensive to resolve;

g. Amending the Complaint while dispositive motions were pending

despite previously refusing to withdraw or modify any claims in the
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case;

h. Dismissing the action while dispositive motions were pending in order

to prevent the court from considering the merits of the case;

i. Dismissing the action while dispositive motions were pending in order

to avoid a loss on the merits.

222. In this manner, Defendants unlawfully engaged in an abuse of process by

using Case 2 primarily for an improper purpose or ulterior motive.

223. Defendants’ wrongful use of the court’s process in Case 2 caused injury,

damage, loss or harm to Plaintiffs in an amount to be proven at trial.

224. Defendants’ wrongful conduct was motivated by spite, ill will, and a desire

to unlawfully profit from their actions.

225. Defendants, and each of them, through the commencement and

continuation of Case 2, consciously pursued a course of conduct knowing that it created a

substantial risk of significant harm to others.

226. Plaintiffs are entitled to an award of punitive damages against each

Defendant in an amount sufficient to punish their unlawful conduct and to deter others

from acting in a similar manner.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
(Malicious Prosecution—Case 3)

 (Against Andrew Ivchenko)

227. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege the allegations of ¶¶ 164–212.

228. Mr. Ivchenko filed Case 3 on May 1, 2020.

229. Case 3 was resolved in favor of Plaintiffs on November 13, 2020 when Mr.

Ivchenko voluntarily dismissed the case pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 41(a). This dismissal

was on the merits as to at least one or more of the plaintiffs in Case 3 who were also

plaintiffs in Case 2(b).

230. Furthermore, the voluntarily dismissal of Case 3 reflects a favorable
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termination because Mr. Ivchenko’s decision to dismiss that action was based solely on

his desire to avoid a loss on the merits.

231. Mr. Ivchenko initiated and continued Case 3 without probable cause and

with malice as alleged in ¶¶ 164–212.

232. Mr. Ivchenko’s conduct in commencing and continuing Case 3 without

probable cause and with malice was a cause of injury, damage, loss or harm to Plaintiffs.

Such harm includes all attorney’s fees and costs incurred in the defense of Case 3,

emotional distress, and damage to Plaintiffs’ reputation.

233. Mr. Ivchenko, through the commencement and continuation of Case 3,

intended to cause injury to Plaintiffs and did, in fact, cause substantial injury to Plaintiffs

in an amount to be proven at trial.

234. Mr. Ivchenko’s wrongful conduct was motivated by spite, ill will, and a

desire to unlawfully profit from their actions.

235. Mr. Ivchenko, through the commencement and continuation of Case 3,

consciously pursued a course of conduct knowing that it created a substantial risk of

significant harm to others.

236. Plaintiffs are entitled to an award of punitive damages against Mr. Ivchenko

in an amount sufficient to punish their unlawful conduct and to deter others from acting

in a similar manner.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(Abuse of Process—Case 3)
 (Against Andrew Ivchenko)

237. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege the allegations of ¶¶ 164–212.

238. Mr. Ivchenko used Case 3 in a wrongful manner that was not proper in the

course of the proceedings.

239. In addition to the wrongful conduct alleged above, Mr. Ivchenko

specifically engaged in an abuse of process as to Case 3 by filing that action knowing it

was groundless for the purpose of continuing his unlawful attempt to use the litigation to

Case 2:21-cv-00108-JJT   Document 1   Filed 01/21/21   Page 30 of 36



31

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

G
IN

G
R

A
S

L
A

W
O

FF
IC

E
,P

L
L

C
48

02
E

.R
A

Y
R

O
A

D
,#

23
-2

71
PH

O
E

N
IX

,A
Z

85
04

4

exert financial pressure on Plaintiffs in the hopes of obtaining “removal credits” which

Mr. Ivchenko planned to sell to third parties at a profit.

240. In short, by engaging in the serial filing-dismissal-refiling-dismissal-refiling

of substantially identical groundless cases, including Case 3, Mr. Ivchenko engaged in an

abuse of process by using groundless litigation primarily to harass Plaintiffs, and to inflict

financial pressure and damage in the hopes that Plaintiffs would agree to settle the action

by giving Mr. Ivchenko “removal credits” potentially worth millions of dollars.

241. Mr. Ivchenko engaged in an abuse of process by including anonymous

parties in the Complaint in Case 3 in direct violation of the Rules of Civil Procedure. This

violation was intentional and malicious in that Mr. Ivchenko believed the use of

anonymous parties would make it easier for him to needlessly prolong the litigation, to

avoid a disposition on the merits, and to needlessly increase the cost of the litigation by

forcing Plaintiffs to challenge this improper conduct in various motions.

242. Mr. Ivchenko’s actions in willfully disregarding and violating court rules

for the purpose of increasing the financial harm suffered by Plaintiffs was not proper in

the regular course of the proceedings.

243. Mr. Ivchenko’s abuse of process committed in Case 3 was a cause of

injury, damage, loss or harm to Plaintiffs. Such harm includes all attorney’s fees and

costs incurred in the defense of Case 3, emotional distress, and damage to Plaintiffs’

reputation.

244. Mr. Ivchenko, through the commencement and continuation of Case 3,

intended to cause injury to Plaintiffs and did, in fact, cause substantial injury to Plaintiffs

in an amount to be proven at trial.

245. Mr. Ivchenko’s wrongful conduct was motivated by spite, ill will, and a

desire to unlawfully profit from their actions.

246. Mr. Ivchenko, through the commencement and continuation of Case 3,

consciously pursued a course of conduct knowing that it created a substantial risk of

significant harm to others.
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247. Plaintiffs are entitled to an award of punitive damages against Mr. Ivchenko

in an amount sufficient to punish their unlawful conduct and to deter others from acting

in a similar manner.
FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

(Declaratory Relief)
 (Against Andrew and Renee Ivchenko)

248. A current dispute exists between Plaintiffs and Defendants Andrew and

Renee Ivchenko regarding their respective legal rights and duties.

249. As noted herein, Mr. Ivchenko has repeatedly alleged that Travis’s websites

are engaged in unlawful conduct based on the following common facts:

a. Travis’s websites aggregate mugshots and other criminal records from

existing online sources;

b. Travis’s websites display mugshots and other criminal records

aggregated from existing online sources;

c. Travis’s websites earn money by displaying Google AdSense ads on

pages which also contain mugshots and criminal records.

250. Among other things, Mr. Ivchenko has alleged the common facts set forth

in ¶ 249 above violate Arizona statutory and common law including, but not limited to,

the Arizona Mugshot Operator’s Act, A.R.S. § 44–7902(B).

251. Mr. Ivchenko has further alleged that the common facts set forth in ¶ 249

violate the common law rights of any person whose mugshot or criminal records appear

on Travis’s websites under the theories of misappropriation of name/likeness and/or false

light.

252. Mr. Ivchenko has further alleged that the common facts set forth in ¶ 249

are not subject to the immunity provisions of the Communications Decency Act, 47

U.S.C. § 230(c)(1).

253. Mr. Ivchenko has further alleged that the republication of arrest records is

not protected by either the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, or the Arizona

Constitution.
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254. Despite being asked to do so, Mr. Ivchenko has refused to provide any legal

authority supporting his positions.

255. Mr. Ivchenko has threatened to continue filing more lawsuits against

Plaintiffs unless they agree to, among other things, give him “removal credits” allowing

him to obtain the removal of pages from Travis’s websites.

256. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2201(a), A.R.S. § 12–1831, and Fed. R. Civ. P. 57,

Plaintiffs are entitled to declaratory relief as follows:

a. Plaintiffs are entitled to declaratory judgment finding that the manner of

operation of Travis’s websites, including the aggregation and display of

content copied from existing online websites, is fully protected under

the Communications Decency Act, 47 U.S.C. § 230(c).

b. Plaintiffs are entitled to declaratory judgment finding that the Arizona

Mugshot Operator’s Act, A.R.S. § 44–7902(B) does not apply to the

operation of Travis’s websites or to Plaintiffs to the extent the site

simply aggregates and republishes mugshots and arrest records which

have been previously published on the Internet by third parties;

c. Plaintiffs are entitled to declaratory judgment finding that the manner of

operation of Travis’s websites, including the aggregation and display of

content copied from existing online websites, is protected by the First

Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and Arizona law;

d. Plaintiffs are entitled to declaratory judgment finding the display of

mugshots and criminal records in the manner employed by Travis’s

websites is not unlawful under any legal theory recognized in the State

of Arizona.

257. Plaintiffs are entitled to a declaration finding that their publication of public

records relating to Renee Ivchenko, including but not limited to, bodycam footage, police

reports, and other public records, is protected speech under the First Amendment and is

not unlawful under any legal theory recognized in the State of Arizona.
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SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(Vexatious Litigant Designation)

 (Against Andrew and Renee Ivchenko)

258. To the extent they have acted as pro se litigants, Defendants Andrew and

Renee Ivchenko are vexatious litigants within the meaning of A.R.S. § 12–3201.

259. Even while represented by counsel, Defendants Andrew and Renee

Ivchenko have engaged in seriously vexatious conduct which has resulted in a substantial

waste of the Court’s time and resources and which has caused substantial harm to

Plaintiffs.

260. Specifically, as noted above, Andrew and Renee Ivchenko have engaged in

the following vexatious conduct:

a. Repeated filing, dismissal, and refiling of groundless court actions

solely or primarily for the purpose of harassment;

b. Unreasonably expanding or delaying court proceedings; and

c. Bringing court actions without substantial justification.

261. Pursuant to A.R.S. § 12–3201 and the inherent authority of the Court,

Plaintiffs are entitled to an order declaring that Defendants Andrew and Renee Ivchenko

are vexatious litigants and ordering that they may not file any new lawsuits against

Plaintiffs in the State of Arizona or the United States District Court for the District of

Arizona without prior written leave of Court.

JURY DEMAND

Plaintiffs demand trial by jury as to all issues so triable.

///

///
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for judgment against Defendants as follows:

A. For compensatory damages of no less than $75,000 and in an amount

according to proof at trial;

B. For punitive damages in an amount according to proof at trial;

C. For a judgment declaring the rights and legal relations of the parties as set

forth above;

D. For an order finding Andrew and Renee Ivchenko are vexatious litigants,

and ordering that they may not file any new actions against Plaintiffs without prior leave

of Court;

E. For an award of all costs of suit incurred herein;

F. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.

DATED: January 21, 2021 GINGRAS LAW OFFICE, PLLC

David S. Gingras, Esq.
Attorney for Plaintiffs
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VERIFICATION

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the

United State of America that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on January 21, 2021. /s/ Travis Grant
Travis Grant
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AZ0072500 Scottsdale Police Department

IVCHENKO, RENEE
X

X
5'07 125 HAZEL BLN

CA 46

X

18-08959

3a.ARREST #

2018004864
Citizenship

US

Interpreter Language5b. 5c. 5d.

Andrew Ivchenko Husband Ph: 

21b. 21c.

Yes No

25 IDENTIFICATION COMMENTS

X

ARREST
33 LOCATION OF ARREST (STREET, CITY, STATE, ZIP) 34 DIST/BEAT 39 ARMED?

1 Y 2 N

40 DESCRIPTION OF WEAPON

41 DATE OF ARREST 42 TIME OF ARREST

1
2

1. AM
2. PM

3 MIL.

DAY OF ARREST

S
1

M
2

T
3

W
4

T
5

F
6

S
7

44 TYPE ARREST43

10250 E MOUNTAIN VIEW RD SCOTTSDALE, AZ

04/21/2018 18:43 X
X BOOKED

XD3/13

1

CHARGE # F/M

M

Cnt

1

Charge

ASSAULT-TOUCHED TO INJURE

State/Local

13-1203A3

Citation/Warrant #

1808959

DR # Bond

0.00

Release Date

04/21/2018

Violation Date

04/21/2018

Prep Offense Disposition

HELD IN CUSTODY

Court ORI DV

7510 Y

2

CHARGE # F/M

F

Cnt

1

Charge

AGG ASSAULT-OFFICER -- MINOR OR NO INJURY

State/Local

13-1204A8A

Citation/Warrant #

1808959

DR # Bond

0.00

Release Date

04/21/2018

Violation Date

04/21/2018

Prep Offense Disposition

HELD IN CUSTODY

Court ORI DV

7510 N

3

CHARGE # F/M

M

Cnt

1

Charge

DISORDERLY CONDUCT-DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIOR

State/Local

13-2904A1

Citation/Warrant #

1808959

DR # Bond

0.00

Release Date

04/21/2018

Violation Date

04/21/2018

Prep Offense Disposition

HELD IN CUSTODY

Court ORI DV

7510 Y

66 ARREST DISPOSITION 68 ACCOMPLICE ARRESTED WITH DOB: BOOKING#:

ALIAS AKA

21803382ID: SANDLIN, RENEE RACHELLENAME: DOB: SSN:

Scars, Marks and Tattoos
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David Gingras

From: David Gingras
Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 6:06 PM
To: Andrew Ivchenko
Cc: Jane Gingras
Subject: RE: Renee Ivchenko v. Kyle Grant, et al., MCSC Case No. CV2019-090493
Attachments: Ivchenko - Consent to Diversion.PDF; Doe v. Oesterblad, 2015 WL 12940181 (D.Ariz. 

2015).doc

Andrew, 
 
Thanks for getting back to me.  11 am tomorrow is fine, so if you want to give me a call then, I’ll be available. 
 
