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Andrew Ivchenko, Bar No. 021145 

4960 South Gilbert Road, Suite 1-226  

Chandler, Arizona 85249  

Telephone: (480) 250-4514  

Email: aivchenkopllc@gmail.com 

 
BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 

 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF  

THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

 

DAVID S. GINGRAS, 

          Bar No. 021097, 

 

Respondent. 

 PDJ 2022-9037  

 

COMPLAINANT’S MOTION TO 

INTERVENE AND JOINDER IN 

THE STATE BAR OF 

ARIZONA’S REQUEST FOR 

PROTECTIVE ORDER SEALING 

A PORTION OF THE RECORD  

 

[State Bar File: 21-2455]   

 

 
Attorney Andrew Ivchenko (Complainant) hereby files a motion to intervene 

in this case pursuant to Ariz. R. Civ. P. 24(a)(2), and joins in the State Bar of 

Arizona’s (“State Bar”) Request to the Presiding Disciplinary Judge of the Supreme 

Court of Arizona (PDJ) to enter a Protective Order pursuant to Rule 70(g) of the Rules 

of the Supreme Court, as well as joining in the State Bar’s Motion to Limit Discovery, 

for the reasons stated therein. 
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Complainant would like to provide the PDJ with additional information in order 

to aid in her decision. This additional information also supports Complainant’s position 

that the Proposed Protective Order should be modified, and the scope of discovery be 

limited to that mandated for a Tier 1 case under Rule 26.2(c) and (f), Ariz. R. Civ. P. 

The primary allegation in the complaint filed in this matter is that Attorney 

David S. Gingras (“Respondent”) attempted to communicate with parties he knew 

were represented by counsel, and engaged in other unethical behavior, all constituting 

violations of Arizona Supreme Court Rule 42, specifically, ER 4.2, ER 4.4 and ER 

8.4(a). 

Complainant’s clients in the underlying litigation were identified only as “John 

Doe” or “Jane Doe,” and the State Bar sought to show that those “unnamed” parties 

were real clients represented by Complainant after Respondent questioned whether 

these were actual clients. In response, Complainant voluntarily provided 20 fee 

agreements relating to a federal lawsuit (from a removed state court case), and one fee 

agreement each relating to two distinct Arizona state lawsuits, with the understanding 

that the State Bar seek to limit their disclosure or use, including the identities of the 

clients and the information in the fee agreements. 

It is important for the PDJ to understand that Respondent has been extremely 

emotionally involved here, and is seeking revenge against anyone he blames for the 
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demise of his client’s internet mugshot operation, including Complainant. 

Respondent’s clients, Travis Paul Grant, Kyle David Grant, and Mariel Lizette Grant 

(the “Grants”) were notorious mugshot website operators who scraped booking photos 

and arrest records from law enforcement agencies throughout the country, and profited 

therefrom.1 At their height, the Grants (by their own admission) had collected the 

booking photos and arrest records of 20 million people in what was arguably the largest 

mugshot website operation in the country, causing an enormous amount of harm to 

people’s reputations. 

The litigation involving the Grants included three other law firms, including two 

Arizona firms (Dickinson Wright and the Rosenstein firm) and a Florida firm. In 

Respondent’s telling, Complainant is somehow responsible for all of the cases 

involving the Grants, as if no other lawyer was involved. Complainant was indeed the 

"first mover" in the country against the Grants, and represented his wife in that first 

                                                 
1 The Court should also be aware that Respondent’s counsel, Marc J. Randazza, also 

represented Travis Paul Grant, the front man for the Grant family mugshot operation, 

in a lawsuit against the State of Florida to invalidate SB 1046 and F.S. § 901.43, 

Florida’s attempt to ban the publication of arrest booking photographs for profit by 

private parties. See Case. No. 6:21-cv-1683-WWB-EJK, United States District 

Court, Middle District of Florida. Mr. Randazza and his client voluntarily dismissed 

this complaint on 12/3/2021 (doc 16).  
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case, which settled quickly. Afterwards, Complainant was lead counsel representing 

affected parties in three cases, discussed below.  

After two years of intensive, acrimonious litigation (including a case in which 

Respondent and the Grants sued me and my wife in federal court, and we in turn sued 

all of them in Arizona state court for abuse of process), all of the cases settled (on 

12/10/2021). The settlement agreement ended all litigation and resulted in the 

permanent shuttering of the Grants’ mugshot operation, and included mutual releases 

of all parties, including the attorneys and their spouses.  

Complainant provides this background because Respondent did not wish to sign 

the settlement agreement, supposedly because it would be a conflict of interest with 

his clients due to the pending bar compliant. (Mr. Randazza is not a party to the 

settlement agreement, either.) I subsequently dismissed Respondent from the state 

court lawsuit without prejudice and hoped he would just disappear, regrettably to no 

avail. Thus, neither Respondent or Mr. Randazza are constrained by the terms of the 

settlement agreement.  

Respondent (and his counsel) have represented numerous internet predators that 

are capable of destroying someone’s online reputation in an instant – Respondent 

engaged in similar intimidation tactics throughout the litigation in an effort to influence 

the parties and their attorneys, while ingratiating himself with his clients, who 
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employed these tactics against innocent people as a matter of course. (See Exhibit A, 

Affidavit of Andrew Ivchenko, filed in the Circuit Court of the Eighteenth Judicial 

Circuit, Seminole County, Florida, Case No. 2021-CA-000960); Exhibit B, Affidavit 

of Attorney Steve Scharboneau; both of which are incorporated herein). These 

underhanded and unethical tactics have been part and parcel of Respondent’s modus 

operandi for years, and most litigants have been too afraid or exhausted to hold him 

accountable for his behavior. (See Exhibit A, ¶ 19). 

