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1L NONI MOIIONTO DISMISS TOR ALLEGED
FLAINTIIL, PRO SE FAILURI IO COMPLY WITH CIVRI12E

1Y

GODADD Y COM LT AL

DLEFNDANIS

Plaintiff respectfully asks the Court to sirike the Defendant Go Daddy Group's
Motion to Dismiss for Civ R 12 B 6—beheving—the Plaintiff provided “no claim on which
relicf may be granted, and becausc 1t cannot determine what the Plaintiff 1s alleging” (p2 of

said Motion)—and any other named Defendant making the same Motion

There 15 nothing ‘vague” or ambiguous” or ncomprehensible’ regarding the
Defendant’s involvement 1n the complaint

The Defendant's culpability 1s self-evident

a)  Godaddy com—created the platform—in which Defendant Ibrahim Kazanc
infringed Were 1t not for the platform—Godaddy com would not be named and thrahim
Kazanci would not be able to use the Plaintiff's copyrighted word as a domain

b) Any business 13 responsible for the conduct of those 1t invites onto 1ts property—
especiully —when one would not otherwise he able to harm 1n the manner complained of—
were 1t not for the creation of the premises, property, management, ctc —in which to
perpetrate

) Godaddy com profits from said infringement—and has gained from the
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infringement—and cannot be held as non-complicit, or non-culpable for i1ts conduct

d) Godaddy com 1s aware of the risks associated with 1ts business—w hether those
risks were assessed 1in writing a blueprint for their business, or by any other act, or meeting,
1n w hich assessment of risk might be discussed—in order to limit damage and habihty

¢) Plainuff created and copyrighted said word, Aypress, which was also the
Plaintiff's business name, and registered with the State of Ohro

f) It s clear—that Defendant Kazanci, using GoDaddy’s consent—and nature of 1its
business—to regster said copyrighted name, Aypress=—s using the ongnal spelling of the
Plainuff's copyrighted word at the website, when one views said website Aypress com Such
further contributes to the greatest hikehhood, that said Defendant 1s attempting to assert or
align himself with the Plainuff's authorship, business, and press—falsely —before the world
wide audience

As they say, the thing speaks for itself * 1t 1s, therefore self-evident—that
Defendant Go Daddy Group—who owns and profits from such infringement—-in creating and
controlling GoDaddy com (a business constructed for the sole purpose of registering names

for Internet/Webeite uae, and to which 1t 18 well aware of how 1t- conduct 15 1nvolved 1n the

Petition's” grounds)—the~ Plaintiffs—copyrighted word—would—not-be_in_castence on the_

Internet—in said fashion

Godaddy Group. ete 1n said manner—are complicit 1n the cause of actions—having
created the platform or premises—in which harm takes place and 1t need not bhe exphatly
stated—az the Defendants are aware of the nature of its business—and cannot claim
ignorance otherwise

Quute frankly on a side note any combination of lettera and numbers may be used to
create a domain There evasts, therefore, no need to infringe upon the rights belonging to
another and such can only be viewed as intentional

Hence, the Plainnff, in so naming the Defendants who construct themselves for said

sole act of registering names—need to be named—to prevent the exhausuve effort of the
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Plainuff to file new Petitions for every new copyright infringement

That muluple causes of action—stem from the sole act of using the Plaintiff's
copvyrighted word—does not need redundant espression citing each averment—from the sole
act giving risc to each explicit cause

Defendant s argue the Plainoff failed to comply with Civ R 8 A, and cite the Court’s

remand in Yeager v Alftel et al—as ssimilar rationale  Alffrel 18 a technicallv-complex njury,

in which the Plainuff did omit the simple introduction (the basis for Civ R 8 A) allowing the
Court to understand—or know what to expecet—from what follows said omitted brief
description

However, Plainuff appeals—contending that Civ R 8 A premise 1s inherently met 1n
the Petition Civ R 8 A—merelv requires one to perform a mimimum effort to gave far
notice " Plainuff did so 1in -4#ltel and 1n all other said swits Defendant attaches as exhibits

There 15 no comparison to the complemity of Alftel et #/—to the simphaty of
GolDuaddv com et al—and other said swits  The Defendant wastes the Court's and Plamnunfls
time—complaining of allegations that do not directly involve them—or 1in which rches upon

the deduction of their sole judgment

Neither 1s the Deferidant inthe-position of the-Court—to determine if-the objective.of
Civ R 8 A has becn met 1n each suit and should not so attempt to assert that the Plaintff
failed 1n other Petitions

The Petition 15 nerther without merit—nor without inherently complying with Civ R
8 A basis (within the length of the Petition) to serve the simplicity of merely 'requiring a
claim that shows the party 15 entitled to rehef (Ohio Jur 3d, Pleadings, § 42)—so that the
Pleader 1s not burdened with the task of pleading ‘ulumate facts °

The attachments can only be viewed as a burden to the Court and the Plainuff, with
view of raiging the cost of litigation for no purpose

In the sole complaint, which does directly involve the Defendant, Godaddy com et uf

the Plaintaff wrote a simple statement providing a clear hasis for the nature of the injury on
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page 1, utled ‘svnopsis of the injury ”

The Plaintiff made a clear outhine of the imyury, presenting compelling facts, 1n order
to began judicial proceedings, and ultimately provide the Plaintiff with relief from the
combined Defendants’ intentional neghgence

Defendant’s Motion, therefore—fails Go Daddy 18 complicit with consent, creation
control, and oversight—and from the nature of i1ts business—knows 1t contributes, and
furthermore—has superintending control inherent in the word ownership” (See Civ R 8 A
attached ) The fact does not need to be reiterated It 15 self-evident by the conduct of the
Defendant's business existing in construction for the sole purpose of registering words—ceven
those that infringe

Whether the Defendants GoDaddy, or any other registry—registered the Plainuffs
copy righted word—as their own property—prior to Mr Kazanci s—then sold said infringing
word to any number of persons—wili be known to the Plaintiff through interrogatorics—as
the Defendant 1s the only one privy to that fact at the moment

Defendant’s Motion 1s moot/without merit, frivolous delays yudicial proceedings—and

should be viewed for what 1t 15 an attempt to disrupt the Court, and burden the Plaintff

domain—it may bhe hable for injury of the use any copyrghted word—under the Defendant's

supervision and control

‘The Rule does not—requirc—the Plaintiff to plead the legai theory of
recovery, nor 1s the Plainuff bound by any parutcular theory of claim  Where
the complaint states—any facts—that if proven—would entitle the Pleader to
reliecf—as a matter of law—the motion to dismiss should be demed
Consequently, a Complaint should not be di=missed—if the trial court doubts

that the Plaintuff will win on the merits ™ Ohio Jur 3d, Pleadings §42
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I certify that a copy of this Motion has been remitted to the Defendants

il

ANN YEAGER TPLEANINTIIEF, PRO SE

Jones Day

325 John H McConnecll Boulevard

Suite 600

Columbuz OH 43215-43215-2673
Represenung Deiendant, TCANN

Thompson Hine
312 Walnut Street
14¢h Floor
Cincinnati OH 45202-4089
Representing Defendant Go Daddy Group

Ibrahim Kazana

P O Box 67158

Calgary Alberta T2L 212
Canada
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