However, I wanted to share some additional comments.  After my previous email to you last week, I received some 
new information which really changes my perspective on this case.  It also changes the “options for resolution” I 
mentioned before. 
 
Here’s the bottom line – I went down to the Superior Court today and I pulled some records relating to your wife’s 
criminal case.  I have to assume under the circumstances you were already familiar with the disposition of that 
case.  However, just to eliminate any possible misunderstanding, attached is a document in which your wife 
admitted that she was guilty of the charges against her.  Obviously, your wife was not convicted of any crimes 
because she participated in a pre-trial diversion program which resulted in the charges being dismissed.  However, 
this document clearly and plainly says that your wife admits her guilt as to the charges. 
 
Based on this information, I am really struggling to understand how your Complaint (filed in the civil case) doesn’t 
violate numerous ethical rules including ER 3.1 and 3.3(a)(1).  Among other things, Paragraph 39 of the Complaint 
specifically alleges that my clients are guilty of defaming your wife because they published statements which falsely 
“insinuate that Plaintiff is guilty of having committed a crime.” But your wife signed a statement avowing that she 
was, in fact, guilty of committing the crimes with which she was charged.  Furthermore, according to the police 
report attached to the criminal Complaint, you were present at the time of your wife’s arrest, so you must have 
known that she was guilty of a criminal act, as she later admitted. 
 
Entirely separate and apart from that problem, your Complaint also seeks to impose liability based on the 
republication of information (meaning your wife’s mugshot and information relating to crimes she was charged with) 
that was already published online by third parties.  In this case, I believe the original publication was done by the 
Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office. 
 
Attached is a case, Doe v. Oesterblad, 2015 WL 12940181 (D.Ariz. 2015), which explains such republication is 
completely protected by federal law, specifically the Communications Decency Act, 47 U.S.C. § 230(c)(1). This is so 
even assuming the underlying information was false or misleading in some way (although that isn’t the case here). 
 
Based on these points, my clients have asked me to request that you immediately and voluntarily dismiss the civil 
action you filed against them.  If you refuse to do so, my clients are prepared to defend this matter aggressively. I 
hope that won’t be necessary. 
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David Gingras, Esq. 
Gingras Law Office, PLLC 
David@GingrasLaw.com 
https://twitter.com/DavidSGingras 
http://gingraslaw.com 
Tel.: (480) 264-1400 
Fax: (480) 248-3196 

 
 

From: Andrew Ivchenko <aivchenkopllc@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 9:13 AM 
To: David Gingras <david@gingraslaw.com> 
Cc: Jane Gingras <jane@gingraslaw.com> 
Subject: Re: Renee Ivchenko v. Kyle Grant, et al., MCSC Case No. CV2019-090493 
 
David, 
  
I've been out of town and have a full day today, but I have some availability tomorrow. How does 
11am work for you? 
  
Andrew Ivchenko, Esq. 
4960 S. Gilbert Rd., Suite 1-226 
Chandler, AZ 85249 
Phone: (480) 250-4514 
Email: aivchenkopllc@gmail.com 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This transmittal is a confidential communication or may otherwise 
be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received 
this transmittal in error and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this 
transmittal is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify this 
office, and immediately delete this message and all its attachments, if any. 

----- Original Message ----- 
From: David Gingras <david@gingraslaw.com> 
To: <aivchenkopllc@gmail.com> 
Cc: Jane Gingras <jane@gingraslaw.com> 
Sent: 5/23/2019 2:04:46 PM 
Subject: Renee Ivchenko v. Kyle Grant, et al., MCSC Case No. CV2019-090493 

 
Andrew, 
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I just called and left you a message but since you weren’t available, I’m following up with an email.  As I said in my 
message, I have just been retained to represent the defendants in the lawsuit you filed against Rapsheets.org. 
 
Before pursuing other avenues, I wanted to talk to you about this case and discuss some options for resolution.  If 
you’re interested in having that discussion, please give me a call at (480) 264-1400 (office) or you’re welcome to try 
my cell: (480) 570-6157. 
 
Thanks. 
 
David Gingras, Esq. 
Gingras Law Office, PLLC 
David@GingrasLaw.com 
https://twitter.com/DavidSGingras 
http://gingraslaw.com 
Tel.: (480) 264-1400 
Fax: (480) 248-3196 

 
 

 

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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David Gingras

From: David Gingras

Sent: Friday, January 10, 2020 5:41 PM

To: 'David N. Ferrucci'

Cc: David G. Bray; Paxton D. Endres

Subject: RE: EXTERNAL: Ivchenko v. Grant; MCSC Case No. CV2019-015355

Attachments: O’Kroley v. Fastcase, Inc., 831 F.3d 352 (6th Cir. 2016).doc; Ivchenko - Consent to 

Diversion.PDF

David, 

 

Thanks for the quick response.  I am also pretty wide-open on Monday, so I’m happy to talk any time that works 

for.  Just tentatively, I’ll try to call you about 11 am, but if that’s not the best time, we can do it later in the afternoon or 

whatever.  Also, as noted below, I understand this email is fairly long and is being sent late on a Friday afternoon, so if 

you need more time to digest my comments prior to talking, that’s fine; just let me know. 

 

Having said that, I think these types of calls are most productive when you have some advance notice of the subjects I 

want to discuss, so I wanted to give you a head’s up in that regard. However, before I explain my points, I also wanted to 

let you know – I am currently co-counsel on a matter with another attorney in your firm (Chuck Price). That case is 

Xcentric Ventures, LLC v. Zarokian, Case No. 18-CV-3661 (D.Ariz.).  Obviously this is a completely different case involving 

different clients and different issues, so I am not mentioning it as any sort of conflict (it is clearly not).  I am just 

mentioning to let you know that I have a good working relationship with your firm, so please do not take my comments 

below too harshly. 

 

Here's the deal – after speaking to my client and reviewing the facts, we have some concerns that the Complaint you 

filed is not compliant with Rule 11.  At this point, I am NOT threaten to seek sanctions; I am just writing to let you know 

about my concerns.  I am also assuming your client probably did not inform you of all the facts, so I want to take a 

minute to bring some points to your attention. 

 

First, as you probably know, Mrs. Ivchenko was arrested in April 2018, and her mugshot was posted online by the 

Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office within a day or two, as per their normal practice.  My client’s website (rapsheets.org) 

automatically “scrapes” these mugshots within a day or two, and they are republished on my client’s site virtually 

instantly.  Based on this, we know that Mrs. Ivchenko’s mugshot first appeared on rapsheets.org in April 2018.  I think 

the exact date is April 21, 2018, but the exact date isn’t relevant. 

 

As I’m sure you know, the statute of limitations for defamation is one year per A.R.S. § 12-541, and that date begins to 

run on the first date of publication, not when the plaintiff discovers the publication. See Larue v. Brown, 235 Ariz. 440, 

443 (App. 2014) (“Arizona provides that the statute of limitations for a defamation action begins to run upon publication 

of the defamatory statement.”) (emphasis added).    

 

As the court also noted in Larue, Arizona has adopted the Uniform Single Publication Act, A.R.S. § 12-651(A) which 

further provides: “No person shall have more than one cause of action for damages for libel, slander, invasion of privacy 

or any other tort founded upon a single publication, exhibition or utterance …” and this rule fully applies to statements 

published on the Internet. 

 

Based on this, the following points seem beyond dispute: 
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 If Mrs. Ivchenko had any claim against anyone arising from the publication of her mugshot, that claim initially 

arose in April 2018 and (at least as to rapsheets.org) it expired in April 2019 – many months before this lawsuit 

was filed. 

 Based on the Single Publication Rule, Mrs. Ivchenko cannot assert multiple different claims based on the same 

Internet post; she is only allowed a single claim, and that claim is now time-barred. 

 

Again, based on the facts as I understand them, it seems beyond question that Mrs. Ivchenko’s new suit is untimely, at 

least as it relates to the publication of her mugshot on my client’s website (I understand the information posted on 

Twitter is a different issue which I will address separately).  Absent some other explanation, this aspect of the case 

appears to be inconsistent with Rule 11 because it is entirely without merit.  Indeed, aside from Rule 11, it is unethical 

for a lawyer to pursue claims which they know are untimely. See In re Aubuchon, 233 Ariz. 62, 68-69, 309 P.3d 866 

(2013) (affirming disbarment of deputy county attorney who, inter alia, pursued charges knowing they were barred by 

the statute of limitations). 

 

I presume that Mr. Ivchenko did not inform you of these facts prior to retaining your firm.  However, now that you are 

aware of the facts, I do not believe Rule 11 permits you to continue prosecuting that aspect of the case.  Of course, if 

you are aware of any factual or legal grounds that would show Mrs. Ivchenko’s claims are timely, I would like to hear 

what they are. Otherwise, I would expect you to withdraw that aspect of their case. If that does not happen, I don’t see 

any option other than for me to prepare and serve a draft Rule 11 motion for the reasons stated above. I hope that 

won’t be necessary, but I will pursue that course of action if given no other choice. 

 

Second, entirely separate and aside from this issue, there is a separate problem with your client’s claims based on the 

publication of her mugshot.  In short, all of the information that gives rise to her claim (i.e., the mugshot itself, and a 

description of the charges filed) was originally published on the Internet by a third party source; i.e., the MCSO.  Because 

this information was initially published by a third party, not by my clients, even assuming the publication of that 

information was unlawful (which it is not), your client’s only recourse would be against the MCSO.  Any claims against 

my clients would be barred by the Communications Decency Act, 47 U.S.C. § 230(c)(1). 

 

The most analogous case that supports this conclusion is O’Kroley v. Fastcase, Inc., 831 F.3d 352 (6th Cir. 2016) 

(attached). Although this case did not involve a mugshot, it did involve criminal court records scraped from one source 

and reposted in another location. The court explained this type of republication of criminal records is fully protected by 

the Communications Decency Act, and thus the republisher (in that case, Google) was not liable as to any of plaintiff’s 

claims including: “‘libel’ … ‘invasion of privacy’ … ‘failure to provide due process’ … ‘cruel and unusual punishment,’  … 

‘cyber-bullying’ … [and] ‘psychological torture.’”.  Again, this result is true even assuming the original publication was 

unlawful. 

 

For what it’s worth, although it involved different facts, I personally litigated one of the leading cases in Arizona 

involving the Communications Decency Act.  See Global Royalties, Ltd. v. Xcentric Ventures, LLC, 544 F.Supp.2d 929 

(D.Ariz. 2008). 

 

Again, if you are aware of any facts that would show your clients’ claims are not barred by the CDA (to the extent they 

are based on my client “republishing” information from the MCSO’s website), I would like to hear your position including 

any legal authority that supports your position. However, based on my review of the facts, I do not see any basis to 

argue that the CDA doesn’t apply here. To be clear -- the fact that my client’s website includes commercial ads does not 

affect the analysis because: A.) Google does the same thing; and B.) the CDA does not contain a “for-profit exception”. 

M.A. ex rel. P.K. v. Vill. Voice Media Holdings, LLC, 809 F. Supp. 2d 1041, 1050 (E.D. Mo. 2011); see also Global Royalties, 

544 F.Supp.2d at 933 (explaining, when CDA applies, “Unless Congress amends the statute, it is legally (although perhaps 

not ethically) beside the point whether defendants refuse to remove the material, or how they might use it to their 

advantage.”) (emphasis added). 

 

Third, entirely separate and apart from the statute of limitations and the CDA, your Complaint appears to suggest – 

falsely – that Mrs. Ivchenko was somehow exonerated or innocent of all wrongdoing, and thus my clients defamed her 
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by implying her guilt.  Again, I do not think a court or jury would even reach that question for many different reasons, 

but if they did, I do not think Rule 11 would permit you to make this argument. 

 

The reason is very simple – although Mrs. Ivchenko did not plead guilty, as part of her plea, she signed a statement 

(attached) in which she admitted that she was, in fact, guilty of the crimes with which she was charged.  Having made 

that admission (which is really not surprising given the circumstances), Mrs. Ivchenko cannot argue that her reputation 

was somehow harmed by a false implication that she committed a crime.  Put simply, Mrs. Ivchenko DID commit a 

crime, and she admitted in writing that she was guilty of that criminal conduct.  The fact that she avoided a criminal 

conviction is wholly beside the point because the gist of the statement remains entirely true. 

 

I understand that it is technically possible that Mrs. Ivchenko could try to argue that, in fact, she was not guilty of any 

crime, thus showing that she lied to the criminal court in her plea agreement. However, under the doctrine of judicial 

estoppel, I am confident that such an argument would not be permitted in our case.  Mrs. Ivchenko made a 

representation to the court that she was, in fact, guilty of a crime.  Having made that admission and having obtained a 

benefit from it, she would be estopped from taking a different position in our case. As such, Mrs. Ivchenko cannot deny 

that she did, in fact, commit a criminal act. 

 

Fourth, and finally, I understand your client is not happy with various statements posted on this Twitter account: 

https://twitter.com/zim_rogers_fans.  Putting aside the fact that it appears everything posted about your clients on that 

page is either true, or simply the author’s opinion, the simple fact is that my clients have nothing to do with this 

page.  They did not create the page, have never posted anything there, and have no idea who is behind it. 