 A protective order, with the terms set forth by the State Bar as a minimum, is 

appropriate and reasonable because Complainant’s clients, who are identified in the 

fee agreements, are not parties to this case and Complainant has an ethical duty 

pursuant to ER 1.6 to maintain as confidential the information relating to his 

representation of his clients in the cases underlying this disciplinary proceeding. 

Furthermore, Complainant is required to “make reasonable efforts to prevent the 

inadvertent or unauthorized disclosure of, or unauthorized access to, information 

relating to the representation of a client.” See ER 1.6(e). This request is a reasonable 

effort to protect documents and information related to Complainant’s clients. 

In a typical case, the proposed order submitted by the State Bar would be 

sufficient protection. However, because of Respondent’s proven conduct in these 

cases, and the nature of his clients and contacts in the internet space, Complainant is 
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more than reasonable in his fear that Respondent is attempting to obtain the identities 

of the clients in order to cause them harm through additional online predation. (See 

Exhibit A, ¶¶ 14, 17, 20, 23-24). Respondent aids and abets his clients in this manner, 

including by obtaining court records and posting copies of the pleadings and emails 

from opposing counsel on his Twitter site, at 

https://twitter.com/davidsgingras?lang=en.  (See Exhibit A, ¶ 20). 

By making a groundless accusation against Complainant involving the existence 

of Complainant’s clients, Respondent deflects attention away from his violation of 

ethical rules and opens the door for full discovery on these issues. Respondent has in 

essence make a de facto bar complaint against Complainant, which caused the State 

Bar to request the fee agreements.2 If in fact the State Bar were to agree with 

Respondent, then they could initiate a separate investigation. Respondent went this 

route not only to conflate the narrow issues in this proceeding, but also to open the 

door to discovery which he would otherwise not be entitled. Such underhand tactics 

and ulterior motives are typical of Respondent, and should not be allowed by the PDJ. 

                                                 
2 Respondent previously filed a bar complaint against Complainant during the 

litigation against the Grants, so he is obviously inclined to do so and is familiar with 

the process. The complaint (File No. 20-1100) was dismissed by the Arizona Bar on 

May 28, 2020. (See Exhibit A, ¶ 18).  
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Complainant provided the State Bar with the fee agreements relating to the 

following three cases, which were the only cases against the Grants in which 

Complainant represented third parties: 

i.        Doe v. Grant, et al., Arizona District Court No. 2:20-CV-1142-SMB 

(originally filed on 5/1/20 in Maricopa County, Arizona, Superior 

Court Case No. CV2019-015355, and removed to federal court by 

defendants). Complainant represented 20 anonymous clients. Case 

was voluntarily dismissed, order of dismissal dated 12/8/20 (doc 

31). 

 

ii.      John Doe v. Grant, et al. 

Maricopa County, Arizona, Superior Court Case No. CV2021-

090059 and Arizona Court of Appeals, Division One, Case. No. 1 

CA-CV 21-0302, filed 1/6/21. 

 

iii.      John Doe v. Grant, et al. 

Maricopa County, Arizona, Superior Court Case No. CV2021-

090710, filed 2/12/21. 

 

Complainant has provided the State Bar with fee agreements for the 22 plaintiffs 

in these cases. The plaintiff in Case No. CV2021-090059 was a party in the dismissed 

federal court case. There were two clients in Case No. CV2021-090710 because the 

initial plaintiff in that case was a “Jane Doe,” who obtained independent relief from 

the Grants, and Complainant then amended the complaint and made it a class action 

limited to Arizona residents only. The new class representative was a male, hence the 

change to the John Doe designation. The class action was set up to include all Arizona 
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victims of the Grant mugshot enterprise, estimated to be over 200,000 Arizonans. The 

case did not reach the class certification stage, as both cases settled before then.  

Complainant filed Motions to Proceed Under Pseudonym in each case, but the 

matter only reached decision in Case No. CV2021-090059. After considering the 

conduct of Respondent and the Grants, the Court granted the plaintiff’s motion. (See 

Exhibit C). Nothing in this order precluded Respondent from requesting the identity of 

the party, as the Court was simply trying to limit further online harassment by 

Respondent or the Grants. However, Respondent never made the request. Moreover, 

Respondent could always have asked the court to do an in-camera review of any fee 

agreements, but never did so. All of this contradicts Respondent’s bizarre “phantom 

clients” theory, which was only raised by him after the Bar Committee recommended 

sanctions.  

Respondent and the Grants posted the offending content on the Grant website 

as of October 27, 2021 (see Complaint, ¶ 7), and at that time there were two active 

cases against the Grants in Arizona with Complainant as lead counsel, referenced 

above. This included MCSC Case No. CV2021-090059, which was on appeal, and 

MCSC Case No. CV2021-090710. The later was a class action complaint filed by 

Complainant and co-counsel on July 2, 2021. 
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Under Rule 70(g) of the Rules of the Supreme Court, “the presiding disciplinary 

judge may issue an order in any pending matter, sealing a portion of the record and/or 

state bar file and taking other measures to assure the confidentiality of the sealed 

information. (emphasis added). Under the circumstances, and taking into consideration 

Respondent’s proven predatory behavior towards opposing parties as described herein, 

Complainant requests that the fee agreements disclosed by Complainant to the State 

Bar be sealed and disclosed to Respondent to the extent no more than is necessary to 

rebut his unwarranted “phantom clients” argument.  

