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Jeffrey A. LeVee (State Bar No. 125863)
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Email:  jlevee@JonesDay.com

Attorneys for Defendant
INTERNET CORPORATION FOR
ASSIGNED NAMES AND NUMBERS

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

VERANDAGLOBAL.COM, INC., a Florida 
corporation, and BRYAN TALLMAN, a 
California citizen,

Plaintiffs,

v.

INTERNET CORPORATION FOR 
ASSIGNED NAMES AND NUMBERS, a 
California Corporation, and DOES 1–10, 

Defendants.

Case No. 23STCV19554

Assigned to Hon. Tony L. Richardson

DEFENDANT ICANN’S OPPOSITION 
TO PLAINTIFFS’ EX PARTE 
APPLICATION

[Filed with [Proposed] Orders]

Date: October 1, 2024 
Time: 8:30 a.m.
Dept: 39

Complaint Filed:  August 16, 2023
FAC Filed:  March 14, 2024
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Defendant the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (“ICANN”) 

submits this Opposition to Claimant’s Ex Parte Application (“Opposition”).  

Plaintiffs first request that the Court continue the hearing on ICANN’s Demurrer and Case 

Management Conference, which are scheduled for October 3, 2024.  Given Plaintiffs’ counsel’s 

family medical emergency, ICANN does not oppose continuing the hearing for that reason and 

extends its deepest condolences to Mr. Franklin and his family.  

Plaintiffs next request that the Court allow Plaintiffs to fix their briefing violations with 

regard to the Opposition to ICANN’s Demurrer, which was filed one day after the deadline and is 

ten pages too long, in violation of both the California Code of Civil Procedure and the California 

Rules of Court.  California Rule of Court 3.1113(d) is clear that any motion and opposition 

cannot exceed 15 pages; yet Plaintiffs’ Opposition is 25 pages.  ICANN’s Reply brief addresses 

Plaintiffs’ procedural violations, arguing that the Court should exercise its discretion and refuse to 

consider the Opposition pursuant to California Rules of Court 3.1300(d) and 3.113(g).  

As it currently stands, the briefing on ICANN’s Demurrer is complete.  The hearing can 

be continued to a new date without any adjustment to the already-filed briefs.  There is no basis 

for adjusting (or re-doing) the briefs.  ICANN believes it would be an unnecessary expenditure of 

time and money to file new briefs, especially since this is the second demurrer and in light of this 

Court’s findings with regard to the first demurrer.  ICANN requests that the Court reschedule the 

hearing for the soonest available date on the Court’s calendar and, at that time, make a 

determination regarding the merits of the Demurrer and Plaintiffs’ procedural violations, based on 

the already-filed briefs and the parties’ argument at the hearing.  

If the Court is inclined to grant Plaintiffs’ request to re-do the briefing, ICANN does not 

believe that Plaintiffs’ suggestion of a 25-page reply is necessary or appropriate under the rules.  

If the Court believes that further briefing is necessary, the Court could require Plaintiffs to file a 

15-page Opposition that is limited to only shortening their already-filed 25-page brief and does 

not add any new arguments or in any way responds to ICANN’s already-filed Reply (and to 

ensure that is the case, the Court could order Plaintiffs to submit a redline version as an exhibit to 

the Opposition comparing their 25-page Opposition to the 15-page Opposition to ensure that 
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Plaintiffs only struck portions of their Opposition and did not add new arguments).  In addition, if 

the Court is inclined to allow Plaintiffs’ request to re-brief, ICANN requests that the 

Court modify the schedule under California Code of Civil Procedure § 1005, such that Plaintiffs’ 

Opposition is due three weeks before the new hearing date and ICANN’s Reply is due one week 

before the new hearing date, to avoid additional prejudice to ICANN.

Dated: October 1, 2024 JONES DAY

By: /s/ Kelly M. Watne
Kelly M. Watne

Attorneys for Defendant
INTERNET CORPORATION FOR
ASSIGNED NAMES AND NUMBERS