 

While I appreciate that your clients might not be willing to accept this bare denial, the fact remains that my clients are 

not under any burden to disprove a specious allegation. On the contrary, Rule 11 requires a lawyer to conduct a 

reasonable investigation first, before making accusations in a pleading, and the lawyer must obtain evidence that 

reasonably supports his/her contentions. To my knowledge, that did not occur here.  At this point, other than sheer 

speculation on the part of your clients, I am not aware of any evidence to show that my clients have any involvement in 

running this page.  I am also not aware of any evidence showing that your clients made any attempt to identify the 

person responsible for this page (which could easily have been done by, for instance, filing a pre-suit petition under Rule 

27(a)). 

 

Rather than conducting any pre-suit investigation (much less a reasonable one), your clients have now filed two lawsuits 

against my clients accusing them of running the Zim Rogers Twitter page without any factual basis for that 

allegation.  Again, I do not believe these actions are consistent with Rule 11. 

 

Based on the above, I would like to know if there are additional facts/legal points that I have somehow missed.  I fully 

understand that when you filed this action, you may have been relying on false/incomplete information from your 

clients.  However, based on the points set forth above, I do not believe that Rule 11 would permit the pursuit of any 

aspect of this case.  If you disagree, I would like to hear the factual and legal grounds for that position. 

 

Having said all this, I understand that I have given you a lot of information and you may need additional time to speak to 

your clients and conduct further research prior to talking on the phone.  If you would prefer to have additional time 

prior to talking on Monday, just let me know. 
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David Gingras, Esq. 
Gingras Law Office, PLLC 
David@GingrasLaw.com 
https://twitter.com/DavidSGingras 
http://gingraslaw.com 
Tel.: (480) 264-1400 
Fax: (480) 248-3196 
*Licensed in Arizona and California 

 
 

From: David N. Ferrucci <DFerrucci@dickinson-wright.com>  

Sent: Friday, January 10, 2020 6:30 AM 

To: David Gingras <david@gingraslaw.com> 

Cc: David G. Bray <DBray@dickinson-wright.com>; Paxton D. Endres <PEndres@dickinson-wright.com> 

Subject: RE: EXTERNAL: Ivchenko v. Grant; MCSC Case No. CV2019-015355 
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Mr. Gingras, 

 

Let’s schedule a call for Monday (if you are available).  My schedule is fairly wide-open, so let me know what time works 

best for you. 

 

Thank you,  

 

David Ferrucci 

 

 

  

David N. Ferrucci Member 

1850 N. Central Avenue 
Suite 1400 
Phoenix AZ 85004 

 

Phone 602-889-5337 

Fax 844-670-6009 

Email DFerrucci@dickinsonwright.com 

 

 
  

From: David Gingras <david@gingraslaw.com>  

Sent: Thursday, January 9, 2020 11:17 AM 

To: David N. Ferrucci <DFerrucci@dickinson-wright.com>; David G. Bray <DBray@dickinson-wright.com>; Paxton D. 

Endres <PEndres@dickinson-wright.com> 

Subject: EXTERNAL: Ivchenko v. Grant; MCSC Case No. CV2019-015355 

 

Counsel, 

 

I have been retained to represent Kyle and Travis Grant (and their spouses) in the matter you recently filed on behalf of 

Mr. and Mrs. Ivchenko.  My understanding is that Travis Grant was served yesterday, but Kyle Grant has not been 

served.  In any event, I am authorized to accept/waive service on behalf of Kyle, so further attempts to serve him are not 

necessary. 

 

Prior to moving forward, I wanted to discuss this case with whomever is lead counsel.  Can you please let me know who 

is the best person to speak with, and what day/time would work for you.  I’m available later this afternoon and most of 

tomorrow. 

 

Thanks. 

 

David Gingras, Esq. 
Gingras Law Office, PLLC 
David@GingrasLaw.com 
https://twitter.com/DavidSGingras 
http://gingraslaw.com 
Tel.: (480) 264-1400 
Fax: (480) 248-3196 
*Licensed in Arizona and California 
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The information contained in this e-mail, including any attachments, is confidential, intended only for the named recipient(s), and may be legally privileged. If you 
are not the intended recipient, please delete the e-mail and any attachments, destroy any printouts that you may have made and notify us immediately by return e-
mail.  
 
Neither this transmission nor any attachment shall be deemed for any purpose to be a "signature" or "signed" under any electronic transmission acts, unless 
otherwise specifically stated herein. Thank you. 
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Firm E-Mail: courtdocs@dickinsonwright.com 
 
David N. Ferrucci (#027423) 
dferrucci@dickinsonwright.com  
David G. Bray (#014346) 
dbray@dickinsonwright.com 
Paxton D. Endres (#034796) 
pendres@dickinsonwright.com  
DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC 
1850 North Central Avenue, Suite 1400 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
Phone: (602) 285-5000 
Facsimile: (844) 670-6009 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
 
 IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ARIZONA 
 
 IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA 
 
 
JANE DOE I; JANE DOE II; JANE DOE 
III; JANE DOE IV; JANE DOE V; JOHN 
DOE I; JOHN DOE II; JOHN DOE III; 
JOHN DOE IV; JOHN DOE V; JOHN 
DOE VI; JOHN DOE VII; JOHN DOE 
VIII; JOHN DOE IX; JOHN DOE X; 
JOHN DOE XI; JANE DOE VI; JANE 
DOE VII; JOHN DOE XII; JANE DOE 
VIII;  and RENEE IVCHENKO, a married 
woman,  
 
                        Plaintiffs, 
 
vs. 
 
KYLE DAVID GRANT and JANE DOE 
GRANT, husband and wife; TRAVIS 
PAUL GRANT and MARIEL LIZETTE 
GRANT, husband and wife; JOHN and 
JANE DOES  I-X; BLACK 
CORPORATIONS I-X; and WHITE 
COMPANIES I-X, 
  
                         Defendants. 

      Case No.: CV2019-015355 
 
    
 

AMENDED COMPLAINT 
 
  

(Jury Trial Demanded) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Assigned to Honorable Teresa Sanders) 
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Plaintiffs Jane Doe I, Jane Doe II, Jane Doe III, Jane Doe IV, Jane Doe V, John 

Doe I, John Doe II, John Doe III, John Doe IV, John Doe V, John Doe VI, John Doe 

VII, John Doe VIII, John Doe IX, John Doe X, John Doe XI, Jane Doe VI, Jane Doe 

VII, John Doe XII, Jane Doe VII, and Renee Ivchenko, a married woman (collectively 

“Plaintiffs”), through their undersigned counsel, for their Amended Complaint against 

Defendants, allege the following:  

INTRODUCTION 

1. Defendants are First Amendment opportunists that exploit arrest 

information and misappropriate images in booking photos to create misleading 

advertisements designed to generate substantial advertising revenue and to extort 

payment from the victims whose images have been misappropriated. 

2. Defendants do not inform the public; instead, Defendants exploit booking 

photos and arrest information for purely commercial purposes.  These “[b]ooking 

photos—snapped in the vulnerable and embarrassing moments immediately after an 

individual is accused, taken into custody, and deprived of most liberties—fit squarely 

within this realm of embarrassing and humiliating information. More than just vivid 

symbols of criminal accusation, booking photos convey guilt to the viewer.”  Detroit 

Free Press Inc. v. United States Dep't of Justice, 829 F.3d 478, 482 (6th Cir. 2016) 

(citations and quotations omitted).  Defendants’ business model is to exploit this 

embarrassing and humiliating information that falsely conveys guilt for their own 

commercial gain. 

3. The online dissemination of arrest information and images in booking 

photos creates substantial barriers for those attempting to reintegrate into society from 
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finding employment, housing, and starting a new life.  Abuse of these records by 

profiteers such as the Defendants cuts against efforts for criminal justice reform and 

rehabilitation of those who have made mistakes in their pasts.  Moreover, in many cases 

arrestee’s are never charged, are adjudicated not guilty, or their charges are dismissed 

for various reasons, including by completing diversion programs.  Mugshot companies 

have wide sweeping negative effects on not only those directly impacted but on the 

community as a whole.   

4. In response to the proliferation of mugshot website operators, such as 

Defendants, several states have passed statutes relating to the exploitation of mugshots, 

most recently Arizona.  On August 27, 2019, HB2191 became effective law as Arizona 

Revised Statute §§ 44-7901, 7902; Mugshot website operators; prohibited acts; 

exceptions (the “Arizona Mugshot Statute”). The new law defines mugshot website 

companies as “mugshot website operators” and prohibits their operation for commercial 

purposes, which the law defines to include “any purpose in which the [mugshot website 

operator] can reasonably anticipate the receipt of monetary gain from the direct or 

indirect use of the public record.”  A.R.S. § 39-121.03(D); A.R.S. § 44-7901(2).  The 

Arizona Mugshot Statute also prescribes hefty minimal damages that mugshot website 

companies will have to pay to those affected if they do not comply with the law.  

5. This is an individual action for violation of the Arizona Mugshot Statute, 

unlawful appropriation/right of publicity, invasion of privacy based on appropriation, 

and intentional infliction of emotional distress under applicable decisional law in 

Arizona.  

6. This is a civil action seeking damages, declaratory, and injunctive relief 

for the violation of the right of publicity under the common laws of the State of Arizona 

and to recover damages pursuant to the Arizona Mugshot Statute.  Plaintiffs seek redress 
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for injuries caused by, and an injunction enjoining, the unlawful conduct of Defendants, 

Kyle David Grant, his brother Travis Paul Grant, and Travis Paul Grant’s wife, Mariel 

Lizette Grant, all doing business in conjunction with their websites, including 

rapsheetz.com and bailbondsearch.com (the “Websites”). 

7. Defendants’ conduct that is the subject of this civil action involves 

ongoing online activity directed against Plaintiffs.  Defendants own the Websites, 

including rapsheetz.com, on which they use the arrest information and booking photos 

of arrestees for their own purely commercial purposes.  Defendants use software to 

“scrape” arrest information, including booking photos, from the Maricopa County 

Sheriff’s Office’s website, and the websites of other law enforcement agencies who post 

booking photos online, for all, or substantially all, arrestees, albeit for a limited duration 

of time, typically three days.  Defendants then use the arrest photos to create original 

content in the form of advertisements that serve three purposes:  1) to attract third party 

advertisers to the website; 2) generate pay-per-click advertising revenue; and 3) extort 

payment of fees for removal of the arrest information from the victims who identities 

and likenesses have been misappropriated. 

8. “A disclosed booking photo casts a long, damaging shadow over the 

depicted individual.” Detroit Free Press Inc. v. United States Dep't of Justice, 829 F.3d 

478, 482 (6th Cir. 2016).  For this reason, law enforcement agencies and the State of 

Arizona do not intend for booking photos and arrest information to be used in this way 

or to be available online to the public indefinitely.  The Maricopa County Sherriff’s 

Office, for example, only posts arrest photos for three days, after which they are taken 

down.  The Arizona Mugshot Act makes crystal clear that the public policy of Arizona is 

that arrest information and photos published for a limited time by Arizona law 

enforcement agencies is not to be “scraped” and then disseminated indefinitely for 
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Defendants’ purely commercial purposes. Yet, that is precisely how Defendants’ illegal 

scheme operates. 

9. To further their illegal scheme and maximize its commercial effect, 

Defendants use analytics and search optimization tools to ensure that each booking 

photo is among the first search results found when an arrestee’s name is entered into a 

search engine such as Google, Bing or Yahoo.  Such conduct contributes substantially to 

to the illegality of Defendants’ use of the arrest information and booking photos. 

10. Contrary to Defendants’ false representations, rapsheetz.com and 

bailbondsearch.com are not a public safety service or media outlets.  If they were, 

Defendants would not select what information and which booking photos remain on the 

Websites based on extorted payments, which occurred prior to the enactment of the 

Florida mugshot statute on or about July 18, 2018 (FL Stat § 901.43, Dissemination of 

Arrest Booking Photographs) (the “Florida mugshot statute”).  Indeed, after being served 

with the initial complaint in this lawsuit, in a tacit admission that they have never 

operated as a bona fide news organization Defendants began posting so-called “news” 

reports on the Rapsheetz.com website.  Again, Defendants hide behind the false pretense 

that they are a media organization, post these mugshots and create advertisements out of 

them solely in order to profit by generating advertising revenue through Google Ads 

and, at least up until July 18, 2018, extorted payments, and upon information and belief, 

since that time.  Companies pay for Google Ads so that people will notice their business 

whenever they are searching Google.  These companies only have to pay a website 

owner whenever someone clicks on the ad.  This is known as cost-per-click (CPC) or 

pay-per-click (PPC) advertising.  Defendants generate substantial revenue through the 

misleading manner in which they use these booking photos as advertisements to induce 

users of their Websites to click on the banner ads. 
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11. Also contrary to Defendants’ false representations, upon information and 

belief, absent a substantial extorted payment, Defendants refuse to remove someone’s 

mugshot from the Websites even if the arrestee has been found innocent of any crime, or 

have otherwise had their charges dropped, not filed, expunged, or dismissed as part of a 

diversion program, as in Plaintiff Renee Ivchenko’s case.  Prospective employers (or 

anyone else) conducting a web search find, in many cases, misinformation indicating 

that people are still charged, incarcerated, or on parole years even after release or an 

adjudication of not guilty.  Defendants intentionally and maliciously set up the Websites 

to give the false impression people are incarcerated or have been adjudged guilty of a 

crime.  The end result for many arrestees is continuous emotional distress, job loss, 

broken families, and homelessness.  The end result for Defendants is substantial profits.  