Since two state court cases were pending when the Grants and Respondent 

attempted to solicit Complainant’s clients through their website, then proof of the three 

clients involved in these two cases alone would be sufficient to rebut Respondent’s 

argument, and satisfy a required element of the ethical violations in question. Any 

further disclosure of additional client’s names would be irrelevant, and greatly increase 

the risk of online retaliation directed towards these clients. Any issue Respondent has 

relating to other clients or fee agreements can be pursued by him as a separate matter 

with the State Bar. Complainant owes those clients the confidentiality they expected 

and deserve after the horrific online abuse they suffered at the hands of the Grants, 

rather than throwing them back into the abyss one year after they finally obtained relief. 
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The Complainant moves the PDJ to grant this request, and his motion to 

intervene. 

A proposed Protective Order is attached as Exhibit D. 

DATED this 8th day of September, 2022. 

 

 ANDREW IVCHENKO PLLC 

/s/Andrew Ivchenko  

Andrew Ivchenko, Esq.  

 Complainant   

 

 

 

Original filed with the Disciplinary Clerk of 

the Office of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

of the Supreme Court of Arizona 

this 8th day of September 2022. 

 

 

Copy of the foregoing emailed 

this 8th day of September, 2022, to: 

 

The Honorable Margaret H. Downie 

Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

Supreme Court of Arizona 

1501 West Washington Street, Suite 102 

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Email: officepdj@courts.az.gov 

 

Marc J. Randazza, Esq. 

Randazza Legal Group, PLLC 

2764 Lake Sahara Drive, Suite 109 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89117-3400 

Email: mjr@randazza.com and ecf@randazza.com 

Respondent’s Counsel   
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David Gingras, Esq. 

4802 East Ray Road, Suite 23-271 

Phoenix, Arizona 85044-6417 

Email: david@gingraslaw.com 

Respondent (co-counsel) 

 

 

Copy of the foregoing sent via regular mail 

this 8th day of September, 2022, to: 

 

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 

State Bar of Arizona 

4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 

 

 

/s/Andrew Ivchenko  

by: Andrew Ivchenko, Esq.  

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT A 

 



IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE EIGHTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT  

IN AND FOR SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA  

 

JOHN DOE,     

  Plaintiff,      CASE NO.: 2021-CA-000960 

vs.  

 

GAINESVILLE CONSOLE DOCTOR LLC,  

TRAVIS PAUL GRANT, KYLE DAVID  

GRANT, JOHN and JANE DOES I-X; and  

XYZ COMPANIES I-X, 

 Defendants. 

      / 

 

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF RESPONSE TO MOTION FOR MORE DEFINITE 

STATEMENT AND PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO WAIVE  

APPEARANCE AT FUTURE PROCEEDINGS AND  

TO PROCEED UNDER PSEUDONYM 

 

I, Andrew Ivchenko, hereby state and declare as follows: 

1. My name is Andrew Ivchenko. I am a United States citizen, a resident of the 

State of Arizona, am over the age of 18 years, and if called to testify in court or other 

proceeding I could and would give the following testimony which is based upon my own 

personal knowledge. 

2. I am a lawyer based in Phoenix, Arizona. I have been admitted to practice law in 

the State of Arizona since 2002, and the State of Ohio since 1989. 

3. This declaration is made in support of Plaintiff John Doe’s Motion to Proceed 

Under Pseudonym in Seminole County, Florida case no. 2021-CA-000690, Doe v. Grant et. al. 

(“the Florida case”). 

4. I have come to have personal knowledge of the retaliatory past conduct of the 

Defendants (the “Florida Defendants”) and one of their attorneys in the Florida case, David 

Gingras (“Mr. Gingras”). 

Retaliatory Conduct Against Renee Ivchenko 

5. I am married to Renee Ivchenko, whom I represented in connection with the 

removal of her booking photos and arrest information from various mugshot websites after her 

arrest in April 2018. I was able to remove almost all of her booking photos and arrest 

information from these predatory sites.  



6. After asserting her legal rights against several mugshot website operators, Renee 

Ivchenko’s booking photo and arrest information was posted on a Twitter site on February 19, 

2019, operated by an unknown individual with a fake account name (the “Twitter site”), and on a 

second mugshot website until such time as the site was taken down for unknown reasons a few 

months later.  

7. After repeated requests, the Florida Defendants, including Travis Paul Grant, 

refused to remove Renee Ivchenko’s information from their mugshot websites (the “Websites”). 

I filed suit against Travis Paul Grant, Kyle David Grant, and Mariel Lizette Grant (the “Grants”) 

on behalf of Renee Ivchenko in Maricopa County, Arizona on May 9, 2019 (Superior Court Case 

No. CV2019-090493).  

8. On or about May 18, 2019, I conducted an internet search of Renee Ivchenko’s 

name, and her booking photo and arrest information no longer appeared on the Grants’ Websites. 

Renee Ivchenko voluntarily dismissed her lawsuit under F.R.C.P. 41(a)(1)(A)(i) on May 31, 

2019 after the case was removed to federal court. 

9. Additional defamatory statements were made on the Twitter site on September 15, 

2019 and September 18, 2019, this time directed against both Renee Ivchenko and me. Based on 

information and belief, I concluded that the Grants or someone associated with them made these 

postings. As a result, Renee Ivchenko and I filed suit against the Grants in Maricopa County on 

December 17, 2019 for defamation and additional causes of action related to the posting of her 

booking photo and arrest information on the Twitter site in question (Superior Court Case No. 

CV2019-015355). We were represented in this case by Dickinson Wright PLLC, of Phoenix, 

Arizona. An amended complaint dropped me as a plaintiff, and added numerous additional John 

Doe and Jane Doe plaintiffs asserting claims against the Grants under Arizona’s new mugshot 

statute, A.R.S. 44-7902. 