12. Defendants are notorious operators of mugshot Websites, and are known 

in the industry as being extremely vindictive.  Several online sites have been established 

by aggrieved parties to expose the nefarious and illegal activities of Defendants, 

including https://rapsheetsorgkyledavidgrant.wordpress.com and  

http://classactionagainstmugshotwebsites.com/rapsheets-org-kyle-david-grant-travis-

paul-grant.  

13. This action seeks to put an end to Defendants’ harassment of countless 

individuals in Arizona and other states.  Defendants will continue to cause Plaintiffs 

harm until Defendants are enjoined from intentionally and maliciously violating 

Plaintiffs’ rights.  

JURISDICTION AND PARTIES 

14. Plaintiff Jane Doe I is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe I’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 
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11. Also contrary to Defendants’ false representations, upon information and 

belief, absent a substantial extorted payment, Defendants refuse to remove someone’s 

mugshot from the Websites even if the arrestee has been found innocent of any crime, or 

have otherwise had their charges dropped, not filed, expunged, or dismissed as part of a 

diversion program, as in Plaintiff Renee Ivchenko’s case.  Prospective employers (or 

anyone else) conducting a web search find, in many cases, misinformation indicating 

that people are still charged, incarcerated, or on parole years even after release or an 

adjudication of not guilty.  Defendants intentionally and maliciously set up the Websites 

to give the false impression people are incarcerated or have been adjudged guilty of a 

crime.  The end result for many arrestees is continuous emotional distress, job loss, 

broken families, and homelessness.  The end result for Defendants is substantial profits.  

12. Defendants are notorious operators of mugshot Websites, and are known 

in the industry as being extremely vindictive.  Several online sites have been established 

by aggrieved parties to expose the nefarious and illegal activities of Defendants, 

including https://rapsheetsorgkyledavidgrant.wordpress.com and  

http://classactionagainstmugshotwebsites.com/rapsheets-org-kyle-david-grant-travis-

paul-grant.  

13. This action seeks to put an end to Defendants’ harassment of countless 

individuals in Arizona and other states.  Defendants will continue to cause Plaintiffs 

harm until Defendants are enjoined from intentionally and maliciously violating 

Plaintiffs’ rights.  

JURISDICTION AND PARTIES 

14. Plaintiff Jane Doe I is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe I’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 
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result, Plaintiff Jane Doe I’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff Jane Doe I has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff Jane Doe I did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff Jane Doe 

I has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, injury 

to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her arrest 

information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

15. Plaintiff Jane Doe II is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona.  During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe II’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff Jane Doe II’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff Jane Doe II has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff Jane Doe II did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff Jane Doe 

II has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

16. Plaintiff Jane Doe III is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona.  During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe III’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff Jane Doe III’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff Jane Doe III has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff Jane Doe III did not 
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provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff Jane Doe 

III has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

17. Plaintiff Jane Doe IV is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona.  During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe IV’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff Jane Doe IV’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff Jane Doe IV has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff Jane Doe IV did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff Jane Doe 

IV has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

18. Plaintiff Jane Doe V is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona.  During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe V’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff Jane Doe V’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff Jane Doe V has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff Jane Doe V did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff Jane Doe 

V has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 
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injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

19. Plaintiff John Doe I is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe I’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe I’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe I has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff John Doe I did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about him, 

including, but not limited to, his arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff John Doe 

I has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, injury 

to his business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of his arrest 

information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

20. Plaintiff John Doe II is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona.  During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe II’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe II’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe II has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff John Doe II did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about him, 

including, but not limited to, his arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff John Doe 

II has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to his business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of his 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    
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21. Plaintiff John Doe III is a resident of Pinal County, Arizona.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe III’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe III’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe III has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff John Doe III did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about him, 

including, but not limited to, his arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff John Doe 

III has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to his business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of his 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

22. Plaintiff John Doe IV is a resident of Denton County, Texas.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe IV’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe IV’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe IV has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff John Doe IV did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about him, 

including, but not limited to, his arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff John Doe 

IV has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to his business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of his 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

23. Plaintiff John Doe V is a resident of Brazoria County, Texas.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe V’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 
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result, Plaintiff John Doe V’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe V has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff John Doe V did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about him, 

including, but not limited to, his arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff John Doe 

V has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to his business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of his 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

24. Plaintiff John Doe VI is a resident of Denton County, Texas.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe VI’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe VI’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe VI has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff John Doe VI did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about him, 

including, but not limited to, his arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff John Doe 

VI has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to his business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of his 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

25. Plaintiff John Doe VII is a resident of Kerr County, Texas.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe VII’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe VII’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe VII has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff John Doe VII did not 
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provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about him, 

including, but not limited to, his arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff John Doe 

VII has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to his business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of his 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

26. Plaintiff John Doe VIII is a resident of Harris County, Texas.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe VIII’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe VIII’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe VIII has incurred damages under 

the Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff John Doe VIII did 

not provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about 

him, including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff John 

Doe VIII has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited 

to, injury to his business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of his 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

27. Plaintiff John Doe IX is a resident of Bexar County, Texas.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe IX’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe IX’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe IX has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff John Doe IX did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about him, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff John Doe 

IX has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 
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injury to his business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of his 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

28. Plaintiff John Doe X is a resident of Hays County, Texas.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe X’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe X’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe X has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff John Doe X did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about him, 

including, but not limited to, his arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff John Doe 

X has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to his business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of his 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

29. Plaintiff John Doe XI is a resident of Travis County, Texas.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe XI’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe XI’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe XI has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff John Doe XI did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about him, 

including, but not limited to, his arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff John Doe 

XI has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to his business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of his 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.   
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30. Plaintiff Jane Doe VI is a resident of Collin County, Texas.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe VI’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff Jane Doe VI ’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff Jane Doe VI has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff Jane Doe VI did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff Jane Doe 

VI has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

31. Plaintiff Jane Doe VII is a resident of Harris County, Texas.  During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe VII’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff Jane Doe VII’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff Jane Doe VII has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff Jane Doe VII did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff Jane Doe 

VII has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

32. Plaintiff John Doe XII is a resident of Los Angeles County, California.  

During the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe XII’s 

arrest information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  
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As a result, Plaintiff John Doe XII ’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe XII has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff John Doe XII did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about him, 

including, but not limited to, his arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff John Doe 

XII has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to his business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of his 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

33. Plaintiff Jane Doe VIII is a resident of Suffolk County, New York.  During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe VIII’s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes.  As a 

result, Plaintiff Jane Doe VIII’s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff Jane Doe VIII has incurred damages under 

the Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein.  Plaintiff Jane Doe VIII did 

not provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about 

her, including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo.  Plaintiff Jane 

Doe VIII has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited 

to, injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants.    

34. Plaintiff Renee Ivchenko is a resident of Maricopa County.  Plaintiff 

Renee Ivchenko was arrested in Maricopa County on April 21, 2018, and her charges 

were subsequently dismissed by prosecution motion on September 21, 2018.  Based on 

information and belief, Plaintiff Renee Ivchenko’s arrest information and booking photo 

was posted on the Websites within days of her arrest, although not discovered by her 

until late October 2018.  Defendants repeatedly refused to remove this information until 
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such time as she filed her first lawsuit in Maricopa County against Defendants on May 

9, 2019 (subsequently voluntarily dismissed by Plaintiff).  Plaintiff Renee Ivchenko has 

experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, injury to 

her business and property as a result of the publication of her name and photograph by 

the Defendants.         

35. Defendants Kyle David Grant, Travis Paul Grant, and Mariel Lizette 

Grant, are residents of the state of Florida.  Defendants are the owners and operators of 

at least the following Websites: 

• Rapsheets.org; 

• Rapsheetz.com; 

• Bailbondcity.com; and 

• bailbondsearch.com. 

36. Defendants are being sued in their individual capacities.  This Court has 

jurisdiction over Defendants under Arizona’s long-arm rule and applicable decisional 

law, which allows for assertion of personal jurisdiction over a non-resident consistent 

with federal constitutional due process. Ariz. R. Civ. P. 4.2(a). 

37. Under the provisions of the A.R.S. 44-7902(A), Defendants, as  mugshot 

website operators that publish a subject individual's criminal justice record for a 

commercial purpose on a publicly accessible website, are deemed to be transacting 

business in this state. 

38. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and based on that information and 

belief allege, that at all times mentioned in this complaint, Defendants were the agents 

and employees of their codefendants and in doing the things alleged in this complaint 

were acting within the course and scope of such agency and employment. 
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39. At all material times, Defendants (i) committed a tortious act within this 

state, and (ii) are engaged in substantial and not isolated activity within this state.  

Sufficient minimum contacts exist between Defendants and the state of Arizona to 

satisfy the due process requirements of the United States Constitution.  These include 

directly targeting their Websites to the state, knowingly interacting with residents of the 

forum state via their Websites, or through sufficient other related contacts. 

40. Defendants solicit customers in the state of Arizona.  Upon information 

and belief, Defendants have many paying customers who reside in the state of Arizona 

who each use Defendants’ respective services in the state of Arizona.  Upon information 

and belief, Defendants conduct continuous and systematic business in the state of 

Arizona.  

41. Defendants JOHN and JANE DOES  I-X; BLACK CORPORATIONS I-

X; and WHITE COMPANIES I-X, are persons, partnerships, corporations or 

unincorporated associates subject to suit in a common name whose names are unknown 

to Plaintiffs and who are wholly or partially responsible for the acts complained of, 

including those who have participated in managing, organizing, marketing, facilitating, 

and profiting from the operations of the Websites , and therefore, designated by fictitious 

names pursuant to Rule 10(d), Arizona Rule of Civil Procedure.  Plaintiffs will ask leave 

of the Court to substitute the true names of the said parties prior to the entry of judgment 

herein.  

42. Maricopa County is a proper venue, pursuant to A.R.S. §12-401(1).  The 

acts and conduct of Defendants occurred in Maricopa County.  Defendants’ Websites are 

available to people in Maricopa County.  
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GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

43. Plaintiffs are individuals and are now, and at all times mentioned in this 

complaint were, residents of Maricopa County, Arizona; Pinal County, Arizona; Denton 

County, Texas; Brazoria County, Texas; Kerr County, Texas; Harris County, Texas; 

Bexar County, Texas; Hays County, Texas; Travis County, Texas; Collin County, 

Texas; Los Angeles County, California; and Suffolk County, New York. 

44. Defendants generate substantial revenue from the misleading use of the 

original content Defendants create from the booking photos. 

45. Defendants gather and collect arrest photos and create original content out 

of that material in the form of advertisements (“arrest photo advertisements”). 

46. The arrest photo advertisements are strategically placed on the Websites 

for maximum commercial exploitation.  Specifically, Defendants place the arrest photo 

advertisements directly above, and/or directly alongside banner ads that advertise 

services for, inter alia, public records information, thus making it appear (falsely) that 

by clicking on the banner ad the user would be directed to “Arrest Details” located in the 

rapsheetz.com database.    

47. The following screenshot capture of a page on rapsheetz.com exemplifies 

the misleading manner in which Defendants use the arrest photo advertisements to entice 

the public into clicking on third party banner ads, thus generating substantial pay-per-

click advertising for Defendants: 
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48. Because, as in the above example, the third party banner ads are typically 

for services such as public arrest records databases and because the third-party banner ad 

is located directly beneath, alongside, and embedded within the arrest photo 

advertisements, the user mistakenly clicks on the banner ad falsely believing that by 

doing so they will be directed to the “arrest details” in the rapsheetz.com database, but 

are instead directed to the third party database. Defendants purposefully and 

intentionally create the arrest photo advertisements in this manner to increase user clicks 

on third party ads, thus earning substantial pay-per-click advertising revenue. 

49. Thus, the arrest photos advertisements serve at least two commercial 

purposes:  1) to solicit and attract third party advertisers to the Website; and 2) entice 
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any user of the website to mistakenly click the third party banner ad so as to generate 

pay-per-click advertising revenue for Defendants.  

50. Defendants have also used the arrest photo advertisements and the stigma 

of criminal guilt they falsely imply, to extort payment of fees from the victims who 

images have been misappropriated.  Prior to the Florida Legislature’s passage of the 

Florida Mugshots Act, Defendants openly and publically solicited and accepted fees for 

removal of the arrest photos and information. The Florida Mugshots Act became 

effective on or about July 18, 2018.  Although rapsheetz.com states that Defendants no 

longer solicit or collect fees for removal, and therefore their conduct is not regulated by 

the Act, discussion by the online community about Defendants’ business practices 

suggest that Defendants continue to solicit and accept fees for removal, but now do so 

surreptitiously by waiting to be contacted for removal (through its “free” removal 

process) and then solicit and accept payment for removal in violation of Florida law.   

51. The arrest information and booking photos that Defendants use to create 

the arrest photo advertisements was never intended by law enforcement to be used in 

this manner or posted by Defendants.  The booking photos Defendants use to create the 

arrest photo advertisements are not tendered by law enforcement agencies to Defendants.  

It is the public policy of the State of Arizona, as made crystal clear by the Arizona 

Mugshot Act, that the arrest information and arrest photos briefly disseminated by 

Arizona’s law enforcement and other agencies not be used in the manner that 

Defendants use them.  