10. Case No. CV2019-015355 was removed to Federal court by the Grants and 

eventually dismissed by the plaintiffs, so that they could join a concurrent State court action in 

which I was lead counsel. In response, the Grants tried to obtain attorney’s fees from Renee 

Ivchenko, the only named Plaintiff in that case. This motion was denied. See Doc 15, Arizona 

District Court Case No. CV-20-00674 PHX-MTL. In addition, the Grants filed two unnecessary 

motions (described in Paragraphs 11-12) in that case that targeted Renee Ivchenko by including 

her booking photo and detailed arrest information, including court documents involving her 



arrest, into the motions. This, by all appearances, was done by the Grants and their attorney, Mr. 

Gingras, simply to ensure that her arrest information and booking photos were made part of the 

public court record for perpetuity.  

11. Despite robust communication between the parties in this action, without ever 

mentioning or requesting payment pursuant to Rule 41 in connection with the case referenced in 

Paragraph 8, supra, the Grants unnecessarily filed an aggressive, multi-page motion on 

February 7, 2020 that sought recovery of approximately $400 in costs in connection with the 

previously dismissed action. Had the Grants asked, we would have agreed to pay the requested 

$400 rather than waste the parties’ and the court’s resources on that trivial matter. The only 

purpose that motion served was as a vehicle to intimidate and smear Renee Ivchenko and to 

create yet another public record containing Renee Ivchenko’s arrest information and booking 

photo.   

12. On February 21, 2020, the plaintiffs’ attorney, David N. Ferrucci, indicated to 

Mr. Gingras in writing that Plaintiffs were planning on amending their complaint within the 21-

day time-period provided by the rules, which would include dropping a defamation claim. 

Nonetheless, the Grants filed a summary judgment motion the following day, making 

aggressive arguments in connection with that defamation claim, and taking that opportunity to 

once again insert Renee Ivchenko’s booking photo and detailed arrest information, including 

court documents that had no bearing on the case, into the motion. The transparent purpose for 

doing this was to cause her further embarrassment, knowing full-well that various online 

reporting services would publish the case and thereby keep her booking photos and arrest 

information memorialized in perpetuity in yet another online publication.  

13. In his affidavit in support of the Grants’ motion for attorney’s fees, referenced in 

Paragraph 10, supra, Mr. Gingras stated that “Defendants incurred costs in the amount of 

$36.00 paid to the City of Scottsdale for the purpose of obtaining evidence (police reports and 

body camera video) which directly relates to the defense of Mrs. Ivchenko’s claims.” (See 

Arizona District Court Case No. CV-20-00674, Doc 15-1, ¶ 17). This request was made even 

though Renee Ivchenko dropped her defamation claims in the original Complaint by filing an 

Amended Complaint on February 27, 2020, and there was no remaining cause of action that 

would plausibly have required the Grants’ attorney to obtain this information to defend his 

clients. 



14. The Grants’ cyberstalking of Renee Ivchenko continued when they 

misappropriated her name by establishing the website www.reneeivchenko.com, on which they 

posted her mugshot. I sent the hosting company (Godaddy) a subpoena to find out who had set 

up this website, and the response showed that it was Defendant Travis Grant, who set up the site 

on July 4, 2020. See Exhibit 1. It is likely that the Grants were the ones who also obtained a 

website in my name, www.andrewivchenko.com, on August 17, 2020. The site in my name is 

devoid of content, but the bottom of the site includes the notation “This will be fun.” It is my 

position that the Grants, as well as Mr. Gingras, are criminally and civilly liable for 

cyberstalking both me and my wife. For instance, under Florida law a court could find that the 

creation of the website, www.reneeivchenko.com, with the republishing of the mugshot of Mrs. 

Ivchenko, constitutes Cyberstalking by Impersonation - To engage in a course of conduct to 

communicate, or to cause to be communicated, words, images, or language by or through the 

use of electronic mail or electronic communication, directed at a specific person; causing 

substantial emotional distress to that person and serving no legitimate purpose. See Section 

784.048(1)(d), Fla. Stat. The websites created serves no legitimate purpose. The Grants 

intentionally used the identity of a litigant and an attorney in an effort to further embarrass 

and/or harass which I interpret as a strategy to seek to apply pressure to not litigate legitimate 

contested claims.  

Retaliatory Conduct Against Other Arizona Plaintiffs 

15. I have represented numerous clients in Arizona over the past year against the 

Grants. I currently represent clients in two State court actions against them, including an appeal 

that is being supported by the Arizona Attorney General, as well as a class action involving all 

Arizona residents adversely affected by the activities of the Grants. The primary cause of action 

being contested in these cases involves Arizona Revised Statute §§ 44-7901, 7902; Mugshot 

website operators; prohibited acts; exceptions, as well as other causes of action under Arizona 

common law. 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 operators will have to pay to those affected if they do not comply with the law. 

http://www.reneeivchenko.com/
http://www.andrewivchenko.com/
http://www.reneeivchenko.com/


The Grants have ignored this law, and continue scraping and posting mugshots of arrestees in 

Arizona, which are only posted by law enforcement for three days.  

16. Many of my clients have had a negative interaction with the legal system, 

compounded by the actions of mugshot website operators who in the internet age make it almost 

impossible for them to move on from a difficult time in their lives. These clients fear they will be 

subjected to further online humiliation and damage to their reputations at the hands of mugshot 

website operators like the Grants should they pursue their rights in court. Most of my clients 

previously interacted with the Grants in an effort to have their booking photos and arrest 

information removed from the Websites. In each instance the Grants refused to remove their 

booking photos and arrest information from the Websites.      