52. Plaintiffs had an arrest photo taken.  

53. Defendants, without permission, consent or knowledge of Plaintiffs, 

reproduced, publicly displayed, and distributed, and created original advertising content 
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out of their arrest photos.  Defendants also, without permission, consent or knowledge of 

Plaintiffs, reproduced, publicly displayed, and distributed Plaintiffs’ arrest information. 

54. Defendants’ respective Websites, along with Plaintiffs’ images, were 

indexed by Yahoo.com and Google.com, and the images appear under Google Images 

when an internet search for Plaintiffs name is conducted.  

55. Defendants’ use of Plaintiffs’ images and arrest information is for a purely 

commercial purpose. 

56. Defendants operate one or more Websites that are used to display 

Plaintiffs’ images as part of a commercial enterprise. 

57. The display by Defendants of Plaintiffs’ images on their Websites, are 

intended, among other things, to subject Plaintiffs to hatred, contempt, or ridicule, and to 

damage their personal and business reputations, or to impair their credit.  

58. Each Defendant, acting on their own or in conjunction with one or more of 

the other Defendants, derives revenue from the Websites through Google Ads and other 

means. 

59. Unless Defendants are enjoined from further commercial use and 

publication of Plaintiffs’ images and names and other arrest information, Plaintiffs will 

suffer further irreparable injury. 

CAUSES OF ACTION 

60. The Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of each paragraph 

above into this claim as though fully set forth herein.  

61. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover damages from Defendants jointly and 

from each of them based on the theories of liability hereinafter enumerated in Counts I 

through V, and under such other theories of liability as may be appropriate based upon 

the facts as alleged herein or as revealed during discovery. 
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COUNT I  
VIOLATION OF THE ARIZONA MUGSHOT ACT (A.R.S. 44-7901/7902) 

On behalf of Plaintiffs Jane Doe I-VIII and John Does I-XII 
Against All Defendants 

 
62. Plaintiffs Jane Does I-VIII and John Does I-XII incorporate by reference 

the allegations of each paragraph above into this claim as though fully set forth herein.  

63. The people of the State of Arizona, by and through their popularly elected 

legislature, enacted a statute entitled “Mugshot website operators; prohibited acts; 

exceptions,” codified at Arizona Revised Statute §§ 44-7901, 7902 (the “Arizona 

Mugshot Statute”). That statute was in force and effective at all times herein relevant. 

64. A.R.S. 44-7902 states as follows: 

Mugshot website operators; prohibited acts; exceptions 

A. A mugshot website operator that publishes a subject individual's 

criminal justice record for a commercial purpose on a publicly accessible 

website is deemed to be transacting business in this state. 

B. A mugshot website operator may not use criminal justice records or the 

names, addresses, telephone numbers and other information contained in 

criminal justice records for the purpose of soliciting business for pecuniary 

gain, including requiring the payment of a fee or other valuable 

consideration in exchange for removing or revising criminal justice 

records that have been published on a website or other publication. 

C. A subject individual whose criminal justice record is published in 

violation of subsection B of this section and who suffers a pecuniary loss 

or who is otherwise adversely affected as a result of a violation of 

subsection B of this section has a cause of action against the person 

responsible for the violation and may recover damages in addition to the 
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damages prescribed in subsection D of this section in any court of 

competent jurisdiction. 

D. A person that violates subsection B of this section is liable for damages 

for each separate violation in an amount of at least: 

1. $100 per day during the first thirty days of the violation. 

2. $200 per day during the subsequent thirty days of the violation. 

3. $500 per day for each day thereafter. 

E. This article does not apply to any act performed for the purpose of 

disseminating news to the public, including the gathering, publishing or 

broadcasting information to the public for a news-related purpose, or to 

any act performed by a publisher, owner, agent, employee or retailer of a 

newspaper, radio station, radio network, television station, television 

broadcast network, cable television network or other online news outlet 

associated with any news organization in connection with the 

dissemination of news to the public, including the gathering, publishing or 

broadcasting information to the public for a news-related purpose. 

F. This article does not apply to activities by a licensed attorney, private 

investigator or registered process server that are associated with purposes 

relating to a current or anticipated criminal or civil proceeding. This 

section does not affect the conduct of trials or the discovery process in any 

proceeding as otherwise provided by law or court rule. 

65. A.R.S. 44-7901 states as follows: 

44-7901. Definitions 

In this article, unless the context otherwise requires: 
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1. "Booking photograph" means a photograph of a subject individual that 

is taken pursuant to an arrest or other involvement in the criminal justice 

system. 

2. "Commercial purpose" has the same meaning prescribed in section 39-

121.03. 

3. "Criminal justice record" includes a booking photograph and the name, 

address and description of and the charges filed against a subject 

individual. 

4. "Mugshot website operator" means a person that publishes a criminal 

justice record on a publicly available internet website for a commercial 

purpose. 

5. "Person" means a natural person, partnership, association, joint venture, 

corporation, limited liability company, nonprofit organization or trust or 

any similar entity or organized group of persons. 

6. "Subject individual" means an individual who has been arrested. 

66. A.R.S. 39-121.03(D) states as follows: 

For the purposes of this section, "commercial purpose" means the use of a 

public record for the purpose of sale or resale or for the purpose of 

producing a document containing all or part of the copy, printout or 

photograph for sale or the obtaining of names and addresses from public 

records for the purpose of solicitation or the sale of names and addresses to 

another for the purpose of solicitation or for any purpose in which the 

purchaser can reasonably anticipate the receipt of monetary gain from the 

direct or indirect use of the public record (emphasis added). Commercial 
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purpose does not mean the use of a public record as evidence or as 

research for evidence in an action in any judicial or quasi-judicial body. 

67. Defendants posted Plaintiffs Jane Does I-VIII and John Does I-XII arrest 

photo and criminal record information to rapsheetz.com and/or bailbondsearch.com as 

set forth herein. 

68. Plaintiffs Jane Does I-VIII and John Does I-XII arrest photo and criminal 

record information to rapsheetz.com and/or bailbondsearch.com for a commercial 

purpose, as defined in A.R.S. 39-121.03(D). 

69. Defendants violated the Arizona Mugshot Statute by posting Plaintiffs 

Jane Does I-VIII and John Does I-XII criminal record information and mugshot to 

rapsheetz.com and/or bailbondsearch.com for commercial purposes, namely, by 

soliciting and generating advertising revenue through Google Ads, and by other acts 

and/or omissions as specified in this Amended Complaint. 

70. Pursuant to the Arizona Mugshot Statute, “A person that violates 

subsection B of this section is liable for damages for each separate violation in an 

amount of at least: 1. $100 per day during the first thirty days of the violation. 2. $200 

per day during the subsequent thirty days of the violation. 3. $500 per day for each day 

thereafter.”  A.R.S. 44-7902(D) (emphasis added). 

71. Defendants’ violation of the Arizona Mugshot Statute proximately caused 

damage to Plaintiffs Jane Does I-VIII and John Does I-XII in an amount to be 

determined at trial. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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COUNT II 
INVASION OF PRIVACY BASED ON APPROPRIATION 

On behalf of All Plaintiffs  
Against All Defendants  

 
72. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of each paragraph 

above into this claim as though fully set forth herein.  

73. Plaintiffs have a privacy interest in the exclusive use of their names and 

likenesses. 

74. Defendants’ appropriation (and use as an advertisement) of the Plaintiffs’ 

booking photos was done for Defendants own commercial purposes and benefit. 

75. Defendants’ appropriation of Plaintiff’s images constituted an invasion of 

privacy as prescribed by Restatements (Second) of Torts § 652C. 

76. Defendant’s misappropriation of Plaintiffs’ images proximately caused 

damage to Plaintiffs in an amount to be determined at trial. 

COUNT III 
INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS 

On behalf of All Plaintiffs  
Against All Defendants  

 
77. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of each paragraph above 

into this claim as though fully set forth herein.  

78. Defendants, by and through publishing and using Plaintiffs’ booking 

photos as advertisements, behaved intentionally and/or recklessly.  

79. Defendants, by and through publishing and using Plaintiffs’ booking 

photos as advertisements, intended to cause emotional distress upon Plaintiffs. 

80. Publishing and using Plaintiffs’ booking photos as advertisements and to 

extort payment for removal, was so outrageous in character, and so extreme in degree, as 
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to go beyond all possible bounds of decency, and to be regarded as atrocious, and utterly 

intolerable in a civilized community. 

81. Plaintiffs have suffered and continue to suffer severe emotional distress 

and emotional injury due to Defendants’ actions.  

82. Defendants’ actions were the direct and proximate cause of such severe 

emotional distress and emotional injury to Plaintiffs. 

83. Plaintiffs suffered and continue to suffer mental anguish as a result of 

Defendants publishing and using Plaintiffs’ booking photos as advertisements and to 

extort payment for removal, and said mental anguish is of a nature that no reasonable 

person could be expected to endure. 

84. As a result, Defendants are liable to Plaintiffs for actual, presumed and 

punitive damages in an amount to be determined at trial. 

COUNT IV 
UNLAWFUL APPROPRIATION/RIGHT OF PUBLICITY  

On behalf of All Plaintiffs 
Against All Defendants  

 
85. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of each paragraph above 

into this claim as though fully set forth herein. 

86. Arizona courts “recognize[] the right of publicity, both as a tort claim and 

an unfair competition claim.” Lemon v. Harlem Globetrotters Int'l, Inc., 437 F. Supp. 2d 

1089, 1100 (D. Ariz. 2006) (citing Restatement (Second) of Torts § 652C). 

87. Defendants used the name and likeness of Plaintiffs without their consent 

or permission to Defendants’ commercial advantage. 

88. Defendants’ wrongful use included, inter alia, use of Plaintiffs’ images as 

advertisements. 
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89. As a result of Defendants’ use of Plaintiffs’ names, Plaintiffs have suffered 

harm including harm to reputation, emotional distress, and additional harms. 

COUNT V 
PUNITIVE DAMAGES  
On behalf of All Plaintiffs  

Against all Defendants  
 
90. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of each paragraph above 

into this claim as though fully set forth herein.  

91. Defendants’ aforementioned conduct was conscious, deliberate, 

intentional, and/or reckless in nature. 

92. Defendants' aforementioned conduct was undertaken in a state of mind 

which evidences hatred, ill will, or a spirit of revenge.  Defendants’ evil hand was 

guided by an evil mind. 

93. Defendants’ aforementioned conduct evidences a conscious disregard for 

the rights of Plaintiffs and has caused, and continues to cause, them substantial harm. 

94. As a result, Plaintiffs are entitled to punitive damages and attorneys’ fees. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment in their favor 

and against Defendants and each of them as follows: 

1. For damages in an amount that Plaintiffs will prove; 

2. For punitive damages to be consistent with proof in this action; 

3. Appropriate preliminary and/or permanent injunctive relief; 

4. For Plaintiffs’ reasonable costs and attorneys’ fees incurred herein; 

5. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just. 

// 

// 

// 
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DATED this 27th day of February, 2020. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
 

By: /s/ David N. Ferrucci 
David N. Ferrucci 
David G. Bray 
Paxton D. Endres 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
 
 

 
ORIGINAL of the foregoing efiled with 
the Superior Court and a COPY thereof  
mailed this 27th day of February, 2020 to: 

David S. Gingras, Esq. 
GINGRAS LAW OFFICE, PLLC 
4802 E. Ray Road, #23-271 
Phoenix, Arizona 85044 
Attorneys for Defendants 

By: /s/ Christine Klepacki 
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Andrew Ivchenko (#021145) 
ANDREWIVCHENKOPLLC 

2 4960 South Gilbert Road, #1-226 
3 Chandler, AZ 85249 

Phone: ( 480) 250-4514 
4 Aivchenkopllc@gmail.com 

5 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 

JOHN DOE I; JOHN DOE II; JOHN DOE 
1 0  III; JOHN DOE IV; JOHN DOE V; JOHN 
l l DOE VI; JOHN DOE VII; JANE DOE I; 

JANE DOE II; JOHN DOE VIII; JOHN 
12 DOE IX; JOHN DOE X; JOHN DOE XI; 

JOHN DOE XII; JOHN DOE XIII; JANE 
13  DOE III; JOHN DOE XIV; JANE DOE 

14 IV; JOHN DOE XV; and JOHN DOE XVI, 

Copy 

Case No.CV 2 0 2 0 -  0  9  3  0  0  6  

COMPLAINT 

(Violation of A.R.S. 44- 7902 I unlawful 
appropriation I invasion of privacy) 

Jury Trial Demanded 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 5  

16  vs. 
17  

Plaintiffs, 

TRAVIS PAUL GRANT and MARIEL 
1 8  LIZETTE GRANT, husband and wife; 

19  
KYLE DAVID GRANT and JANE DOE 
GRANT, husband and wife; JOHN and 

20 JANE DOES I-X; BLACK 

21  
CORPORATIONS I-X; and WHITE 
COMPANIES 1-X, 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Defendants. 

1 

Case 2:21-cv-00108-JJT   Document 1-4   Filed 01/21/21   Page 26 of 41



information and misappropriate images in booking photos to create misleading 

advertisements designed to generate substantial advertising revenue from the victims 

whose images have been misappropriated. 

IV; John Doe XV; and John Doe XVI (hereinafter "Plaintiffs" or "Jane Doe" or "John 

Doe"), through their undersigned counsel, for their Complaint against Defendants, allege 

the following: 

Plaintiffs John Doe I; John Doe II; John Doe III; John Doe IV; John Doe V; John 

Doe VI; John Doe VII; Jane Doe I; Jane Doe II; John Doe VIII; John Doe IX; John Doe 

X; John Doe XI; John Doe XII; John Doe XIII; Jane Doe III ;  John Doe XIV; Jane Doe 

photos and arrest information for purely commercial purposes. These "[b]ooking 

INTRODUCTION 

Defendants are First Amendment opportunists that exploit arrest 

Defendants do not inform the public; instead, Defendants exploit booking 

1 .  

2. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10  

1 1  

12  

1 3  

14 

1 5  

1 6  
photos-snapped in the vulnerable and embarrassing moments immediately after an 

1 7  individual is accused, taken into custody, and deprived of most liberties-fit squarely 

1 8  within this realm of embarrassing and humiliating information. More than just vivid 

1 9  symbols of criminal accusation, booking photos convey guilt to the viewer." Detroit 

20 Free Press Inc. v. United States Dep't of Justice, 829 F.3d 478, 482 (6th Cir. 2 0 1 6 )  

2  l  (  citations and quotations omitted). Defendants' business model is to exploit this 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

embarrassing and humiliating information that falsely conveys guilt for their own 

commercial gain. Once these images are online, they live on in perpetuity. They serve 

as the digital scarlet letter of our times, permanently affecting the reputation of those 

who have paid their debt to society. 

2 
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2 

3 

3 .  The online dissemination of arrest information and images in booking 

photos creates substantial barriers for those attempting to reintegrate into society from 

finding employment, housing, and starting a new life. "[N]early one out of every three 

4 American adults"-77. 7 million people-has been arrested and, thus, could be 

5 impacted. See Gary Fields & John R. Emshwiller, America Busted: As Arrest Records 

6 
Mount, Consequences Last a Lifetime, WALL ST. J., Aug. 19,  2014, at A l .  Abuse of 

7 

8 

these records by profiteers such as Defendants cuts against efforts for criminal justice 

reform and rehabilitation of those who have made mistakes in their pasts. Moreover, in 
9 

1 0  many cases arrestee's are never charged, are adjudicated not guilty, or their charges are 

1 1  

12  

1 3  

14 4. In response to the proliferation of mugshot website operators, such as 

dismissed for various reasons, including by completing diversion programs. Mugshot 

companies have wide sweeping negative effects on not only those directly impacted but 

on the community as a whole. 

1 5  Defendants, several states have passed statutes relating to the exploitation of mugshots, 

16  most recently Arizona. On August 27, 2019 ,  HB2 19 1  became effective law as Arizona 

1 7  Revised Statute §§ 44-7901, 7902; Mugshot website operators; prohibited acts; 
1 8  

1 9  

20 

21  

22 

23 

exceptions (the "Arizona Mugshot Statute"). The new law defines mugshot website 

companies as "mugshot website operators" and prohibits their operation for commercial 

purposes, which the law defines to include "any purpose in which the [mugshot website 

operator] can reasonably anticipate the receipt of monetary gain from the direct or 

indirect use of the public record." A.R .S . § 39- 12 1 .03(0);  A.R .S. § 44-7901(2) .  The 

24 Arizona Mugshot Statute also prescribes hefty minimal damages that mugshot website 

25 companies will have to pay to those affected if they do not comply with the law. 

26 5 .  This is an individual action for violation of the Arizona Mugshot Statute, 

27 unlawful appropriation/right of publicity, invasion of privacy based on appropriation, 

28 

3 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

6. This is a civil action seeking damages, declaratory, and injunctive relief 

and intentional infliction of emotional distress under applicable decisional law in 

Arizona. Each Plaintiff has had their booking photos and arrest information on the 

Websites since the effective date of the Arizona Mugshot Statute. 

for the violation of the right of publicity under the common laws of the State of Arizona 

and to recover damages pursuant to the Arizona Mugshot Statute. Plaintiffs seek redress 

for injuries caused by, and an injunction enjoining, the unlawful conduct of Defendants, 

Kyle David Grant, his brother Travis Paul Grant, and Travis Paul Grant's wife, Mariel 

10  
Lizette Grant, all doing business in conjunction with their websites rapsheetz.com and 

1 1  

12  7. Defendants' conduct that is the subject of this civil action involves 

bailbondsearch.com (the "Websites"). 

13  ongoing online activity directed against Plaintiffs. Defendants own the Websites, 

14 including rapsheetz.com, on which they use the arrest information and booking photos 

15  of millions of arrestees for their own purely commercial purposes. Defendants use 

l 6 software to "scrape" arrest information, including booking photos, from the Maricopa 

17  County Sheriffs Office's website, and the websites of other law enforcement agencies 

1 8  

1 9  

20 

21 

22 

23 

in Arizona who post booking photos online, for all, or substantially all, arrestees, albeit 

for a limited duration of time, typically three days. Defendants then use the arrest 

information from the victims who identities and likenesses have been misappropriated to 

create original content in the form of advertisements that serve two purposes: 1 )  to 

attract third party advertisers to the website; and 2) generate pay-per-click advertising 

24 revenue. 

25 8. "A disclosed booking photo casts a long, damaging shadow over the 

26 depicted individual." Detroit Free Press Inc. v. United States Dep't of Justice, 829 F .3d 

27 478, 482 (6th Cir. 2016).  For this reason, law enforcement agencies and the State of 

28 

4 

Case 2:21-cv-00108-JJT   Document 1-4   Filed 01/21/21   Page 29 of 41



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Arizona do not intend for booking photos and arrest information to be used in this way 

or to be available online to the public indefinitely. The Maricopa County Sherriff's 

Office, for example, only posts arrest photos for three days, after which they are taken 

down. The Arizona Mugshot Act makes crystal clear that the public policy of Arizona is 

that arrest information and photos published for a limited time by Arizona law 

enforcement agencies is not to be "scraped" and then disseminated indefinitely for 

Defendants' purely commercial purposes. Yet, that is precisely how Defendants' illegal 

scheme operates. 
9 

10  

1 1  

9. To further their illegal scheme and maximize its commercial effect, 

Defendants use analytics and search optimization tools to ensure that each booking 

12 photo is among the first search results found when an arrestee's name is entered into a 

1 3  search engine such as Google, Bing or Yahoo. Such conduct contributes substantially to 

14 the illegality of Defendants' use of the arrest information and booking photos. 

1 5  10 .  Contrary to Defendants' false representations, rapsheetz.com and 

1 6  bailbondsearch.com are not a public safety service or media outlets. If they were, 

1 7  Defendants would not select what information and which booking photos remain on the 

1 8  

19  

20 

2 1  

Websites based on extorted payments, which occurred prior to the enactment of the 

Florida mugshot statute on or about July 18 ,  2018  (FL Stat § 901 .43 ,  Dissemination of 

Arrest Booking Photographs) (the "Florida mugshot statute"). Defendants hide behind 

the false pretense that they are a media organization, post these mugshots and create 
22 

23 
advertisements out of them solely in order to profit by generating advertising revenue 

24 
through Google Ads and, at least up until July 18 ,  2018 ,  extorted payments. Companies 

25 pay for Google Ads so that people will notice their business whenever they are searching 

26 Google. These companies only have to pay a website owner whenever someone clicks 

27 on the ad. This is known as cost-per-click (CPC) or pay-per-click (PPC) advertising. 

28 

5 
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Defendants generate substantial revenue through the misleading manner in which they 

2 use these booking photos as advertisements to induce users of their Websites to click on 

3 the banner ads. 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10  

1 1  

12  

1 3  

14 

1 1 .  Also contrary to Defendants' false representations, Defendants refuse to 

remove someone's mugshot from the Websites even if the arrestee has been found 

innocent of any crime, or have otherwise had their charges dropped, not filed, expunged, 

or dismissed as part of a diversion program. Prospective employers ( or anyone else) 

conducting a web search find, in many cases, misinformation indicating that people are 

still charged, incarcerated, or on parole years even after release or an adjudication of not 

guilty. Defendants intentionally and maliciously set up the Websites to give the false 

impression people are incarcerated or have been adjudged guilty of a crime. The end 

result for many arrestees is continuous emotional distress, job loss, broken families, and 

homelessness. The end result for Defendants is substantial profits. 

1 5  12. Defendants are notorious operators of mugshot Websites, on which 

l6  millions of arrestees appear. Several online sites have been established by aggrieved 
1 7  parties to expose the nefarious and illegal activities of Defendants, including 
1 8  

19  

20 

21  

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

https ://rapsheetsorgkyledavidgrant. wordpress. com and 

http://classactionagainstmugshotwebsites.com/rapsheets-org-kyle-david-grant-travis­ 

paul-grant. 

1 3 .  This action seeks to put an end to Defendants' harassment of countless 

individuals in Arizona and other states. Defendants will continue to cause Plaintiffs 

harm until Defendants are enjoined from intentionally and maliciously violating 

Plaintiffs' rights. 

6 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

JURISDICTION AND PARTIES 

14.  Plaintiff John Doe #1  is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona. During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe # I ' s  arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe #1  's image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe # 1  has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe # 1 did not 

9 
provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

1 o including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

1 1  #  I  has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

12 injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

1 3  arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

14  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 5 .  Plaintiff John Doe #2 is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona. During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe #2's arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe #2's image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe #2 has incurred damages under the 
1 9  

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe #2 did not 
20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

25 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

#2 has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

26 16 .  Plaintiff John Doe #3 is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona. During 

27 the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe #3 's arrest 

28 

7 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe #3 's image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe #3 has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe #3 did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

#3 has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

17 .  Plaintiff John Doe #4 is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona. During 

12 the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe #4' s arrest 

1 3  information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

14  result, Plaintiff John Doe #4' s image has been commercially misappropriated by 

1 5  Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe #4 has incurred damages under the 

1 6  Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe #4 did not 

1 7  provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

18  

19  

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

25 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

#4 has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

1 8 .  Plaintiff John Doe #5 is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona. During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe #S's arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

26 result, Plaintiff John Doe #S's  image has been commercially misappropriated by 

27 Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe #5 has incurred damages under the 

28 

8 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10  

1 1  

12 

1 3  

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe #5 did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

#5 has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

19 .  Plaintiff John Doe #6 is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona. During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe #6's arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe #6's image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe #6 has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe #6 did not 

14 provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

1 5  including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

l 6 #6 has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

1 7  injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

1 8  

1 9  

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

20. Plaintiff John Doe #7 is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona. During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe #7' s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe #7's image has been commercially misappropriated by 

24 Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe #7 has incurred damages under the 

25 Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe #7 did not 

26 provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

27 including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

28 

9 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

#7 has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

2 1 .  Plaintiff Jane Doe # 1 is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona. During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe # 1  's arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff Jane Doe # 1 's image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff Jane Doe #1  has incurred damages under the 
9 

10  
Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff Jane Doe # 1 did not 

1 1  provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

12  including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff Jane Doe 

1 3  # 1  has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

14 injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

1 5  arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

16  22. Plaintiff Jane Doe #2 is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona. During 

17  the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe #2' s arrest 

1 8  

1 9  

20 

2 1  

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff Jane Doe #2's image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff Jane Doe #2 has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff Jane Doe #2 did not 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff Jane Doe 

#2 has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

10  
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2 

3 

23. Plaintiff John Doe #8 is a resident of Pinellas County, Florida. During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe #8's arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

4 result, Plaintiff John Doe #8's image has been commercially misappropriated by 

5 
Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe #8 has incurred damages under the 

6 
Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe #8 did not 

7 

8 

9 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

10  
#8 has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

1 1  

12  

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

1 3  24. Plaintiff John Doe #9 is a resident of Pinellas County, Florida. During the 

14  relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe #9's arrest 

1 5  information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

l6  result, Plaintiff John Doe #9 's image has been commercially misappropriated by 
1 7  

1 8  

19  

20 

21  

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe #9 has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe #9 did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

#9 has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 
22 

23 

24 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

25 25.  Plaintiff John Doe # 1 0  is a resident of Miami-Dade County, Florida. 

26 During the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe # I O ' s  

27 arrest information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. 