17. From my experiences in dealing with mugshot website operators, they are 

vindictive people who hold grudges and often monitor the online activity of targeted individuals 

for further harassment in order to make an example of them. For example, an individual named 

Zim Rogers, who was the lead class action plaintiff against a mugshot website operator in Rogers 

v. Justmugshots, 2015 Cal. App. Unpub. LEXIS 7177 (Cal. App. 2d Dist. Oct. 7, 2015), had 

success in court against a mugshot website operator at both the trial and appellate level. 

However, this did not insulate him from further oppression by this malicious and vindictive 

community of mugshot website operators, as his booking photos and arrest information was later 

posted on Twitter, as well as on a second revenge site, by anonymous, unknown parties. Renee 

Ivchenko’s booking photos and arrest information appeared on these same revenge sites. The 

Twitter site in question only included this information relating to Zim Rogers and Renee 

Ivchenko, and the only Arizona residents on the second site were these same individuals.   

18. Mr. Gingras has used threats and intimidation as a tactic to get my clients to drop 

their claims against the Grants. He has repeatedly and aggressively threatened me with Rule 11 

sanctions, motions for attorney’s fees, and civil lawsuits. Mr. Gingras filed a bar complaint 

against me, which was dismissed by the Arizona Bar on May 28, 2020. This complaint was filed 

a few weeks after I filed suit against the Grants on behalf of twenty affected plaintiffs. Mr. 

Gingras and the Grants also proceeded to file suit against me and my wife in the Arizona District 

Court in January 2021, alleging myriad causes of action including malicious prosecution. This 

lawsuit was filed only three days after I filed an additional lawsuit against the Grants. It is my 

opinion that the Grants’ case is groundless and will be dismissed on the pleadings, and was filed 



simply to exert pressure against me in my ongoing State court actions. I have never seen such 

hostile behavior from opposing counsel in 32 years of practice, nor was I ever the subject of a 

bar compliant.  

19. Mr. Gingras is known in Arizona for filing frivolous lawsuits against attorneys 

and parties that have brought suit against his clients, mostly predatory internet operators like the 

Grants who cause the public immense harm. The best known of these cases involved Xcentric 

Ventures LLC (which operates the notorious Rip-off Report). See Xcentric Ventures, LLC v. 

Borodkin, 798 F.3d 1201 (9th Cir. 2015). This groundless lawsuit was dismissed by the Court, 

and yet still appealed by the plaintiffs, to no avail. Mr. Gingras has continued with these tactics 

against me and my wife, this time on behalf of the Grants, notorious mugshot website operators 

who in their pleadings in Arizona have admitted that there are “twenty million” people with 

mugshots on their Websites. Mr. Gingras has repeatedly used the law as a weapon in Arizona to 

create a chilling effect designed to dissuade others from asserting their legal rights against the 

Grants and other predators like them.  

20. I have observed that once the Grants and Mr. Gingras have identified a party, they 

will see to it that this person’s name, booking photo, arrest records, criminal justice files, police 

video, etc., will all be inserted in the pleadings as well as in the case caption, which then allows 

the case to get reported by various online reporting services, as well as posting the information 

on the front page of the Grants’ Websites. Mr. Gingras aids and abets his clients in this manner, 

by obtaining these records and posting copies of the pleadings and emails from opposing counsel 

on his Twitter site, at https://twitter.com/davidsgingras?lang=en. See Exhibit 2.  

21. On November 20, 2020, I sent Mr. Gingras an e-mail and informed him that I 

would be coordinating my efforts in the litigation against the Grants with the Rosenstein Law 

Group, located in Scottsdale, Arizona, and that my clients would be filing individual actions 

against the Grants. Mr. Gingras responded “Nevertheless, I will remind you that filing 

groundless lawsuits without probable cause and with malice is both unethical and unlawful, and 

doing so will expose you and anyone else involved to significant personal liability.” 

22. Two of my former clients were represented by the Rosenstein Law Group in 

lawsuits filed in Arizona against the Grants (Maricopa County Case Nos. CV2020-055202, filed 

September 24, 2020, and CV2020-055722, filed November 6, 2020).  

https://twitter.com/davidsgingras?lang=en


23. The Grants and Mr. Gingras rely heavily on using “doxing” as an intimidation 

strategy. Doxing concerns publishing private or identifying information about a particular 

individual on the internet, typically with malicious intent. The most recent example of this 

involves an anonymous plaintiff and former client of mine in one of the cases filed against the 

Grants by the Rosenstein Law Firm. Despite efforts to conceal the client's identity in this matter, 

the Grants assumed who the Jane Doe plaintiff was. In retaliation, the Grants included her 

mugshot and criminal justice information on the front page of their Website. See Paragraph 24, 

infra. To further enhance the doxing effect, Mr. Gingras also included hyperlinks to the 

individual who he simply assumed (emphasis added) was the plaintiff and then added her 

mugshot and criminal justice information in his pleadings and inserted her name in the case 

caption despite her filing under the name “Jane Doe.” See Plaintiff’s Motion, Exhibit 3, Affidavit 

of Steve Scharboneau. This was all done without the Court’s permission. Several online 

reporting services picked up the case and a Google search of the client’s name then included the 

case, along with her booking photo and arrest records memorialized for eternity.  

24. On or about October 12, 2020, the client referenced in Paragraph 23, supra, had 

her booking photo and arrest information placed on the front page of the Grants’ commercial 

mugshot website at www.publicpolicerecord.com. The front page included the booking photo 

and other derogatory commentary pertaining to one of the attorneys in the Rosenstein Law 

Group, who was part of their litigation team. See Plaintiff’s Motion, Exhibit 3, Affidavit of Steve 

Scharboneau. The front page also included the addition of Renee Ivchenko’s booking photo, 

detailed documentation pertaining to her participation in a diversion program, and the actual 

police video from her arrest, the latter two of which had been obtained by Mr. Gingras. See 

Paragraph 13, supra. These were the only three people that appeared on the 

www.publicpolicerecord.com front page at that time. It is clear to me from the timeline of events 

and communications with the parties involved that the reposting of the criminal justice 

information by the Grants was meant to harass and intimidate me, the other parties and their 

attorneys and family members, and was retaliatory in nature. 

25. On December 5, 2020, I sent Mr. Gingras an e-mail objecting to the targeting of 

the three individuals referenced in Paragraph 24, supra, on the Grants’ Websites. On December 

6, 2020, Mr. Gingras acknowledged that his clients had published this information, further 

stating, “I’ve said this before and I’ll say it again – litigation is like war. That’s just a fact.... 

http://www.publicpolicerecord.com/
http://www.publicpolicerecord.com/


Suing can often cause far more harm to the plaintiff than whatever events they are suing over.

Just ask Barbra Streisand. I could draw other comparison [sic], but probably the most accurate

one is this: asking the [Grants] not to make public comments about the case (and the participants)

is kind of like a rapist telling their victim not to scream during the assault."

26. The Grants immediately removed Renee lvchenko's booking photo and arrest

information from the Websites after I first filed suit against them in Arizona on May 9, 2019.

See Paragraph 7, supra. I subsequently voluntarily dismissed that lawsuit. See Paragraph 8,

supra. Upon information and belief, the Grants reposted Renee Ivchenko's arrest information on

the www.publicpolicerecord.com front page, coupled with the addition of the court documents

and arest video, only after I informed the Grants' afforney, Mr. Gingras, that I would be filing

individual actions on behalf of plaintiffs. See Parugraph2l, supra.

27. After considering this predatory behavior on the part of the Grants and Mr.

Gingras, an Arizona Superior Court judge granted my client John Doe's Motion to Proceed

Anonymously. See Exhibit 3. Now as Defendants in the Florida case, the Grants may well

continue their retaliatory tactics of publicly disparaging litigants and their attorneys. I believe it

is important for this Court to know how the Grants and their attorney, Mr. Gingras, have

conducted themselves in previous litigation. Mr. Gingras, himself, is more than just a zealous

advocate for his clients - he has repeatedly crossed an ethical line and become his clients' alter

ego. I have every reason to believe that these "scorched earth" tactics and doxing, as described

herein and demonstrated by the Grants and Mr. Gingras, will be directed against the John Doe

Plaintiff in the instant Florida case if given the opportunity. Indeed, it is likely to be even worse.

28. Under penalties of perjury, I declare that I have read the foregoing document and

that the facts stated in it are true.

DATED this 6th day of July,202I.

Respectfully submitted,
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Shopper Info for Shopper ID 292607664

Shopper ID: 292607664

Private Label ID: 1695

Login Name: 292607664

First Name: travis

Last Name: grant

Company: Kyle Grant 1 LLC

Address1: 6653 Powers Ave

Address2: Ste 133

City: jacksonville

State/Prov: FL

Postal Code: 32217

Country: US

Phone Work: +1.9043024962

Phone Home:

Mobile:

Fax:

Email: tgrant825@gmail.com

Date Created: 7/24/2020 4:58:39 AM

Last Changed By Date: 7/24/2020 4:58:40 AM

Fraud: Verified by Fraud Dept - Customer OK

Twitter Handle:

CONFIDENTIALCONFIDENTIAL DBP 000001



Domain List - All for Shopper ID 292607664

Domain Name Status Created Expires Order ID

RENEEIVCHENKO.COM Active 7/24/2020 n/a 1722277801

CONFIDENTIALCONFIDENTIAL DBP 000002



Domain Information for Shopper ID 292607664

Shopper ID: 292607664

Domain Name: RENEEIVCHENKO.COM

Registrar: GoDaddy.com, LLC

Status: Active

Name Servers:

Auto Renew:

Renew Period: 0

Registrant Contact
Name: travis grant

Company: Kyle Grant 1 LLC

Email: tgrant825@gmail.com

Address 1: 6653 Powers Ave

Address 2: Ste 133

City: jacksonville

State/Province: Florida

Postal Code: 32217

Country: United States

Phone: +1.9043024962

Fax:

Modify Time: 7/24/2020 4:58:43 AM

Technical Contact
Name: travis grant

Company: Kyle Grant 1 LLC

Email: tgrant825@gmail.com

Address 1: 6653 Powers Ave

Address 2: Ste 133

City: jacksonville

State/Province: Florida

Postal Code: 32217

Country: United States

Phone: +1.9043024962

Fax:

Modify Time: 7/24/2020 4:58:43 AM

Administrative Contact
Name: travis grant

Company: Kyle Grant 1 LLC

Email: tgrant825@gmail.com

Address 1: 6653 Powers Ave

Address 2: Ste 133

City: jacksonville

State/Province: Florida

Postal Code: 32217

Country: United States

Phone: +1.9043024962

Fax:

Modify Time: 7/24/2020 4:58:43 AM

Billing Contact
Name: travis grant

Company: Kyle Grant 1 LLC

Email: tgrant825@gmail.com

Address 1: 6653 Powers Ave

Address 2: Ste 133

City: jacksonville

State/Province: Florida

Postal Code: 32217

Country: United States

Phone: +1.9043024962

Fax:

Modify Time: 7/24/2020 4:58:43 AM

CONFIDENTIALCONFIDENTIAL DBP 000003



Notes for Shopper ID 292607664
7/23/2020 to 2/3/2021

Entered Date / By Note

7/24/2020 4:58:39 AM / Post Purchase

Processing / Client IP: GoDaddy Internal

Domain RENEEIVCHENKO.COM privacy set up. DBP service purchased by customer 21930029.