28 

1 1  
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1 

2 

3 

As a result, Plaintiff John Doe # lO ' s  image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe # 1 0  has incurred damages under 

the Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe # 10  did not 

4 provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10  

1 1  

12 

1 3  

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

# 1 0  has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

26. Plaintiff John Doe # 1 1  is a resident of Williamson County, Texas. During 

the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe # 1 1  's arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe # 1 1  's image has been commercially misappropriated by 

14 Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe # 1 1  has incurred damages under 

1 5  the Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe # 1 1  did not 

16  provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

17  

1 8  

19  

20 

21  

22 

23 

24 

25 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

# 1 1  has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

27. Plaintiff John Doe #12  is a resident of Randall County, Texas. During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe #12 's  arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe # 1 2 ' s  image has been commercially misappropriated by 

26 Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe # 12  has incurred damages under 

27 the Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe # 1 2  did not 

28 

12 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

# 12  has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

28. Plaintiff John Doe # 1 3  is a resident of Brazoria County, Texas. During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe # 13 ' s  arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe # 13 ' s  image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe # 1 3  has incurred damages under 

12  the Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe # 13 did not 

1 3  

14 

1 5  

1 6  

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

# 13  has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

1 7  arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

1 8  

19  

20 

2 1  

29. Plaintiff Jane Doe #3 is a resident of Brazoria County, Texas. During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe #3 's arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff Jane Doe #3 's  image has been commercially misappropriated by 
22 

23 
Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff Jane Doe #3 has incurred damages under the 

24 Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff Jane Doe #3 did not 

25 provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

26 including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff Jane Doe 

27 #3 has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

28 

13 
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I injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

2 arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

30. Plaintiff John Doe # 1 4  is a resident of Cook County, Illinois. During the 

relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe # 14'  s arrest 

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff John Doe # 1 4  's image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe # 1 4  has incurred damages under 

the Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe # 14 did not 

10  
provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

1 1  

12 

1 3  

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

# 14 has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

14 arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

1 5  3 1 .  Plaintiff Jane Doe #4 is a resident of Cook County, Illinois. During the 

1 6  relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff Jane Doe #4' s arrest 

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

20 

21  

information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

result, Plaintiff Jane Doe #4 's image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff Jane Doe #4 has incurred damages under the 

Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff Jane Doe #4 did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 
22 

23 
including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff Jane Doe 

24 
#4 has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

25 injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

26 arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

27 

28 

14 
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1 32. Plaintiff John Doe # 1 5  is a resident of Horry County, South Carolina. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

During the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe # 1 5 ' s  

arrest information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. 

As a result, Plaintiff John Doe # 1 5  's image has been commercially misappropriated by 

Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe # 1 5  has incurred damages under 

the Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe # 15  did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

10  
#  1 5  has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 

1 1  

12  

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

1 3  33 .  Plaintiff John Doe # 16  is a resident of St. Louis County, Missouri. During 

14 the relevant time period, defendants have disseminated Plaintiff John Doe # 16 '  s  arrest 

15  information and booking photo on the Websites for purely commercial purposes. As a 

16  result, Plaintiff John Doe # 16's  image has been commercially misappropriated by 

17 Defendants, causing damage, and Plaintiff John Doe # 16  has incurred damages under 

1 8  

1 9  

20 

21  

the Arizona Mugshot Statute, as further described herein. Plaintiff John Doe # 1 6  did not 

provide the Defendants with prior consent for the posting of any information about her, 

including, but not limited to, her arrest information and arrest photo. Plaintiff John Doe 

# 1 6  has experienced both emotional and financial harm, including, but not limited to, 
22 

23 

24 

injury to her business and property as a result of the commercial dissemination of her 

arrest information and arrest photo by the Defendants. 

25 34 . Defendants Kyle David Grant, Travis Paul Grant, and Mariel Lizette 

26 Grant, are residents of the state of Florida. Defendants are the owners and operators of 

27 at least the following Websites: 

28 

1 5  

Case 2:21-cv-00108-JJT   Document 1-4   Filed 01/21/21   Page 40 of 41



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

• Rapsheets.org; 

• Rapsheetz.com; 

• Bailbondcity .com; and 

• Bailbondsearch.com. 

35 .  Defendants are being sued in their individual capacities. This Court has 

7 jurisdiction over Defendants under Arizona's long-arm rule and applicable decisional 

8 

9 

10  

1 1  

12 

1 3  

14 

law, which allows for assertion of personal jurisdiction over a non-resident consistent 

with federal constitutional due process. Ariz. R. Civ. P. 4.2(a). 

36. Under the provisions of the A.R.S. 44- 7902(A), Defendants, as mugshot 

website operators that publish a subject individual's criminal justice record for a 

commercial purpose on a publicly accessible website, are deemed to be transacting 

business in this state. 

1 5  3  7. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and based on that information and 

16 belief allege, that at all times mentioned in this complaint, Defendants were the agents 

1 7  and employees of their codefendants and in doing the things alleged in this complaint 

1 8  were acting within the course and scope of such agency and employment. 

19 

20 

21  

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

38 .  At all material times, Defendants (i) committed a tortious act within this 

state, and (ii) are engaged in substantial and not isolated activity within this state. 

Sufficient minimum contacts exist between Defendants and the state of Arizona to 

satisfy the due process requirements of the United States Constitution. These include 

directly targeting their Websites to the state, knowingly interacting with residents of the 

forum state via their Websites, or through sufficient other related contacts. 

39 . Defendants solicit customers in the state of Arizona. Upon information 

and belief, Defendants have many paying customers who reside in the state of Arizona 

16  
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1 who each use Defendants' respective services in the state of Arizona. Upon information 

2 and belief, Defendants conduct continuous and systematic business in the state of 

3 Arizona. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10  

1 1  

12 

1 3  

40. Defendants JOHN and JANE DOES 1-X; BLACK CORPORATIONS I- 

X; and WHITE COMPANIES 1-X, are persons, partnerships, corporations or 

unincorporated associates subject to suit in a common name whose names are unknown 

to Plaintiffs and who are wholly or partially responsible for the acts complained of, 

including those who have participated in managing, organizing, marketing, facilitating, 

and profiting from the operations of the Websites , and therefore, designated by fictitious 

names pursuant to Rule 10( d), Arizona Rule of Civil Procedure. Plaintiffs will ask leave 

of the Court to substitute the true names of the said parties prior to the entry of judgment 

herein. 

14 4 1 .  Maricopa County is a proper venue, pursuant to A .R.S. § 12-401 ( 1 ). The 

15  acts and conduct of Defendants occurred in Maricopa County. Defendants' Websites are 

1 6  available to people in Maricopa County. 

17  GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

1 8  

1 9  

20 

21  

42. Plaintiffs are individuals and are now, and at all times mentioned in this 

complaint were, residents of Maricopa County, Arizona; Pinellas County, Florida; 

Miami-Dade County, Florida; Williamson County, Texas; Randall County, Texas; 

22 Brazoria County, Texas; Cook County, Illinois; Horry County, South Carolina; and St. 

23 Louis County, Missouri. 

24 43. Defendants generate substantial revenue from the misleading use of the 

25 original content Defendants create from the booking photos. 

26 44. Defendants gather and collect arrest photos and create original content out 

27 of that material in the form of advertisements ("arrest photo advertisements"). 

28 

17  
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2 

45. The arrest photo advertisements are strategically placed on the Websites 

for maximum commercial exploitation. Specifically, Defendants place the arrest photo 

3 advertisements directly above, and/or directly alongside banner ads that advertise 

4 

s 

services for, inter alia, public records information, thus making it appear (falsely) that 

by clicking on the banner ad the user would be directed to "Arrest Details" located in the 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

rapsheetz.corn database. 

46. The following screenshot capture of a page on rapsheetz.com exemplifies 

the misleading manner in which Defendants use the arrest photo advertisements to entice 

the public into clicking on third party banner ads, thus generating substantial pay-per- 

1 1  

12 

1 3  

click advertising for Defendants: 

Phoenix Arrest Records for Inmate Scotty Hugh 
Cooper 

1 8  anyone whose criminal records are exposed 

OPEN 

Access Court Records 
ReviewPublicRecords 

I will not use this information to harass 

1 9  

14  

1 5  

16  

1 7  

23 

22 

20 

21  Scotty Hugh Cooper Arrest Details 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

1 8  
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10  

1 1  

12 

1 3  

4  7. Because, as in the above example, the third party banner ads are typically 

for services such as public arrest records databases and because the third-party banner ad 

is located directly beneath, alongside, and embedded within the arrest photo 

advertisements, the user mistakenly clicks on the banner ad falsely believing that by 

doing so they will be directed to the "arrest details" in the rapsheetz.com database, but 

are instead directed to the third party database. Defendants purposefully and 

intentionally create the arrest photo advertisements in this manner to increase user clicks 

on third party ads, thus earning substantial pay-per-click advertising revenue. 

48. Thus, the arrest photos advertisements serve at least two commercial 

purposes: I )  to attract third party advertisers to the Website; and 2) entice any user of 

the website to mistakenly click the third party banner ad so as to generate pay-per-click 

advertising revenue for Defendants. 

14  49. The arrest information and booking photos that Defendants use to create 

1 5  the arrest photo advertisements was never intended by law enforcement to be used in 

1 6  this manner or posted by Defendants. The booking photos Defendants use to create the 

17  arrest photo advertisements are not tendered by law enforcement agencies to Defendants. 
1 8  

19  

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

It is the public policy of the State of Arizona, as made crystal clear by the Arizona 

Mugshot Act, that the arrest information and arrest photos briefly disseminated by 

Arizona's law enforcement and other agencies not be used in the manner that 

Defendants use them. 

50. Plaintiffs had an arrest photo taken. 

5 1 .  Defendants, without permission, consent or knowledge of Plaintiffs, 

25 reproduced, publicly displayed, distributed, and created original advertising content out 

26 of their arrest photos. Defendants also, without permission, consent or knowledge of 

27 Plaintiffs, reproduced, publicly displayed, and distributed Plaintiffs' arrest information. 

28 

19  
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1 52. Defendants' respective Websites, along with Plaintiffs' images, were 

2 indexed by Yahoo.com and Google.com, and the images appear under Google Images 

3 when an internet search for Plaintiffs name is conducted. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10  

1 1  

53.  Defendants' use of Plaintiffs' images and arrest information is for a purely 

commercial purpose. 

54. Defendants operate one or more Websites that are used to display 

Plaintiffs' images as part of a commercial enterprise. 

55 .  The display by Defendants of Plaintiffs' images on their Websites, are 

intended, among other things, to subject Plaintiffs to hatred, contempt, or ridicule, and to 

damage their personal and business reputations, or to impair their credit. 

12  56. Each Defendant, acting on their own or in conjunction with one or more of 

1 3  the other Defendants, derives revenue from the Websites through Google Ads and other 

14 means. 

1 5  57. Unless Defendants are enjoined from further commercial use and 

16  publication of Plaintiffs' images and names and other arrest information, Plaintiffs will 

1 7  suffer further irreparable injury. 
1 8  

19  

20 

21  

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

CAUSES OF ACTION 

58.  The Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of each paragraph 

above into this claim as though fully set forth herein. 

59 .  Plaintiffs are entitled to recover damages from Defendants jointly and 

from each of them based on the theories of liability hereinafter enumerated in Counts I 

through V, and under such other theories of liability as may be appropriate based upon 

the facts as alleged herein or as revealed during discovery. 

20 
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1 

2 

COUNT I 
VIOLATION OF THE ARIZONA MUGSHOT ACT (A.R.S. 44-7901/7902) 

3 60. Plaintiffs Jane Doe and John Doe 1-20 incorporate by reference the 

4 allegations of each paragraph above into this claim as though fully set forth herein. 

5 6 1 .  The people of the State of Arizona, by and through their popularly elected 

6 

7 

8 

9 

I O  

1 1  

12  

1 3  

14 

1 5  

1 6  

17  

1 8  

1 9  

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

legislature, enacted a statute entitled "Mugshot website operators; prohibited acts; 

exceptions," codified at Arizona Revised Statute § § 44-7901, 7902 ( the "Arizona 

Mugshot Statute"). That statute was in force and effective at all times herein relevant. 

62. A.R.S .  44- 7902 states as follows: 

Mugshot website operators; prohibited acts; exceptions 

A. A mugshot website operator that publishes a subject individual's 

criminal justice record for a commercial purpose on a publicly accessible 

website is deemed to be transacting business in this state. 

B .  A mugshot website operator may not use criminal justice records or the 

names, addresses, telephone numbers and other information contained in 

criminal justice records for the purpose of soliciting business for pecuniary 

gain, including requiring the payment of a fee or other valuable 

consideration in exchange for removing or revising criminal justice 

records that have been published on a website or other publication. 

C .  A  subject individual whose criminal justice record is published m 

violation of subsection B of this section and who suffers a pecuniary loss 

or who is otherwise adversely affected as a result of a violation of 

subsection B of this section has a cause of action against the person 

responsible for the violation and may recover damages in addition to the 

2 1  
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10  

1 1  

12  

1 3  

14  

1 5  

16  

17  

1 8  

19  

20  

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

damages prescribed in subsection D of this section in any court of 

competent jurisdiction. 

D. A person that violates subsection B of this section is liable for damages 

for each separate violation in an amount of at least: 

1 .  $100 per day during the first thirty days of the violation. 

2. $200 per day during the subsequent thirty days of the violation. 

3 .  $500 per day for each day thereafter. 

E. This article does not apply to any act performed for the purpose of 

disseminating news to the public, including the gathering, publishing or 

broadcasting information to the public for a news-related purpose, or to 

any act performed by a publisher, owner, agent, employee or retailer of a 

newspaper, radio station, radio network, television station, television 

broadcast network, cable television network or other online news outlet 

associated with any news organization in connection with the 

dissemination of news to the public, including the gathering, publishing or 

broadcasting information to the public for a news-related purpose. 

F. This article does not apply to activities by a licensed attorney, private 

investigator or registered process server that are associated with purposes 

relating to a current or anticipated criminal or civil proceeding. This 

section does not affect the conduct of trials or the discovery process in any 

proceeding as otherwise provided by law or court rule. 

63. A.R.S. 44-7901 states as follows: 

44- 7 9 01 .  Definitions 

In this article, unless the context otherwise requires: 

22 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

12  

13 

14 

1 5  

16  

17  

1 8  

19  

20 

21  

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

1 .  "Booking photograph" means a photograph of a subject individual that 

is taken pursuant to an arrest or other involvement in the criminal justice 

system. 

2. "Commercial purpose" has the same meaning prescribed in section 39- 

121 .03 .  