7/24/2020 4:58:39 AM /

pci.eCommClient.prod.intranet.gdg / Client IP:

GoDaddy Internal

New contact.address.address1: "6653 Powers Ave" | New contact.address.address2: "Ste 133" |

New contact.address.city: "jacksonville" | New contact.address.country: "US" | New

contact.address.postalCode: "32217" | New contact.address.state: "FL" | New contact.fax: "" | New

contact.nameFirst: *** | New contact.nameLast: *** | New contact.organization: "Kyle Grant 1

LLC" | New contact.phoneHome: "" | New contact.phoneMobile: "" | New contact.phoneWork:

"+1.9043024962" | New contact.phoneWorkExtension: "" | New contact.timeZone:

"America/Chicago" | email Old: ***, New: *** | preference.allowedCommunicationTypes Old:

"['EMAIL_NOTIFICATION']", New: "['PHONE']" | New preference.currency: "USD"

7/24/2020 4:58:39 AM /

pci.eCommClient.prod.intranet.gdg / Client IP:

GoDaddy Internal

Shopper 292607664 accepted and agreed to the Universal Terms of Service and Privacy Policy

7/24/2020 4:58:39 AM /

pci.eCommClient.prod.intranet.gdg / Client IP:

GoDaddy Internal

Shopper 292607664 accepted and agreed to the Universal Terms of Service and Privacy Policy

7/24/2020 4:58:00 AM / Auth Platform / Client

IP: GoDaddy Internal

Shopper 292607664 lock fraud set to value V

7/24/2020 4:58:00 AM / Auth Platform / Client

IP: GoDaddy Internal

Shopper 292607664 lock isLocked set to value 0

CONFIDENTIALCONFIDENTIAL DBP 000004



Shopper Contact Audit for Shopper ID 292607664

Change Date Requested By IP Address
Value

Changed
Previous Value Changed To

7/24/2020

4:58:39 AM

pci.eCommClie

nt.prod.intranet.

gdg

GoDaddy

Internal IP

city jacksonville

7/24/2020

4:58:39 AM

pci.eCommClie

nt.prod.intranet.

gdg

GoDaddy

Internal IP

company Kyle Grant 1 LLC

7/24/2020

4:58:39 AM

pci.eCommClie

nt.prod.intranet.

gdg

GoDaddy

Internal IP

country US

7/24/2020

4:58:39 AM

pci.eCommClie

nt.prod.intranet.

gdg

GoDaddy

Internal IP

email 292607664 tgrant825@gmail.com

7/24/2020

4:58:39 AM

pci.eCommClie

nt.prod.intranet.

gdg

GoDaddy

Internal IP

first_name travis

7/24/2020

4:58:39 AM

pci.eCommClie

nt.prod.intranet.

gdg

GoDaddy

Internal IP

last_name grant

7/24/2020

4:58:39 AM

pci.eCommClie

nt.prod.intranet.

gdg

GoDaddy

Internal IP

phone1 +1.9043024962

7/24/2020

4:58:39 AM

pci.eCommClie

nt.prod.intranet.

gdg

GoDaddy

Internal IP

state FL

7/24/2020

4:58:39 AM

pci.eCommClie

nt.prod.intranet.

gdg

GoDaddy

Internal IP

street1 6653 Powers Ave

7/24/2020

4:58:39 AM

pci.eCommClie

nt.prod.intranet.

gdg

GoDaddy

Internal IP

street2 Ste 133

7/24/2020

4:58:39 AM

pci.eCommClie

nt.prod.intranet.

gdg

GoDaddy

Internal IP

zip 32217
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  Clerk of the Superior Court 
  *** Electronically Filed *** 
  03/30/2021 8:00 AM 

SUPERIOR COURT OF ARIZONA 

MARICOPA COUNTY 

 
CV 2021-090059  03/22/2021 

   

 

Docket Code 020 Form V000A Page 1  

 

 

 CLERK OF THE COURT 

HONORABLE TRACEY WESTERHAUSEN C. Avena 

 Deputy 

  

   

  

JOHN DOE ANDREW IVCHENKO 

  

v.  

  

TRAVIS PAUL GRANT, et al. DAVID S GINGRAS 

  

  

  

 KYLE DAVID GRANT 

100 MYRTLE ST # 304 

LONGWOOD FL  32750 

JUDGE WESTERHAUSEN 

  

  

 

 

 

MINUTE ENTRY 

 

 

Courtroom 207 (SEA) 

 

10:32 a.m. This is the time set for Oral Argument (via Court Connect/TEAMS) on pending 

motions. Plaintiff John Doe is represented by counsel Andrew Ivchenko. Defendant Travis Paul 

Grant and Mariel Lizette Grant are represented by counsel David S. Gingras. Defendant Travis 

Paul Grant is present by video. 

 

A record of the proceedings is made digitally in lieu of a court reporter. 

 

Oral argument is presented to the Court on the personal jurisdiction issue.  

 

Based on the argument presented and for the reasons stated on the record,  

 



 

 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF ARIZONA 

MARICOPA COUNTY 

 
CV 2021-090059  03/22/2021 

   

 

Docket Code 020 Form V000A Page 2  

 

 

IT IS ORDERED granting Plaintiff’s motion in part. The identity of the Plaintiff may be 

revealed to the defense including to the Defendants themselves but the Defendants and their 

counsel are precluded from making any reference to the identity of the Plaintiff in public without 

further permission of the Court. Discovery is also to remain nonpublic and neither one of the 

parties are to release information that is exchanged in discovery without further order of the Court.  

 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED taking under advisement the personal jurisdiction issue.  

 

The Court informs the parties that Judge Hopkins will be taking over this calendar in June.  

 

11:17 a.m. Matter concludes.  
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Clerk of the Superior Court
*** Electronically Filed ***

T. Hays, Deputy
12/1/2020 2:13:26 PM

Filing ID 12275408





























 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT C 

 



  Clerk of the Superior Court 
  *** Electronically Filed *** 
  03/30/2021 8:00 AM 

SUPERIOR COURT OF ARIZONA 

MARICOPA COUNTY 

 
CV 2021-090059  03/22/2021 

   

 

Docket Code 020 Form V000A Page 1  

 

 

 CLERK OF THE COURT 

HONORABLE TRACEY WESTERHAUSEN C. Avena 

 Deputy 

  

   

  

JOHN DOE ANDREW IVCHENKO 

  

v.  

  

TRAVIS PAUL GRANT, et al. DAVID S GINGRAS 

  

  

  

 KYLE DAVID GRANT 

100 MYRTLE ST # 304 

LONGWOOD FL  32750 

JUDGE WESTERHAUSEN 

  

  

 

 

 

MINUTE ENTRY 

 

 

Courtroom 207 (SEA) 

 

10:32 a.m. This is the time set for Oral Argument (via Court Connect/TEAMS) on pending 

motions. Plaintiff John Doe is represented by counsel Andrew Ivchenko. Defendant Travis Paul 

Grant and Mariel Lizette Grant are represented by counsel David S. Gingras. Defendant Travis 

Paul Grant is present by video. 

 

A record of the proceedings is made digitally in lieu of a court reporter. 

 

Oral argument is presented to the Court on the personal jurisdiction issue.  

 

Based on the argument presented and for the reasons stated on the record,  

 



 

 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF ARIZONA 

MARICOPA COUNTY 

 
CV 2021-090059  03/22/2021 

   

 

Docket Code 020 Form V000A Page 2  

 

 

IT IS ORDERED granting Plaintiff’s motion in part. The identity of the Plaintiff may be 

revealed to the defense including to the Defendants themselves but the Defendants and their 

counsel are precluded from making any reference to the identity of the Plaintiff in public without 

further permission of the Court. Discovery is also to remain nonpublic and neither one of the 

parties are to release information that is exchanged in discovery without further order of the Court.  

 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED taking under advisement the personal jurisdiction issue.  

 

The Court informs the parties that Judge Hopkins will be taking over this calendar in June.  

 

11:17 a.m. Matter concludes.  

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT D 
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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF  

THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

 

DAVID S. GINGRAS, 

     Bar No. 021097, 

 

          Respondent. 

 

 PO - _________ 

 

 

PROTECTIVE ORDER 
 

 

[State Bar File: 21-2455]   

 
The Presiding Disciplinary Judge of the Supreme Court of Arizona having 

reviewed bar counsel’s and complainant’s Request for Protective Order Sealing a 

Portion of the Record and considered Respondent’s response thereto finds good 

cause to grant the request. Accordingly: 

IT IS ORDERED granting bar counsel’s and complainant’s Request for 

Protective Order.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to Rule 70(g), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., that 

Respondent, his co-counsel in this proceeding (Marc Randazza) and their staff not 

disclose to anyone, with the exception of an identified expert witness (who is subject 

to this protective order), or use the following: 

 Attorney Ivchenko’s client fee agreements/ER 1.5(b) writings in MCSC 

Case No. CV2021-090059 and MCSC Case No. CV2021-090710, which he 



2 
 

disclosed to the State Bar, copies of which the State Bar is ordered to deliver 

to Respondent and his co-counsel; 

 the names of Attorney Ivchenko’s clients identified in the three (3) fee 

agreements he disclosed to the State Bar; or 

 any information in the client fee agreements that Attorney Ivchenko has 

disclosed to the State Bar; 

 The State Bar is not required to deliver to Respondent and his co-counsel any 

fee agreements relating to Arizona District Court No. 2:20-CV-1142-SMB 

(originally filed on 5/1/20 in Maricopa County, Arizona, Superior Court 

Case No. CV2019-015355). 

Pre-complaint orders sealing material do not seal such material post-

complaint if the material is sought to be used or referred to in subsequent pleadings 

or in any hearing. In such circumstance, the parties are reminded a formal request 

for protective order with specificity must be filed with the material sought to be 

sealed and submitted for in-camera review. 

Sealed material shall be opened and viewed only by an order of the committee, 

the presiding disciplinary judge, a hearing panel, the board or the court for use by 

such body and the parties in pending proceedings, and otherwise only upon notice 

to and an opportunity to be heard by the parties and the witness or other person who 



3 
 

is the subject of the information. A party aggrieved by an order relating to a request 

for a protective order may seek review by filing a petition for special action with the 

court. 

DATED this _____ day of September, 2022. 

 

________________________________________ 

Margaret H. Downie 

Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
 

Original filed this _____ day of 

September, 2022 with: 

 

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 

State Bar of Arizona 

4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 

 

 

Copy of the foregoing mailed/emailed 

this _____ day of September, 2022, to: 

 

Marc J. Randazza, Esq. 

Randazza Legal Group, PLLC 

2764 Lake Sahara Drive, Suite 109 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89117-3400 

Email: mjr@randazza.com and ecf@randazza.com 

Respondent’s Counsel   

 

David Gingras, Esq. 

4802 East Ray Road, Suite 23-271 

Phoenix, Arizona 85044-6417 

Email: david@gingraslaw.com 

Respondent (co-counsel) 
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Copy of the foregoing hand-delivered 

this _____ day of September, 2022, to: 

 

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 

State Bar of Arizona 

4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 

 

by: _____________________  

         

 