3 .  "Criminal justice record" includes a booking photograph and the name, 

address and description of and the charges filed against a subject 

individual. 

4. "Mugshot website operator" means a person that publishes a criminal 

justice record on a publicly available internet website for a commercial 

purpose. 

5. "Person" means a natural person, partnership, association, joint venture, 

corporation, limited liability company, nonprofit organization or trust or 

any similar entity or organized group of persons. 

6. "Subject individual" means an individual who has been arrested. 

64. A.R.S. 39-121 .03(0) states as follows: 

For the purposes of this section, "commercial purpose" means the use of a 

public record for the purpose of sale or resale or for the purpose of 

producing a document containing all or part of the copy, printout or 

photograph for sale or the obtaining of names and addresses from public 

records for the purpose of solicitation or the sale of names and addresses to 

another for the purpose of solicitation or for any purpose in which the 

purchaser can reasonably anticipate the receipt of monetary gain from the 

direct or indirect use of the public record ( emphasis added). Commercial 

23 
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2 

3 

purpose does not mean the use of a public record as evidence or as 

research for evidence in an action in any judicial or quasi-judicial body. 

65. Defendants posted Plaintiffs Jane Doe's and John Doe's 1-20 mugshot and 

4 criminal record information to rapsheetz.com and/or bailbondsearch.com as set forth 

5 

6 

7 

8 

herein. 

66. Defendants posted Plaintiff Jane Doe's and John Doe's 1-20 mugshot and 

criminal record information to rapsheetz.com and/or bailbondsearch.com for a 

commercial purpose, as defined in A.R.S. 39-121 .03(0).  
9 

10  

1 1  

67. Defendants violated the Arizona Mugshot Statute by posting Plaintiff Jane 

Doe's and John Doe's 1-20 criminal record information and mugshots to rapsheetz.com 

12  and/or bailbondsearch.com for commercial purposes, namely, by soliciting and 

1 3  generating advertising revenue through Google Ads, and by other acts and/or omissions 

14 as specified in this Amended Complaint. 

1 5  68 .  Pursuant to the Arizona Mugshot Statute, "A person that violates 

16 subsection B of this section is liable for damages for each separate violation in an 

17 amount of at least: 1 .  $ 100 per day during the first thirty days of the violation. 2. $200 

1 8  
per day during the subsequent thirty days of the violation. 3 .  $500 per day for each day 

1 9  

20 

21  

22 

23 

24 

25 

thereafter." A.R.S. 44-7902(0) (emphasis added). 

69. Defendants' violation of the Arizona Mugshot Statute proximately caused 

damage to Plaintiffs Jane Doe and John Doe 1-20 in an amount to be determined at trial. 

COUNT II 

INVASION OF PRIVACY BASED ON APPROPRIATION 

70. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of each paragraph 

26 
above into this claim as though fully set forth herein. 

27 

28 

24 
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1 7 1 .  Plaintiffs have a privacy interest in the exclusive use of their names and 

2 likenesses. 

3 72. Defendants' appropriation (and use as an advertisement) of the Plaintiffs' 

4 booking photos was done for Defendants own commercial purposes and benefit. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10  

1 1  

12 

13 

14 

73. Defendants' appropriation of Plaintiff's image constituted an invasion of 

privacy as prescribed by Restatements (Second) of Torts § 652C. 

74. Defendant's misappropriation of Plaintiffs' image proximately caused 

damage to Plaintiffs in an amount to be determined at trial. 

COUNT III 
INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS 

75. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of each paragraph above 

into this claim as though fully set forth herein. 

76. Defendants, by and through publishing and using Plaintiffs' booking photo 

1 5  
as an advertisement, behaved intentionally and/or recklessly. 

16 77. Defendants, by and through publishing and using Plaintiffs' booking photo 

17  as an advertisement, intended to cause emotional distress upon Plaintiffs. 

18  78 .  Publishing and using Plaintiffs' booking photo as an advertisement was so 

19  

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

outrageous in character, and so extreme in degree, as to go beyond all possible bounds of 

decency, and to be regarded as atrocious, and utterly intolerable in a civilized 

community. 

79 . Plaintiffs have suffered and continue to suffer severe emotional distress 

and emotional injury due to Defendants' actions. 

80 . Defendants' actions were the direct and proximate cause of such severe 

emotional distress and emotional injury to Plaintiffs. 

25 
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1 8 1 .  Plaintiffs suffered and continue to suffer mental anguish as a result of 

2 Defendants publishing and using Plaintiffs' booking photo as an advertisement, and said 

3 

4 

mental anguish is of a nature that no reasonable person could be expected to endure. 

82. As a result, Defendants are liable to Plaintiffs for actual, presumed and 

5 
punitive damages in an amount to be determined at trial. 

6 

7 

8 

COUNT IV 

UNLAWFUL APPROPRIATION/RIGHT OF PUBLICITY 

83. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of each paragraph above 

9 
into this claim as though fully set forth herein. 

10  

1 1  

84. Arizona courts "recognize[] the right of publicity, both as a tort claim and 

an unfair competition claim." Lemon v. Harlem Globetrotters Int'/, Inc., 43 7 F. Supp. 2d 
12  

1 3  

14 

1089, 1 1 0 0  (D. Ariz. 2006) (citing Restatement (Second) of Torts§ 652C). 

85. Defendants used the name and likeness of Plaintiffs without their consent 

15  or permission to Defendants' commercial advantage. 

16  86. Defendants' wrongful use included, inter a/ia, use of Plaintiffs' image as 

17  an advertisement. 

1 8  87. As a result of Defendants' use of Plaintiffs' names, Plaintiffs have suffered 

19 harm including harm to reputation, emotional distress, and additional harms. 

20 

21 

COUNTY 

PUNITIVE DAMAGES 

22 88 .  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of each paragraph above 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

into this claim as though fully set forth herein. 

89. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of each paragraph 

above into this claim as though fully set forth herein. 

26 
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90. Defendants' aforementioned conduct was conscious, deliberate, 

2 intentional, and/or reckless in nature. 

3 9 1 .  Defendants' aforementioned conduct was undertaken in a state of mind 

4 which evidences hatred, ill will, or a spirit of revenge. Defendants' evil hand was 

guided by an evil mind. 

92. Defendants' aforementioned conduct evidences a conscious disregard for 

the rights of Plaintiffs and has caused, and continues to cause, them substantial harm. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment in their favor 

As a result, Plaintiffs are entitled to punitive damages and attorneys' fees. 93. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

I I  
and against Defendants and each of them as follows: 

1 2  I .  For damages in an amount that Plaintiffs will prove; 

1 3  2. For punitive damages to be consistent with proof in this action; 

1 4  

1 5  

3. 

4. 

Appropriate preliminary and/or permanent injunctive relief; 

For Plaintiffs' reasonable costs and attorneys' fees incurred herein; 

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

5. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just. 

DATED: May __ , 2020. 

Respectfully submitted, 

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

ANDREWIVCHENKOPLLC 

� }M V\  
Andrew Ivchenko, Esq. 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 

25 

26 

27 

28 

27 
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1

David Gingras

From: Andrew Ivchenko <aivchenkopllc@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 3:21 PM
To: David Gingras
Subject: Re: Activity in Case 2:20-cv-01142-SMB Doe I et al v. Grant et al Order on Motion for 

Discovery

David, 
  
I am in meetings all day but you asked for a quick response so I will do that. Obviously there is no 
need to do depositions so we can stipulate to something along the lines of item #1. Not sure where 
the court is going with the remand motion. Also, you are dealing with a Federal and state 
case through the Rosenstein firm (are you still counting these? Perhaps you can use Roman 
numerals like in the Super Bowl, it's more dignified). My actions in this case will be coordinated 
with them, once I do that I will have a follow-up response.  
  
No matter what happens with the remand motion, it's not staying in Federal court even if it gets 
dismissed by us - this is the first action filed by these 20 plaintiffs. The 20 plaintiffs from the 
previous case are on the sidelines, but will likely be filing individual actions such as done in state 
action no. CV2020-055722.  
  
Your last sentence in #2 makes no sense - you and your clients harassed Mrs. Emery, opposing 
counsel, and my wife (and you aided and abetted your client by obtaining the police video). 
Needless to say, this is all legally actionable and will be addressed through the courts. I urge you 
to counsel your clients to remove all of that from their home page, although it is so inflammatory 
that it actually helps us when we ask for the injunction in a few weeks.  
  
  
Andrew Ivchenko, Esq. 
4960 S. Gilbert Rd., Suite 1-226 
Chandler, AZ 85249 
Phone: (480) 250-4514 
Email: aivchenkopllc@gmail.com 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This transmittal is a confidential communication or may otherwise 
be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received 
this transmittal in error and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this 
transmittal is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify this 
office, and immediately delete this message and all its attachments, if any. 

----- Original Message ----- 
From: David Gingras <david@gingraslaw.com> 
To: Andrew Ivchenko <aivchenkopllc@gmail.com> 
Sent: 11/12/2020 1:25:15 PM 
Subject: FW: Activity in Case 2:20-cv-01142-SMB Doe I et al v. Grant et al Order on Motion for 
Discovery 

 
Andrew, 
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I’m sure by now you’ve received the court’s order. I’d like to discuss your thoughts on how we can proceed. 
 
I see a couple of options: 
 

1.) We can simply stipulate and agree that all three of the Florida plaintiffs reside in Florida, were arrested in 
Florida, and their mugshots and arrest info was published online by the arresting law enforcement 
agency/agencies in Florida (obviously we would only do this if those facts are true).  If you would agree to 
this, that would resolve my need for any further discovery into this issue, and to be clear about what I’m 
saying – if you would agree to that stipulation, I will not require you to disclose the names of the three FL 
plaintiffs at this time (obviously I still maintain our objection to them proceeding anonymously, but we can 
leave that issue for another day). 

2.) If you aren’t willing to stipulate to the points mentioned above, then I will need you to disclose the names 
of the three FL plaintiffs so I can verify the facts relating to them.  I’m happy to serve you with an 
interrogatory asking for that info, but I’d prefer to simply proceed informally since it’s faster. In this 
instance, if you agree to disclose their names, Defendants will agree NOT to publish them anywhere 
(beyond whatever publication has already occurred) nor will I put them into any public pleadings at this 
time. I know you have a negative opinion about both me and my clients, but the simple fact is that I really 
just want to make sure the court has the info and facts it needs to address the jurisdictional arguments. I 
am not looking to harass anyone. 

 
If neither of these points work for you, then I will probably proceed by noticing the depositions of the three FL 
plaintiffs, but that honestly feels excessive. 
 
In any event, please let me know your position ASAP. 
 
David Gingras, Esq. 
Gingras Law Office, PLLC 
David@GingrasLaw.com 
https://twitter.com/DavidSGingras 
http://gingraslaw.com 
Tel.: (480) 264-1400 
Fax: (480) 248-3196 
*Licensed in Arizona and California 

 
 

From: azddb_responses@azd.uscourts.gov <azddb_responses@azd.uscourts.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 1:15 PM 
To: azddb_nefs@azd.uscourts.gov 
Subject: Activity in Case 2:20-cv-01142-SMB Doe I et al v. Grant et al Order on Motion for Discovery 
 

This is an automatic e-mail message generated by the CM/ECF system. Please DO NOT RESPOND to this 
e-mail because the mail box is unattended.  
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***NOTE TO PUBLIC ACCESS USERS*** Judicial Conference of the United States policy permits 
attorneys of record and parties in a case (including pro se litigants) to receive one free electronic copy 
of all documents filed electronically, if receipt is required by law or directed by the filer. PACER access 
fees apply to all other users. To avoid later charges, download a copy of each document during this first 
viewing. However, if the referenced document is a transcript, the free copy and 30 page limit do not 
apply. 

U.S. District Court 

DISTRICT OF ARIZONA 

Notice of Electronic Filing  
 
The following transaction was entered on 11/12/2020 at 1:14 PM MST and filed on 11/12/2020  

Case Name:  Doe I et al v. Grant et al 
Case Number: 2:20-cv-01142-SMB 

Filer:  

Document Number: 28  

Docket Text:  
ORDER granting [17] Motion for Jurisdictional Discovery. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED 
Defendants are hereby allowed to take discovery, subject to the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure, for the sole purpose of determining whether the Florida-resident Plaintiffs 
identified as John Does 8, 9 and 10 were arrested in Florida or Arizona, and/or whether 
any other facts exist which would provide grounds for those Plaintiffs to assert claims in 
Arizona under Arizona substantive law. Signed by Judge Susan M. Brnovich on 
11/12/2020. (ESG)  

 
2:20-cv-01142-SMB Notice has been electronically mailed to:  
 
David Scott Gingras     david@gingraslaw.com 
 
Andrew Ivchenko     aivchenkopllc@gmail.com 
 
2:20-cv-01142-SMB Notice will be sent by other means to those listed below if they are affected by this filing:  

The following document(s) are associated with this transaction: 

Document description:Main Document  
Original filename:n/a 
Electronic document Stamp: 
[STAMP dcecfStamp_ID=1096393563 [Date=11/12/2020] [FileNumber=21331852 
-0] [a182ca5aa6a7b0af9c61601eb531a3dde3d7b4a3d40bf9993d02017205d35e107 
402b4abca04a06d1aa51e85af35b5cf534992e1269f2cf65826830cb95fd795]] 
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To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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